FLYING
SAUCER
REVIEW

l Volume 24, No. 3

P 71 VS B Y
N\

Author’s impression of a

LANDING IN YUGOSLAVIA

See page 6




FLYING
SAUCER
REVIEW

Vol. 24, No. 3
(published November 1978)

CONTENTS

Are there UFOs that
mimic? Pt. |:
Ann Druffel 2
1942 Sighting on the
Russian Frant:

J. Burns 5
Landing in Yugoslavia:
Milos Krmelj 6
The Fort St, James
Sightings:
W.K. Allan 8

Time lapse experience
in Buckinghamshire:

John Makin 12
Maureen Puddy’s third
encounter:
Judith M, Magee 14
A case of Rabbit
snatching?
Janet & Colin Bord 16

The Kettering,
Tasmania landing:
K. Roberts & Dr, G,

Stevens 18
Lubbock Ducks over
the Andes:
Gordon Creighton 22
UFO wave over Russia: 24

Observation on the
Rainford encounter:
Dr. R. Morrell 25
The Ministry of Defence
Approach:
Jenny Randles 27
Down on a Staffordshire
Farm:
Martin Keatman 29
Multi-witness Firth of
Forth sightings:
David Syderserff 30
Mail Bag 32

() Flying Saucer Review

Contributions appearing in
this magazine do not
necessarily reflect its policy
and are published without
prejudice

address please see foot of

‘ Faor subscription details and
page ii of cover

Editor CHARLES BOWEN

Consultants

GORDON CREIGHTON, MA, FRAI, FRGS, FRAS

C. MAXWELL CADE, AlnstP, FRAS, AFRAeS, CEng, FIEE, FIERE
BERNARD E. FINCH, MRCS, LRCP, DCh, FBIS

CHARLES H. GIBBS-SMITH, MA, FMA, Hon Companion RAeS, FRSA
R. H. B. WINDER, BSc, CEng, FIMech E JONATHAN M. CAPLAN, MA
I. GRATTAN-GUINNESS, MA, MSc, PhD, DSc PERCEY HENNELL, FIBP
Overseas J. ALLEN HYNEK, PhD

AIME MICHEL BERTHOLD E.SCHWARZ. MD
Secretarial Assistant JENNY RANDLES

An international journal devoted to the study of Unidentified Flying Objects

THE M.O.D. AND UFOs

N interesting article by Miss Jenny Randles entitled The Ministry of

Defence Approach appears elsewhere in this issue of Flying Saucer
Review. It is an article which, not unexpectedly, poses some important
questions.

Annoying as it may seem to us, however, there is little doubt that the
strict application of the **30-year rule” to the contents of Government
files, let alone those of the Ministry of Defence, is in general justified.
Equally, in view of the succession of defence cuts, it is at least under-
standable that the M.O.D. takes the line that time and effort cannot
be spared, from what will be seen as more pressing tasks, to undertake
the editing which would be necessary under the present rules before the
UFO-report cases could be released. And even if they were so edited,
would the remaining contents, shorn of reference to persons and places,
be of much use?

Again it is understandable that they should reject the suggestion that
persons reporting such cases should also be advised to contact UFOIN or
FSR and since they shy away from the amateur networks and groups
there is no one to whom they might pass the reports. They make it plain
however that the M.O.D. investigation of UFO reports is limited to that
area which involves the physical defences of the United Kingdom. If the
UFO isn’t displaying hammer and sickle insignia, or if it doesn't trigger
the Fylingdales radar, then they are happy to file the report away.

One is left wondering, nevertheless, whether we, the public, are being
best served by this attitude. Can we automatically assume that our best
interests are being protected? Our feeling is that the answer to these
questions is ... probably not — at least until the Government is prodded
into setting up a UK equivalent of the French GEPAN,

* * * * *

The main purpose of the co-operation between FSR and UFOIN has
been to help put British ufology on the map;to demonstrate to the world
that we do experience sizeable and active UFO waves. Largely the stand-
ard of reporting has been reasonable; often it is good but, not unexpect-
edly there are mistakes and we find ourselves in the hands of the invest-
igators. One slip-up has been demonstrated by Dr. Bob Morrell in his
observations on the Rainford entity report. Despite all the good work, a
failure to always maintain the expected high standard of investigation
can only add strength to the resolve of official bodies like the M.O.D. to
steer clear of the amateur groups.

ALASTAIR PREVOST
It was with great dismay that we learned of the death of Sqdn. Ldr. Alastair
Prevost on September 8, 1978. When last | met Alastair at his home in Kent
in October 1977 he was a very sick man, yet was enthusiastically concerned
with his study project on the E.M. effects of UFOs on motor vehicles. A
contributor to FSR, he was also a keen member of the UFOIN team.




ARE THERE UFOs THAT MIMIC?

Part 1
Ann Druffel

Our contributor from California, a frequent and welcome reporter in the pages of Flying
Saucer Review, is a researcher and writer for MUFON, and a member of the Center for

UFO Studies.

NY UFO researcher worth his salt has come across

particularly puzzling cases, in which credible wit-
nesses will report close encounters with UFOs of odd
design and precise structural detail, performing im-
possible manoeuvres. These will seem at first to be
first-class reports deserving of careful follow-up.

Checking out standard sources during the sub-
sequent investigations, these puzzling sightings fall
apart in the researcher’s hands. An ordinary man-
made object — a blimp, an advertising plane, etc. —
will be proved to have been in the vicinity of the
sighting at the time stated. The witnesses must have
been mistaken; subconsciously they must have
embellished details and invented manoeuvres that
their “UFO” was supposed to have performed.

Go back to these witnesses, however, and present
the evidence uncovered. Try to interpret what has
happened. The witnesses continue to contend that
“they have seen what they have seen.”

Cases such as these occur from time to time in
Southern California skies and have caused the author
and other local researchers much puzzlement. In-
variably, the sightings have been classified as IFOs or
stuck out of sight into bulging files. No real use has
been made of them over the years.

To illustrate briefly the kind of case which is the
specific subject of this column, let us consider the
Santa Ana, California, sighting of January 2, 1973.
On this smogless evening, the visibility was fifteen
miles on the ground, sixty miles one thousand feet
above the earth. Unusually pure air imparted a
brilliance and clarity to lights and objects rarely
experienced in this polluted basin.

Between 6.30 and 7.00 p.m., seven witnesses in
four different sections of the city viewed a startling,
vividly lighted metallic ¢raft. The domed vehicle was
complete with jaunty antennae and a lighted door.!
The author was, unfortunately, the investigator on
this promising case. It was a dismal task indeed to
have to inform the awed and frightened witnesses
that they had mistaken the Goodyear blimp for a
craft from another world.

The Goodyear blimp was cruising Orange County,
including Santa Ana, that evening between 6.00 and
8.00 p.m. Three years before, it had been outfitted
by its enterprising owners with 7,560 coloured light
bulbs. Flashing in varied thirty-second patterns of
green, red, yellow and blue, they called the world’s
attention to the next breathtaking advertisement
which follogved on words outlined with ordinary
white lights.

The brilliant colours and oval shape reported by
the witnesses conformed closely to those of the
blimp. The light patterns in most cases also were
similar. But the structured details, antennae, door,
dome, a sound “like an electric generator’” — did not
conform. Above all, the meteoric speeds, rapid de-
celerations, immense apparent size, and angled flight
paths reported were not compatible with the clumsy
airship, whose cruising speed is thirty-five mph, and
which was carefully ambling along at minimum
1000-foot altitude. Perhaps the most eloquent
statement regarding the Santa Ana misidentifications
came from the blimp’s pilot himself. “How could
they mistake it?” he asked. “It has GOODYEAR
written all over it, and anyone within a mile of it
can read the ads unless they are blind or can’t read!”

Sine functions and ratios applied to the apparent
sizes and angles of sight showed impossible corr-
elation, in most cases, with what the blimp should
present at normal cruising height.

For the sake of objectivity, however, it was
decided that all the witnesses were wrong. In spite of
our tactful efforts, seven puzzled, angry witnesses
were left stoutly maintaining that the object was
not, and never could be, the blimp.3

The same thing happened three months later in
Tarzana, California on April 10, 1973. In that San
Fernando Valley community, not one but three
startling craft whose colours and shape roughly
resembled the blimp manoeuvred together before
departing at a speed considerably above the blimp’s
best efforts. But the blimp was cruising the valley
that night. Again, for the sake of objectivity, the case
was put down as “misidentification of conventional
object.” But by this time the author had begun to
wonder.4

Three years passed, during which whirling, lighted
discs which circled larger lighted discs were identified
tentatively as a new type of advertising helicopter.
The witnesses were as puzzled as the investigator
when she tried to tell them what they had seen.

On February 1, 1977, a sighting occurred which,
lightly speaking, was the straw which broke the
ufologist’s back. On that evening at 8.40 p.m. above
Glendale, California, two young professional men
(RQ and RD) flying southbound in a helicopter at
1100 feet saw a bright yellowish light passing them,
going northbound at an estimated 100 mph. It was
about a thousand feet to their left and two hundred
feet lower in altitude. Thinking that it was a fixed-



wing aircraft flying at an illegal height, the pilot of
the chopper turned his ship toward the light in the
hope of catching its number and reporting it to the
FAA. The object immediately came up to the heli-
copter’s altitude and copied its turn precisely. In less
time than it takes to tell, the men in the helicopter
found themselves performing a Luffberry circle
manoseuvrc with the strangest craft they had ever
SEEn.

The word “craft” as used here is not by author’s
choice. It was a carefully chosen word used by two
exceptionally-qualified observers. Their own words
speak more picturesquely than any paraphrasing
could ever do.

“It was approximately 300 to 500 feet away,
orbiting in a precise 180 orbit with us. We were in at
least a 500-foot orbit and going 60 miles an hour. It
was an unusual-looking light, really threw off a lot of
light upward, illuminating an object above it to which
it was attached. It appeared to be a cylinder-shaped
deal (see Figures 1 & 2). This cylinder-shaped thing
was approximately 10—15 feet high and 4—8 feet
wide. It wasn’t another aircraft, that’s for sure. It
was upright, you know... it couldn’t fly that way.
We were wondering what the heck it was. Couldn’t
see any wings. Couldn’t figure it out. We were more
or less astonished at what we were seeing. We circled
with it in precision flight for five or ten orbits. We
saw markings or struts or something going up into a
triangle type of thing and sticking out at an angle
from the sides. The cylinder and struts or markings
were dark colour, or grey. We were seeing the struts
or markings from the light reflecting up. As far as
whether they were dimensional or not, it would be
hard to determine.

“The light was right on the bottom. It was bright!
It was a yellowish-white which resembled no air-
craft navigational light we've ever seen. It didn’t
have distinct edges. We tried to get a closer look at
the whole thing with our gyroscopic binoculars,
but the gyros weren’t turned on...the plug wasn’t
in, so there was a lot of vibration. When [the pilot]
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Figure 1  The sketch by R.Q.

took the binoculars the object suddenly turned into
us. It appeared as though it was going to change
course and come at us. [The pilot] quickly gave
the binoculars back and took over the controls again,
kind of veered to the right a little, to continue on a
wider orbit. But it then stayed in the orbit, but a
little higher than us now.

“It definitely was too controlled, too exact, to be
any kind of even remote-controlled thing.

“We said, ‘let’s try to get a closer look. Let’s go
up after it’. We changed altitudes and were going a
little higher. It went higher also, broke orbit and went
off into the east-southeast at about 11 o’clock
position and vanished, like it turned off the light. We
were in the same area that it vanished, which was up
another 1000 feet and there was no fog up there, no
way it disappeared in any fog or went to the east or
whatgver. It evidently turned off its light and took
off.”

This February 1, 1977, sighting should be a
researcher’s dream. It was comprised of well-qualified
witnesses, exact details, precision manoeuvres and
inexplicable manner of disappearance. Yet when
massive efforts were made to locate ground witnesses,
none could be located who had seen the circling
object or the helicopter. What did turn up were a
series of sightings, including one on February Ist,
between 8.35 and 8.45 p.m. in the same area where
the helicopter performed its Luffberry circle with
the strange craft. These sightings were of unknown
objects, later determined to be probable hoax
balloons of an unfamiliar type.

In reading through the voluminous tape trans-
cripts connected with this case, one is struck by the
fact that the two witnesses in the helicopter qualified
most of their statements. They were most careful in
verbal and written description. The only thing they
did not qualify was that they were sure the object
was not a balloon of any kind. They ‘“have seen what
they have seen.”

In this field of UFO research, where nothing is
certain and where evidence often conflicts with
“reality,” it is probably acceptable to ask this
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Figure 2  The sketch by R.D.



question: ‘““Do UFOs sometimes mimic conventional

objects?”’

* * * * *

Serious researchers have endeavoured during the
past thirty years to seek out conventional answers
to UFO reports. It has been the author’s experience
that only about 2% to 3% of raw data sightings re-
ceived turn out to be scientifically valuable ‘“‘un-
knowns”, not 20%, the commonly accepted figure.
The case of the Glendale helicopter sighting of
February 1, 1977, is recorded as a likely “unknown,”
or UFO.

The trouble with the Glendale helicopter case is
that it happened at the same time and location as
hoax balloon activity of an unfamiliar type. Are we,
therefore, forced to come to the conclusion that the
two professional and trained observers who were
encountering a strange ‘“craft” 1100 feet above the
city of Glendale were, in fact, viewing an errant hoax
balloon? In order to try to answer this knotty
problem, let us consider the nature of the hoax
balloon reports in Glendale on and around February
1st.

At about 8.00 p.m. on January 28, 1977, on Sparr
Boulevard, which borders Glorietta Park, over which
the helicopter sighting occurred, a 16-year-old girl,
H.C., saw a bright yellowish light rising up in the
south. As it went out of sight at the top of her
window frame she ran outside to catch sight of it
again, meanwhile calling to her mother. The two
witnesses stood on their driveway while the light
wandered eastward, then straight up again, clearing
the tops of nearby trees. Above the bright, steady
light was an indistinct black mass, on to which little
or none of the light source reflected. It made another
bend eastwards and then started drifting northerly
at 12 degrees elevation, slowly rising higher. It now
kept a straight path seemingly only at a couple of
hundred feet, but its motion was ‘‘floating” rather
than controlled. Apparent size of the light was about
one-half the full moon. As it climbed, it diminished
in size and slowly changed colour to orange. It
disappeared from view in the NNE at 60 degrees
elevation. Duration of the sighting was about ten
minutes.

Rather awed by the occurrence, the younger
witness was doubly startled the next two nights,
From her room on these two subsequent evenings,
she saw identical lights rise out of the south. On the
29th, the object remained below 20 degrees elev-
ation, half-hidden behind trees and evidently travel-
ling in a southerly direction. As before, the light was
very bright and close. On January 30th, the light
drifted towards the east, travelling upwards and
disappearing behind a neighbour’s house. The young
girl’s mother and brother were witnesses with her,
and all three described the light as comparable to a
car’s headlights on high beams from a half-block
away.

On February 1st, the night of the helicopter
sighting, at about 8.35 p.m., H.C. and a 17-year-old
friend, Kaye Brown, were in her room on Sparr
Boulevard listening to records, when she saw the

fourth appearance of the strange light. The two
girls dashed outside and watched the light, self-
contained as before, manoeuvring in a lazy dritting
pattern from east to west across the southern sky.
At the same time, they heard neighbour boys
laughing in a yard two doors down. They did not
pay much attention as the boys, H.C. stated later,
are ‘“nocturnal” and always working and kidding
around with friends in their garage.

As the light, with its dark mass above it, floated
back and forth in the sky, Kaye phoned her
mother. Mrs. Brown, who lives only a few blocks
from the C. home, could not see the light, which
indicated that the light was comparatively near the
Sparr Boulevard location. H.C. continued to watch
while Kaye was on the phone and saw the light
continue an upward path into the southern sky, turn
orange and fade out of sight into the distance about
8.50 p.m.”

Checking the wind directions later, it was det-
ermined that on all four nights of the Sparr Boul-
evard sightings, the winds were light. On all four
nights, the wind direction was consistent with the
directions of the object’s travel, and on the evenings
of variable winds, the drifting “manoeuvres” could
be accounted for by shifts in wind direction. There-
fore, it was decided that the Sparr Boulevard sightings
were probably hoax balloons.

But of what type? They were certainly not
ordinary hot-air or candle balloons. There were no
lighted bags, flickering, or dropping of flaming
particles, common to candle balloon sightings. They
were not highway flares on helium-filled bags, as
these have a typical sputtering effect entirely diff-
erent from the steady, brilliant Sparr Boulevard
objects. A valiant effort was made to track down the
hoaxers, but all efforts were met with hostile silence
from the suspected boys and their parents.

If any reader knows of a new type of hoax balloon
which fits the above description, it would be very
good to hear.

We are left with a dilemma. South of Glorietta Park,
a few blocks from Sparr Boulevard, a helicopter with
two hardheaded, professional observers, was circling
with a precisely controlled ‘“‘craft.” The evidence of
the hoax balloon activity was presented to these
witnesses. Their answer again spoke eloquently: they
unqualifiedly stated that they were certain, judging
from their observation of reference points during the
encounter, that they were orbiting with the object,
not merely circling around it. No way, in their
opinion, could it have been any kind of balloon
drifting with the wind.

It is the author’s opinion that the two helicopter
observers did not see, and misidentify, a hoax
balloon. There are points of similarity, to be sure,
such as the bright yellowish light and the markings
or “struts’”, not unlike those in some candle balloons.
But there are four major points of difference between
the object they encountered and the objects seen
from the ground: 1. The objects of Sparr Boulevard
acted like balloons, with drifting flight and lazy
manoeuvres. The “craft” which the helicopter en-
countered manoeuvred precisely and in at least three
crucial points during the observation seemed to



perform intelligent counter-reactions; 2. The dark,
indistinct mass above the bright light seen from
the ground reflected little or no light, whereas the
object high in the air reflected light up on to two
thirds of its cylindrical body. But still the reflected
light is entirely dissimilar to that of any known type
of hoax balloon; 3. Though carefully questioned,
none of the Sparr Boulevard witnesses on February
1st saw or heard a helicopter or other aircraft near or
circling around the light, even though the object that
night was watched for 10—15 minutes during the
time of the helicopter sighting. A glance at the map
indicates that the major part of the helicopter
encounter occurred several blocks south of Sparr
Boulevard. Massive efforts have failed to find any
witnesses who saw a helicopter circling with or
around a light in the area involved; 4. The manner of
disappearance of the helicopter’s strange travelling
companion was instantaneous, unlike the gradual
disappearance of the objects seen from the ground.

Therefore, it seems reasonable to think that the
helicopter observers were seeing a bird of quite a
different feather — not a hoax balloon. Could it have
been an “unknown” mimicking some of the

characteristics of the man-made object drifting

below?

* * * * *

In Part II, next issue, some surprising correlations
will be offered, comparing the Glendale object with
a classic Brazilian UFO, which was involved in one
of the strangest abduction cases ever recorded.
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1942 SIGHTING ON THE RUSSIAN FRONT

J.Burns BSc.

Our contributor, a BUFORA member, lives in Stonehouse, Lanarkshire, Scotland.

HIS report concerns an incident

stated by the witness, a German
infantryman fighting in a vast battle on
the Russian front, in the Tula region.
The soldier is now my father-in-law.

During this period, August 1942,
the German Army was involved in a
bitterly fought retreat, digging in in
trenches and moving back every 7 to
10 days. The witness cannot recall the
date, but the time of the incident was
about 2.00 p.m. and there was broken
cloud cover at a fairly high level. It
was warm, and slightly misty with a
light breeze.
My father-in-law writes:—

“During the Second World War, on
the Russian front; I saw the most
baffling object [/ have seen] in my
life. Out of a cloudy sky appeared
slowly a huge cigar-shaped object,
something like a Zeppelin, but much
bulkier and rounder at the front. It
was of a dull silvery colour. It
remained stationary for at least a
minute,

“There were no visible windows or
any other sign of a gondola to be seen.
What made it so amazing was the
absence of any engine noise. It shot off
at an upwards angle at terrific speed
-and within seconds was out of sight,
again with no noise and no vapour
trail.

“This thing was seen by quite a few

men. We talked about it but in the end
shrugged if off as a mirage. It was
reported to the commanding officer
because it was thought it could have
been a Russian secret weapon.”

I have ascertained that in the first
instance the object moved out of the
clouds slowly, snout pointing down-
wards and, after levelling out and
remaining motionless for the minute
as described it tilted its snout upwards
through the clouds. The clouds were
not disturbed by its passage through
them.

The UFO was approximately 300
yards long and 100 yards high at the
thickest part (more than twice the size
of the ill-fated Hindenburg airship).
It was very smooth, had no markings,

and was of an aluminium-hued colour.

It was a daylight visitation, and the
20 or so men who saw it were quite
alarmed — especially as they thought
it might be a Russian secret weapon.

Based on information given by my
father-in-law in a report form, and
using simple triangulation and prop-
ortion, it would seem that the object
was stationary at a height of 3,400
feet and was some 4,300 feet from
the observer (the margin of error
could be as high as 40% which in no
way would make the figures insig-
nificant).

The witness is a very practical man
and does not show any interest in
phenomena of this kind — other than
the case just described.

HIGH CLOUDS

e

1. Slow descent 2. Level, and motionless for one minute

3. Upwards tilt

4. UFO departs at “extreme speed”




LANDING IN YUGOSLAVIA

Milos Krmel)

Our contributor is a researcher, and reader of many years’ standing of Flying
Saucer Review who lives in Ljubljana, Slovenja, Yugoslavia

HE major witness in this case from Yugoslavia is

a young lady, Angela Rajhs of STARA CERKEV
near KOCEV]JE. In May 1971 when the sighting took
place she was aged 17.

The first report of an apparent UFO landing at
Stara Cerkev came to my ears quite accidentally and
in view of the length of time which had elapsed it
proved no easy task to track down the principal eye-
witness. However, when 1 did eventually make
contact I found her co-operative and willing to talk
of her experience. The report which follows has
been constructed from the answers which she gave in
interview: —

“One cool and cloudy evening at the beginning of
May 1971 1 was returning home about 8.00 or 8.30
p.m. I was riding my bicycle along the Stara Cerkev
road when suddenly I became aware of a reddish
glow and a strange “‘buzzing” sort of noise, something
similar to that made by an aeroplane, but too close to
be anything like that. I had heard a similar noise once
before when I was near the church and, being curious,
I stopped.

From the road I could see a bright red light which
appearced to be coming from a dip in the ground in
a nearby field. It was lighting up the whole area.”
(Authors note: The *“dip” or ‘“hollow” is not large:
it is situated near the end of a pasture which is
crossed by high tension electricity lines.)

“I stepped off my bicycle and went to get a better
look. Then I noticed the ‘thing’ in the hollow. It was
very high and I could see the top from the road. As |
got closer I could see that it was about 7—10 metres
long and shaped like a giant egg or elipse standing on
three legs. The legs however were only about a metre
long.

“I watched it for some minutes — say about four
or five — but I was a bit frightened so I went back to
my bicycle and began to ride home. I rode slowly as
I kept looking back over my shoulder. Then I saw
this thing take off. It rose into the air slowly and
obliquely, it was turning in a sort of spiral as it rose,
and the *‘whistling-buzzing” sound was going on all
the time. It reminded me of the noise made by a jet
plane. 1 saw the three legs being pulled inside the
body. In the middle of the object I saw what looked
like a yellow window but the whole surface was
radiating light — even the round things on the ends of
the legs. I could not see anything else on the object.
Oddly enough it had been an oval shape when on the
ground but in the air it seemed to be round.”

In answering questions the witness stated that she
had felt a sensation of heat radiating from the object.
She had not smelt anything nor had she noticed any-
thing wrong with the watch she was wearing — either
at the time or since. No trouble had been reported

*with the electricity supply. She knew little about

UFOs but had read something in a local journal
called the Dolenjski List. This had mentioned sight-
ings of unidentified objects over Dolenjska.

* * * * *

We come now to the evidence of the other wit-
nesses, Angela’s mother and their neighbour. Both
reported having seen the object at about the same
time, the mother had just seen a red ball flying in the
direction of a nearby hill but the neighbour, Alojz
KrZ aged 50, claims that he saw the object already on
the ground at about 7.30 p.m. (some 30 minutes to
an hour before Angela’s sighting). He went fairly

Figure 1
Initial sighting following the
buzzing: the red light in a
hollow.

Author’s illustrations
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Figure 2 A “giant egg” on three legs

close to the object (to a distance of about twenty
metres) and was able to give a description of the
landing legs which tallies with that of the main
witness, adding however that they were triangular in
section. His general description of the object seems
slightly exaggerated, but he freely admits that he was
frightened, in fact nothing in his war-time experiences
as a partisan had frightened him as much as the sight
of this UFO in May 1971!

The day after the landing Angela Rajhs went back
to the spot, this time accompanied by her parents
who were perhaps understandably apprehensive.
They saw marks on the ground consisting of a series
of “pointed” holes almost as if they had been dug
with an implement. They were all equally deep and so
far as they could judge about 15—20 cm. in
diameter.* The grass round about seemed to be
burned. The family did not go close enough to make
accurate measurements, however, as they were afraid
there might be some sort of radiation hazard. Angela

Figure 3 Take off, whistling and buzzing

says the holes were certainly there a fortnight after
the event but she did not return again for some time
and all traces have long since disappeared.

It is a pity that such a long time elapsed between
the occurence and my first hearing of it. This is due
partly to the fact that when the witnesses reported to
the local police they were subjected to ridicule and
thereafter made no further attempt to report or seek
for explanations. Their memories have of course
faded a little since 1971 but in view of the independ-
ent sightings of the object on the ground and the
corroborative nature of the witnesses’ stories it seems
tolerably certain that this was a genuine UFO
experience.

*  Authors. Note. The soil in the pasture has been examined
and at the time of examination seems very hard. If the
soil condition was the same at the time of the sighting I
calculate that it would require an object weighing 10 to
15 tons to make the holes described.
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