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Astronomical Society Concerningthe UFO Problem: Part 3%

PETER A. STURROCK
Center for Space Science and Astrophysics, ERL 306, Stanford University, Stanford, CA 94305-4055

Abstract — Refereed journals, to which scientists turn for their reliable infor-
mation, carry virtually noinformation on the UFO problem. Does thisimply
that scientists have no views and no thoughts on the subject, or that all scien-
tists consider it insignificant? Does it imply that scientists have no reports to
submit comparable with UFO reports published in newspapers and popular
books? The purpose of thissurvey wasto answer these questions.

Note: Sections 1-3, 4.1-4.3, and the Appendiceswere published in Vol. 8, Nos.
1 and 2 of the Journal of Scientific Exploration. Sections 4.4-4.9 appear
below, concluding the report.
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4.4 Daylight Objects
These cases are subdivided into groups.

Small Objects

DOL1. Place, date, unspecified. Respondent notes briefly adaylight observa-
tion of a bright object, which was not Venus, but which he could not identify
for himself.

DO02. London, England, 1966 + 1, summer, 4:00-5:00 p.m. Respondent was
on hisway homefrom school. It wasa bright afternoon with aclear and cloud-
less sky. Respondent reports seeing a bright small or distant object seen, he
presumes, by reflected light. The object was either very distant or stationary
sinceit remained (implicitly in the same position) for about 10 minutes. It then
apparently moved off very rapidly, moving in a straight line, and disappeared
fromview.

The object was mentioned in the national newspapers thefollowing day.

D03. Pine Bluff Observatory, Wisconsin, 1969, March, about 7:00 a.m.Du-
ration of observation 5 minutes. Respondent preparing to go home, exhausted,
at sunrise after observing all night. Noticed a bright light resembling Venus
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TABLE for CaseDO3
a b c d e f g h
Prior 10 10° 333 333 10° 0 333
Post 0 .1 .6 .1 2 0 0 0

about 150° away from the sun in the northwest m, =-4 +2. Sun rising on the op-
posite horizon. Object "very stationary."

Respondent rules out meteors, aurorae, lightning, reentering satellites, bal-
loons, etc. because object stationary. Sure it was natural but too tired to follow
up sighting.

D 04. Waltham, Massachusetts, BrandeisPhysics Building,1967 (monthun-
known, about 2:00 p.m. EST. Five or more scientists saw aluminousobject in
the daytime in the sky over Boston for a period of 10 minutes. Weather: clear
air, visibility unlimited. Observed to east, elevation 20-30°, moving apparently
upwards. Diameter lessthan 5 arc-min. Probably reflecting.

Object believed to be a weather balloon (item din list of post-probabilities)
at adistance of 3-10 miles.

TABLE for CaseDO4

a b c d e f g h
Prior .01 3 .05 3 108 107 A7 A7
Post 0 0] 0 .99 0 0 0 .01

DO05. Algonquin Radio Observatory, Ontario, Canada, 1969 + 2.

"The object appeared while | was on an observing run at the Algonquin
Radio Observatory, which issituated in aProvincial Park in arelatively isolat-
ed part of the Province. The time was about 5:00 am., the sky was light, just
before sunrise. | wasinside the control building, engaged in conversation with
two other people, and had a view of the radio telescope, the woods, and area-
sonable areaof sky through alarge window. A small (about 10 arc-min?) bright
(surface brightness intermediate between the moon and sun) object appeared
from the right-hand side of the window (roughly from the northwest) and
moved very rapidly across the sky, passing behind the radio telescope, in a
curved trajectory. | cannot recall the details of its disappearance, whether be-
hind the horizon, the trees, the edge of the window or none of these. Theentire
event was without noise, and lasted only a couple of seconds. | rejected imme-
diately the possibility that it was an aircraft, because of the combination of
speed and angular size, and the absence of an accompanying sound; also the
possibility that it was afireball because of the curved trajectory.

"My reaction wasone of considerable astonishment—| had never before seen
anything similar, and have not since—and the reaction of the two people that |
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was talking to at the time, who had their backs to the window, was that | had
been working toolong."

The sky was clear and the air was still. The sun was rising to the respon-
dent's left and the object was to hisright moving to his left (see sketch). The
object isdescribed as being self-luminous.

In the list of priors, g is specified as " psychological effect”; in the list of
posts, itisspecified as' fireball."
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TABLEfor Case DOS

Prior 15 .15 2 2 .1 .05 .05 .1

Disks

DO06. Place, date, unspecified. In commenting on Question 7 of the first
questionnaire, respondent stated that he had on several occasions withessed
events which he could not identify and which may be related to the UFO phe-
nomenon. He continued asfollows:

"Inall but onecasethat | recall, | could indeed supposea'normal’ explana-
tion ... airplanes, without sound, meteors, balloons, etc. The best case-the sil-
ver discs—occurred in the desert in summer 19551 suppose it was a strange re-
fraction effect . ... Itistoolong ago to recall."

DO7. Toledo, Ohio, date unknown,!/:25 a.m. Respondent was watching
TV, and looked out of the window. He saw a strange object which he watched
for about 5 minutes and then called for someone else to seeit. Just before the
other person arrived, the object disappeared.

The object is described as being seen at an angular elevation of between 50°
and 70°, however, the distance of the object isquoted as 100 yardsand the alti-
tude as 2,000 feet, so the estimates are not consistent. The object wasseenin a
southerly direction, looking out of the window above a neighbor's house. The
sun also was almost directly south at an elevation of about 70°. The sky was
clear with afew clouds. The respondent states that he could not see the object
clearly since "the sun's reflection™ (off the object?) "would not give a clear
outline." The object isdescribed as being along slender bright metallic object
with no lights. (See sketch.) The respondent could not ascertain a color. Al-
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though the object appeared to be solid, and to reflect sunlight, its outline was
fuzzy. Itsangular size was estimated as somewhat |arger than one degree. The
object was first observed hovering in a steady manner, but it then shot straight
up and disappeared.

DOS8. Wroclaw, Poland, 1957 or 1958, summer, about 5:00 p.m. Respondent
was walking on the street when he heard people shouting " UFO flying over
city," and noticed a very bright point about 45" above the north-northwest
horizon. The sun was about 30" above the west horizon. Respondent walked to
his observatory, arriving there in about 10 minutes. He then observed the ob-
ject, for about 20 minutes, through a small telescope (Steinhel lens 16.5 mm
diameter, 120 mm focal length) with orthoscope eye pieces used for routine
sunspot observations. He observed a sharp uniformly bright disk of diameter 5
arc-min. Measurement was possible by using calibrated network of linesin
focal plane of the telescope. Five arc-min wasthe maximum angle of diameter
and presumably corresponded to the closest distance between the object and
the observation site. After 15 minutes of observation, the angular diameter de-
creased to less than 1 arc-min and the object disappeared in the fog over the
south horizon. All attemptstoidentify the object failed. No satisfactory expla-
nation was found. The nature of the object remains unexplained. When ob-
served through the telescope, the object appeared to be yellow rather than
bright white, perhaps due to the high magnification used (200x). The object
appeared to be solid and was sharply outlined. It was comparablein brightness
to the sun and is believed to be selfluminous since it was too bright to be just
reflecting sunlight. Moreover, the object did not show any "phase” changes
which would be expected for areflecting sphere in the given geometrical con-
figuration. All that was observed was a uniformly radiating sharp disk. The
movement was steady, similar to the movement of a jet airplane at high alti-
tude, with one significant difference: there was no whitetrail behind. Theele-
vation above the horizon was changing from about 30" over the north-north-
west point to about 55" at west and then decreasing again to about 30° when it
passed in the south direction. The highest point of the trajectory apparently
corresponded to the closest distance to the observer. The measured size of the
object at this point (west) was 5 arc-min. For a suggested altitude of about 5
km, the respondent estimates the speed to have been 200 to 300 mph. With this
estimate, the diameter would have been about 7 meters.

In listing the "' post probabilities," the respondent identified g as an optical
mirage. He attributes the difference between the post probabilities and the

TABLE for CaseDOS8

Prior .05 .05 1 15 1 5 05
Post .02 2 2 .1 .1 15 15 .08
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prior probabilities to further study of the subject in the few months interval
between completing thefirst form and the second form.

D09. Newark, New Jersey, summer, 1958 or 1959, about 6:50 p.m.

"At about the age of 13| observed on two successive dates three oval ob-
jects. Two werewhite. One, about 1 1/2 times the size of the others, was red. It
was daylight and completely clear. One of the white objects appeared to go
through a banking maneuver. During this period the view of the object changed
so that | could seeit edge on. The shape was ‘classical cigar shape." No mark-
ings, exhaust or sound. .. "

Objects werefirst seen at about the zenith. " AA' marks the path of two ob-
jects both oval, one white, onered. BB' marksthe path of athird object, white
and identical to other white object. This BB' object was seen to go through a
banking maneuver in the NE and then rendezvous with the other two objects as
they all continued to proceed north. The banking maneuver of one white object
took place at an elevation of approximately 45°.”

The sky was completely clear and it was afew hours before sunset. Similar
sightings were made on two consecutive days, at almost exactly the sametime
(6:50 p.m.) both days.

The bottom view and side view of atypical object isasshown below:

O o —

Bottom view Side view

Fig. B for Case DO9
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TABLE for CaseDO9

a b c d e f g h

Prior 15 .5 15 15 .02 <.01 .01 .01
Post .1 2 2 3 -1 - - .1

" One object wasred, oval, smooth with no visiblefeatures. Its apparent size
was about equal to the size of the nail on your index finger if held at arms
length. The other two objects were white, oval, featureless, identical to each
other and about 2/3 the apparent size of the red object. None of the objects ap-
peared metallic and none appeared to have 'hot spots' from reflected sunlight.
The appearance was rather like theresult of shining a soft, frosted light onto a
clean, smooth, porous, matte surface and holding this surface (cut in the shape
of an oval) against the blue sky. No sound was heard relative to the passage of
these objects and no exhaust trails were visible."

The objects are el sewhere described as' discernible, oval disks," and appar-
ently solid. They may have been self-luminous or may have had adull finish.

"Objects were first sighted forming a rather close triangle at the zenith.
Within amatter of 10 seconds or so one of the white objects and the red object
began to move steadily toward the north. The other white object moved away
from the other two and began to head ENE. At an elevation of about 60" it
began to turn toward the north and in so doing appeared to execute a banking
maneuver, itsoval shape slowly changing until | could seeit almost edgeon. In
this position it appeared flat on the top and bottom and rounded on the edges
not unlike the profile of acigar. It continued its maneuver heading toward the
north where at an elevation of about 25" it rejoined the others. All three then
shot north toward the horizon, and at great speed.

"The objects were sighted again thefollowing evening (we were on thelook-
out for them). Again the sky was clear and the moon was again not up. Their
behavior was almost the same as on the previous evening but this time one red
and one white object flew from the zenith toward the east while the other white
object went north. | do not recall any banking this time. It was cloudy for the
next several nights."

DO10. Near Cloudcroft, New Mexico, October 11, 1974,1610MDT. Obser-
vation lasted 8-10 seconds. Respondent was driving atruck home from Sacra-
mento Peak Observatory. He rounded acomer on the mountain road, about |.5
miles southeast of Cloudcroft (elevation 8,800 feet) and noticed an object
moving near theridge. It was bright daylight and the sun wasto the west of and
to therear of the observer; the sun wasto the west of the object.

The following account was provided by the respondent, based on notes
which he made within 15 minutes after the sighting: " Object was observed
from both inside and outside of vehicle by observer both with and without eye-
glasses.
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TABLE for Case DO10

a b c d e f g h

Prior 1 .05 1 .1 .05 .1 05 45
Post 0 0 1 2 2 1 0 4

" Object was moving from southeast to northwest apparently near a wooded
ridge. Path of motion was apparently level and straight until last 2 or 3 seconds
of observation at which time object turned upwards, accelerated rapidly in a
vertical direction and became too small for observer to resolvein amatter of a
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few seconds. (Rapid motion and acceleration of an object through air and no
sound heard!)

" Estimated distance from observer: = 0.25 mile.

" Apparent angular diameter of object: 5-6 solar diameters.

"Color: Flat silver-gray with darker markings/structures (?) as indicated in
sketch. No other color on or surrounding object.

"No flashing of reflected sunlight observed. Sun to rear of observer.

Object observed against thin cirrus background. There were also afew scat-
tered cumulus clouds in sky. Object was at no time obscured by cumulus
clouds.

"There was no spinning or motion about any axis of object. Plane of object
apparently changed alowing observer to see the markings/structures men-
tioned above. These markings areindicated on sketch."

" Object wasfirst detected as observer rounded aright turn in road. Observer
applied brakes on truck immediately but then decided to accelerate in order to
see beyond treesin observer's foreground but engine did not respond. Immedi-
ately stopped vehicle and got out and sighted object again as it apparently
turned upward and vanished. Automobile engine was not running; it definitely
did stall; ignition still on and tape deck still playing. | definitely remember
tape deck not shutting off even when engine stalled. The vehicle isa 1972 In-
ternational 112 ton pickup with automatic transmission, so thefirst hard appli-
cation of brakes would not have stalled the engine. The truck engine has never
in the past stalled."

The respondent has added the following information. There was no road
traffic before or after theincident. When the vehicle stalled, it wastraveling at
30-35 mph. It had never stalled before (in four years) and it never stalled sub-
sequently while in respondent's possession (1 112 years). The tape deck kept
running without a change of speed. There was an interval of 3-5 minutes be-
tween the departure of the object and the truck being started. The object exhib-
ited no rotation, no wobbling and no sound. It did show aslight tilt.

DOI11. Catalina Observatory, Arizona, March 24, 1967, 10:45 a.m., for
about 50 seconds. Respondent reports asfollows:

"On the night of March 23/24 | had observed until about 4:00 am. using the
Catalina 61 inch telescope. | was not the principal observer that night and so |
was not quite as exhausted as | would have been otherwise. My normal sleep
schedule wasfor school and daytimework at the Lunar and Planetary Labora-
tory, so despitemy fatigue | awokeat alittle after 9:00 am. on the24th, unable
to go back to sleep. | fixed alight breakfast and after eating it | sat down to
study in thelounge areaat the north end of the dormitory. The coffee table and
couch were set in the room so that | faced the large windows on the northwest
and northeast faces of the building. | had aloaded 35 mm camerawith a28 mm
lens sitting on the coffee table because | expected to take some pictures of the
sources of smog in the valley below and take others of thelocal scenery.. .. It
was a bright and beautiful day with scattered clouds. After some 15 minutes to
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Fig. A for CaseDO11

ahaf hour of work in asomewhat unsettled manner because of my fatigue and
excitement from observing, my attention wandered several times. | am not
sure whether | first noted the UFO because of its motion at the edge of my field
of vision or because | was going tolook up anyway at the very nice nimbus and
cirrusclouds. | first fixated on the UFO when it was nearly in the center of the
single window on the NW face of the dormitory. At first | thought it was a
small plane like some | had seen around that time, painted white with little
contrast. But the shape was not right and the angular rate wastoo large for the
angular size. Also there was no visible shadow of the usual monoplane upper-
wing. Infact there were no shadows visible at all, not even on the underside of
what should have been a fuselage. The speed was too great for a balloon, ex-
cept possibly at very close range. After perhaps 10 seconds of observation | re-
alized that | waslooking at something very unusual. | briefly considered taking
apicture, but the small angular subtense of the UFO, itslack of detail and the
wide angle lens on the camera all argued against spending the time to adjust
the manual f-stop and shutter speed and to check to make sure that the film
was fully wound. The rapid angular rate of the UFO and its decreasing sub-
tense decided against photography. Within 20-30 seconds after making this
decision the object was barely discernible against clouds in the NE. About
midway through this observation | was convinced this was an extraordinary
object because of the sharp well-defined edges, the lack of sound, the lack of
shadings in tone and lack of shadows, and mostly because the object appeared
to change shape as an aspect effect. On initial viewing it was quite elongated,

TABLE for CaseDO11

a b c d e f g h

Prior .05 .75 .02 .02 .005 15 0 .005
Post .03 .25 .25 .25 .02 10 .05 .05
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then gradually appeared more circular as it moved away. My binocular vision
indicated a distance greater than a hundred meters and this was confirmed
when it passed behind atree at about 70 meters distance. Therewas no sound at
all and in the quiet of the morning on the mountain it was easy to hear very
faint soundsoutside thedorm. | was very unsettled by thisexperience, being as
it was so strongly manifest that the object could not have been any convention-
al aircraft or balloon. If | can believe the object was very close to thecloudsin
the NE or had penetrated them when it waslost from view, then from their es-
timated distance of 20 km and the time required to get there of about 40 sec-
onds, | estimate a speed of about 500 meters/second. In round numbers the
speed isabout 2,000 km/hr or better than Mach 1.5. There was no sonic boom.
But the distances may be off so these numbers may be off.

"The slow rate at which the aspect or axis ratio changed would suggest that
the object was at asignificant fraction of itsfinal viewing distancewhen it was
first seen. For example, the initial distance could have been 10 km and the
final distance 20 km. This assumes straight line, constant velocity of motion
with thelong axisin thedirection of motion. All together theanalysis givesan
estimated initial distanceof about 10 km. This means asize of about 70 meters
and a velocity of about 300 m/sec or about 1,000 km/hr. ThisisMach 0.9, just
about airliner speed. If the UFO was simulating an airliner for the benefit of
the Mt. Lemmon radar site (afew kmwest of the observatory) then it all would
fit.

"The angular size of the UFO was large enough so thereis no doubt in my
mind; thiswas not an aircraft or balloon.
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"Near the end of the sighting | lost the UFO against the white clouds, re-
gained it, then lost it again.

"The dorm looks out over a valley to the North; the dorm is at about 8,200
feet altitude on the mountain. The wind was from the WSW, 35 mph; clouds
were moving slowly to the South.

"I was wearing my glasses at the time. With them my tested light contrast
resolution is better than 30 arc-sec. Testing has shown that | can recognize a
plane, balloon, etc. with an angular size of 3-4 arc-min with no difficulty. The
measured size of the UFO was 3/16in. at arms length or 26 arc-min in length.
(I used ascalein inches present in the dorm during the time of observation.)

"It was just a white oval in the sky with no detail, just a sharp boundary
against the dark blue sky. The brightness of white was more than expected for
normal white paint; it was nearly a ’Lambert’ surface. The motion was very
constant, apparently in astraight line, as shownin thefigure."

"The object did not |leave a vapor trail."

The object was sharply outlined and appeared to be solid. It was either re-
flecting or possibly self-luminous.

The observation was reported to three UFO investigators, including a mem-
ber of the Colorado Project staff.

DO12. EImhurst, Queens, New York City, June, 1960, about 6:00 p.m. Re-
spondent was observing the Echo satellite at sunset, when he observed arapid-
ly moving red object flying east at about 10 arc degrees/min. When the object
first appeared, it was approximately 45" above the western horizon. The object
passed almost overhead and was last seen at an elevation of about 45" in the
northeast. The duration of the sighting was about 5 minutes. The object was
brighter than any star, but could have been either self-luminous or reflecting.
The motion was steady without erratic behavior, and the object was definitely
resolved asadisk, but no other features were visible. The size was estimated as
1/4 degreesin diameter.

Thelocation of the respondent was very closeto LaGuardiaAirport, but the
object in no manner resembled any aircraft with which he wasfamiliar.

Additional Comment, received June, 1977

Therespondent reporting TR1 points out that thisreport (DO12) "hasall the
earmarks of TR1.”
See also DO16 for another report of a" disk-like object."

TABLE for CaseDO12

a b c d e f g h
Prior _ - .5 5 _ -
Post _ 5 _ 5 _ -
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Miscellaneous Objects

DO13. San Diego, California, 1972, summer, day time. Respondent was
floating on his back in a swimming pool. Residential neighborhood. Observed
circular shadow 1/2 degree in diameter on cirrus cloud at approximately
20,000 feet for approximately 40 seconds. Shadow was sharply outlined, esti-
mated diameter 170 feet. Shadow moved slowly in a straight line northwest
across cloud. When the shadow came to the leading edge of the cloud, the
cloud was no longer visible, but no aircraft or any other object cameinto view.

TABLE for CaseDO13

a b c d e f g h
Prior 2 6 .05 .05 .04 .02 0 .04
Post 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

DO14. Escondido, California, late 1950’s, midday. "' Probably was a U.S.
missile; no positive identification. Observed midday in late 50’s, Escondido,
CA, elongated (no wings) object moving silently and very fast Northwards.
Just before disappearing behind hill emitted smoke but something continued
(probably was staging or destructing). Reported in local paper—was observed
by anumber of people. The problemisthat it was over an inhabited area head-
ing roughly toward Riverside. Do not believe a missile would be (intentional-
ly) launched in that direction—likely aSAM or airborne missilelaunched in the
wrong direction or out of control (lotsof military installations in that area). No
official explanation that | know of. Probably not worth attempting to follow
up-but it was an impressivesight."

DO15. Sacramento Peak Observatory, New Mexico, about 1963. Respon-
dent and several other persons, including other solar observers, saw a number
of bright globular objects or lights pass from west to east past the sun's vicini-
ty in the sky. The objects were spherical or globular in appearance and became
visible when they entered acircle of 10°-15° radius centered on the sun's cen-
ter and disappeared when they left this circle. Unsuccessful attempts were
made to photograph the objects with acoronagraph. Size estimated at less than
3 arc-min diameter, and speed about 10" per minute. Report sent to NORAD.
One proposed explanation was that the objects were part of some experiment
being conducted at White Sands Missile Range or Holloman Air Force Base,
but no such experiment wasin progress.

TABLE for Case DO15

a b c d e f g h
Prior .02 S .1 3 .08 <.01 <01
Post 0 .64 .02 .02 .02 <.01 .30 0

]
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Probable explanation believed to be that the objects were migrating weed-
seeds or insects borne on the wind, (Such objects sometimes spoil corona-
graph observations.) Phenomenon described as " striking and beautiful."

Concerning post probabilities, g identified as " scattering from airborne
weeds or migrating insects.”
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DO16. Arlington, Virginia, 1969, summer. Observation lasted from 1830 to
1835 EDT. The respondent describes the event as follows:

"In the summer of 1969 | was taking our Irish Wolfhound for her evening
walk when | noticed, to the Northeast, a bright, disk-like object apparently
hovering just above the treetops. The object was luminescent, pale blue, and
appeared to move slightly to and fro. After calling this to the attention of my
wife who was accompanying us, | watched the phenomenon for several min-
utes. It did not change in position or shape. Then we noticed that whileit was
dlightly above the treetops, it was also slightly above a thick electrical cable
running between power poles. Moving back and forth to determine parallactic
effects, we decided that the phenomenon was probably associated with the
power cable rather than being farther away, although we could not be certain.
We then waked on. The phenomenon has not been observed again although
we have frequently looked for it.

"Arguments for its being a coronal phenomenon: it appeared close to a
power line, its parallax seemed to show that it was close to the power line,
coronae are known to occur in the vicinity of power lines.

" Arguments against its being a coronal phenomenon: the powerline was
not, asfar aswe know, an HV or EHV line but simply one of theordinary lines
found running above city sidewalks and supplying power to households, street
lights, etc.; the phenomenon, if associated with theline, did not occur close to
the supportsbut closer to the middle of the segments, where one would not ex-
pect to find a coronal discharge; the line was not open but seemed to be well
wrapped with insulating material; the 'object’ was, | must admit, shaped like a
galaxy seen edge-on.

"In our opinion, the phenomenon was acoronal discharge of a most unusual
and difficult-to-explain kind."

The object was seen slightly north of west at an altitude of about 50°. It was
still daylight and the sky was clear. The moon was not visible and the sun was
behind trees. A sketch of the object isas below.

The object was sharply outlined and appeared to be self-luminous. Its angu-
lar diameter was about 2.5".

In alater communication the respondent adds the following comments:

"The phenomenon has not been seen again, and | am inclined to think that it
is a hitherto unobserved phenomenon caused by a combination of unusual
weather conditions with afault in a power line. However, the weather at time
of observation seemed perfectly normal, and the power line has not been treat-

Light blue

L T

No lights
Nofeatures

Fig. for Case DO16
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ed, asfar as| know, by the power company. The phenomenon isand will prob-
ably remain unexplained. | do not think it wasa UFO."
[This object could have been grouped with " disks."]

TABLE for CaseDO16

a b c d e f g h
Prior 0 1 4 4 0 0 0 1
Post 0 5 0 0 0 0 2

4.5 Photographicand Photometric Cases

Several respondents described photographic or photometric records, and
three kindly provided copiesof their material (PH4, PH6 and PH7).

PH1. Respondent states that he photographed an object in daytime from a
commercial aircraft at 33,000 feet. Although at the time he felt that it was a
man-made device, the object was never identified.

PH2. Nassau Station of Warner and Swasey Observatory, July 26, 1965,
0210 U.T. Respondent investigated a plate exposed for one hour during the
night, exact time unknown. The plate showed five images ranging in position
from RA = 17h 18m, Dec =-16°.5 to RA = 17h 13m, Dec =-16°8. Since the
photograph wastaken with an objective prism, it was seen that each image was
that of a xenon flash spectrum. Four images were in astraight line but thefifth
was out of line.

Respondent believes that the images may have been caused by a xenon flash
lamp on an airplane.

TABLE for CasePH2

a b c d e f g h
Prior .029 .1 .04 .8 .03 .001 0 0
Post 0 .05 .05 .889 .01 .001 0 0

PH3. Ojai, California, August 26, 1974, 11:47 p.m. Weather very clear and
calm. Moon low in southwest, waxing gibbous. Respondent was performing
Stromgren four-color photometry on several stars in Andromeda. At S.T.
21:10:30, the data rate through the V filter (A 4600A, ~300A half-width)
jumped by a factor of three. The other filters behaved normally, and there
seems to be neither astellar nor experimental explanation. The signal-to-noise
ratio was about 100. The telescope (24 in. reflector, one arc-min aperture) was
directed ENE at an altitude of about 60° (about two hours east of the meridian,
at declination + 40°). The pulse-counting system was cooled to-70°C.
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TABLEfor CasePH3

a b c d e f g h

Prior .01 .04 1 4 4 .05
Post 0 .75 01 A4 .001  .0001 0 .1

Possibly a small satellite crossed through the line of sight. (The major ob-
jection is that the effect lasted for three observations of ten seconds each, but
did not slop onto the observation of adifferent filter at either end.) But quite .
likely a spurious instrumental glitch. [Note that, in 30 sec., a satellite has
moved many tens of degrees across the sky. The aperture of the telescope was
onearc-min.]

Inlistof priors, (g) isidentified as an optical illusion or an hallucination.

PH4. Rutland, Vermont, 1972, July. Respondent writes:

" was up in Vermont taking pictures of the constellationsfor usein my sci-
ence classes. | myself never saw anything; however, development of the slides
showed areddish star, very bright, south of Orion, somewhere near Lepus. | do
not recall any lights on the distant mountains nor any airplanes. However it is
possiblethat these may be the reason for the blur in the same spot on the two
dlides. My own opinion isthat this probably wasnot a UFO."

Respondent added later that he believes the object to be probably a search-
light.

Detailed study of the photograph showed that there were many faint images,
and two or three bright ones, below the Orion constellation. Although three or
four of the stars had a prima facie similarity with the Lepus constellation, the
positions did not agree in detail, and the similarity must be taken to be fortu-
itous.

[My guess (P.A.S)) isthat the night sky below Orion was obscured by moun-
tains and that theimages below Orion weredueto electriclights.]

PHS. Place, date, onfile. "In | took a photograph of the sun as
it setfrom , on Kodacolor film. When the picture was printed | no-
ticed a peculiarity. Although the sun was suitably dimmed by thefilters(it was
a beautiful photograph), there were a number of bright specks (white) on the
print. At first | took them to be dust on the negative, but acloser examination
revealed that all had 'ionization trails' parallel to the horizon, pointing ran-
domly in oneor theother direction. Looking at the negative | saw the sameim-
ages right on the film. Later that year | showed the photograph to at

. He was not overly impressed and said there must have been aleak in
thefilter. He suggested | repeat the process and seeif | got the same effect. Un-
fortunately the 3 in. and its accessories with which the photo was taken were
destroyed by Hurricane Agnes before | got around to it."




AAS Survey on UFO Problem 327

PH6. New Mexico, January 3,1972. The respondent provided me with a
film made in the course of aflight by an Aerobee rocket for astronomical ob-
servations. A camerawith tel escopiclens was mounted in the nose of therock-
et and coupled with a 16 mm cameraloaded with black and white film.

Upon inspection, it was found that 80 or 90 frames showed circular images,
looking somewhat like the full moon except that the size varied from a maxi-
mum of 1/4 the frame size to a point which was barely detectable. When the
film was projected, it gave the impression of several spherical objects going
through rather complex trajectoriesin the neighborhood of therocket.

Since the attitude control system of the rocket had failed, it wasimpossible
to determine the absol ute direction of each object. When the film was shown
to Professor George Abell, he immediately guessed that the images were due
to small particles illuminated by sunlight, and appearing as disks since their
images were out of focus.

There were two tests of this hypothesis. One was to check that the images
were not strictly circular, but polygonal, corresponding to theiris aperture. The
second test was to determine whether shadowing of each image was always
symmetrical with respect to the center of the frame. Upon examination, both
these tests gave positive results. We therefore concluded that the images were
due to dust particles (or possibly flakes of paint, etc.) originating from the
rocket and illuminated by sunlight.

It seems possible that the preceding photograph (PHS) may have been due
to the same cause. It is also possible that case DO1S5 is another manifestation
of the same phenomenon.

PH7. Tucson, Arizona, November 26, 1969. Observing site: backyard, rela-
tively dark with no nearby streetlights. Enclosing wall five feet high. Western
horizon very clear. Treeto the south partly blocking view.

Description of events (aswritten by respondentin his notes on December 1,
1969): "'l entered the yard from the houseat 6:15 p.m. (+ 5 min) toward theend
of twilight. Many stars were visible in the clear sky, and the limiting visual
magnitude was about 4.0. Alpha Aquilae (Altair) wasclearly visible just west
of the zenith. | looked to the zenith and at once noted a very bright object of
stellar magnitude about -3, without any shape or form and making no dis-
cernible sound, moving steadily westward. It was very obviously orange-red in
color (more vividly colored than Mars, which was visible to the south west).
My first thought was that this object was a satellite because its velocity was
not much different from low-orbit satellites (though perhaps just a bit faster).
The brightness was not too different (though a bit brighter) from earlier Echo
satellites. Thedistinct red-orange color distinguished it from any satellite | had
ever seen before, however, so | watched the object as it passed the zenith and
moved into the western sky.

" Astheobject approached an elevation of about 30" above the western hori-
zon, its velocity decreased until it came to an apparent stop at about 30" eleva-
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tion. It remained in this position for about two minutes, during which time it
faded to about -2 stellar magnitudes for about 30 seconds, and then brightened
toitsformer value. Then, two luminous objects dropped down from the parent
light, and faded out in about 3-4 seconds after having fallen about 1 degree
from the parent object. After the two objects dropped away, the parent object
faded after afew seconds and becameinvisible.

"l returned to the house and attempted to phone H and M to tell them about
this, but could reach neither of them. After about five minutes, a second object
was seen at the zenith, also moving west, by my wife, . | managed
toreach M by phone but gave him mistaken directions on where he should look
for the second object. | returned to the yard and saw the second object, fully as
bright and vividly colored as the first one seen afew minutes earlier, move to
the approximate altitude of 30° above the western horizon, dim, brighten, drop
two luminous objects, fade and disappear, just as thefirst object had done.

"While | was on the phone with M again, my wife sighted a third object,
moving slightly south of the zenith thistime, but directed toward the same po-
sition in the sky where the first two had stopped and ejected the smaller, less
luminous objects, and then disappeared. | got my camerafrom another room,
took a straight back chair and went to the yard. Some time exposures were
made with the camera propped against the chair and hand held. These were
only partly successful because the chair was not steady enough, so | went to
the house again and got atripod.

" After thethird object dispatched itstwo fainter objects, it faded after about
ten seconds, and then appeared to move off to the north rather quickly, cover-
ing about 3 degrees in about five seconds time. The object was faint, however,
about 5th magnitude, and was not seen with certainty. By thistime the sky was
very dark and 5th magnitude stars could barely be seen from the yard.

"At about 6:45 p.m., the fourth and fifth objects of this type were seen si-
multaneously. Number four was moving east to west, crossing the N-S meridi-
an about 10° south of the local zenith and moving toward the disappearance
pointsof the previousthreeobjects, and it had the same brightness and color as
the previous three. Crossing the meridian at about the same moment, but much
further south was object number five, also bright and orange-red. It movedin a
very different pattern from the other four, however, and | began a time expo-
sure. The object moved behind the tree in our yard, but the tree limbs are bare
and it proved to be only aminor obstacle. Thefirst time exposure was cut short
for areason | don't remember, so | started a second one which showed most of
the object's motion. It moved in an apparent ellipse, taking about 5 minutes or
less to