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THE MJ - 1 2 DOCUMENTS ■ 
AN ANALVTZCAL BEPQBT 

BY WILLIAM L. MOORE & JAIME H. BHANDERA 

Copyright 1990p WLM / JHS All Ri~hts Reservad 

The storv of the so-called MJ-12 doc umen t s i s not a n easy one to 
tell. I n order t o do it proper justice ~ o ne mus t take into 
account a wide vari ety of often very bizar r e o cc urrences and 
e vents e.·per i enced by the b-io aut hors of t h is report. JLtst 
e xactlv what these were and how t hey may or may not f it into the 
larger picture of this extraordinary situation is s o met hing wh i ch 
must wait for another day. Th is is t he stuff that en ti re bo~ks are 
made from. and that process is already underway . 

Another factor to be taken into account here i s t hat the 
in estigation into what i s rapidly becoming 11 L'affai re · MJ-1 2 " is 
not yet complete. As any good j ournalist or writer knows, a 
premature rush to publish details of an incomp l et e c a se of t e n 
works mor·e against the ultimate objective than it does for it . As • 
lon g as doors remain open and progress is being made~ the bes t 
strategy (although net necessarily the easiest> is oft en t o rema i n 
silent even in the face of extreme criticism. In such cases ~ it 
is necessary to keep in mind that the primary goal is the 
obtaining of information and not the silenci ng of the c~ itics. 

In any case, the purpose of this report is to present information 
on a rather narrow aspect of the MJ:12 controversy-- t hat of the 
physical characteristics of the documents themselve s. At the same 
time. it is important to note that Stanton Friedman has prepared 
an adjunct report on his own research, conducted some what 
independently, into the content of the documents, t he people 
allegedly involved with MJ-12, and th e l arger pic ture of where all 
of this might or might not fit into histor i cal pe r s pective. 
Friedman's research, con ducted under a $16,000 g rant from th~ Fund 
for UFO Research, has been separately published ·by that 
organization. Copies cf t his 59 page report plus references and 
appendices are available f o r $ 12 .50 postpii d from the Fund for UFO 
Research, POBX 277, Mt. Rainier~ MD 207 12 . 

For those delving into this mystery for the first time, perhaps a 
brief summary is in order . 

Over the past ten year s, the team of Moore and Shandera, working 
closely with Stanton Friedma n , has quietly but aggressively been 
pursuing contacts an d deve l opi ng s ources of information centered 

round the role played b y the U.S. intelligence community with 
to the sub ject o f unidentified flying objects (UFOs). 

profession a l a uthor, researcher and journalist, 
i tele~isi on producer-director with stronQ b•ckQround 

in tel vision new9, a nd Fr i edman is a professional sciantist who 
spen d s g r e t d al of t i me studying and lacturinQ •bout UFOs. 
Thei r goal has b e n t o d e t e rmine the extant of nd reasons for th• 
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Qovernment•~ cover-up of information 

The documents cov•r•d by this report came to us in a va~i•ty 
ways from• number of differant sources over the spac• of an 
entire decade. The story behind each is told tn its appropriate 
section. Beginnin,d with the release of 1S.1I1Jt of this mat,rlal to 
the pres s in mid-1987, an intense controversy has ra9•d over 
wheth e r the docLtments are aLtthentic, and what their impac,t may 
Ltlt i mately be on the entire field of UFO research. It is the 
inte nded pLtr pos e of this report to provide some sense of focus to 
what has Lip to now been a c on f u s ed jLtmble of conflicting 
allegations , pronoLtnceme nts a nd op i nions on the subject by a 
variety of i ndivid u al s wh o ~ whi l e ha v i ng no direct connection with 
us o r our wor k , ha ve seen f i t to intrud e up on the controversy for 
sundry an d of ten s e lf-se rvi n g reas ons. 

The great bulk of the infor ma ti on cont a ined here i n has never 
b efore been made available ei,ther to other r e s earc her s or to the 
public. It is expected that many who t hought the MJ- 12 affair had 
become a dead issue and that there was noth in g of impor t ance left 
to say on the matter will be forced to open the ir mi nd s and take 
another look at it. That is as it should be. Ot hers , p e r hap$ , 
will be forced to scramble to explain why they r ush ed to prema ture 
conclusions; which, of course, is also as it shou ld be. I n e i t her 
case, no one interested in this controversy wil l be l eft untouc he d 
by this report. 

It should also be noted that this report -has been prepare~ u p ~n 
the assumption that most of its readers already have some • 
background knowledge of the MJ-12 controversy . Fof those who do 
not an e xtensive bibliography has been included . 

Any proper discussion of the so-called MJ-12 documents must, of 
necessity, begin by placing the entire matter into proper con tex t 
and perspective. The fact is that these documents do not stan d 
alone, but rather represent only the final link (so far as is 
known> in a chain of appar ently related documents and eve nts 
dating at least as far back as late 1977 , 

THE ELLSWORTH DOCUMENT <DEC. 1977) 

As far as can be determined, the chain seems to have begun a t 
Ellsworth A.F.8. in South Dakota. Somet i me in the lat e fall or 
early winter of that year, the so-called Ellsworth Doc ument 
(her-einafter referred to as "ED" an d reproduced as Appendi H A of 
this report) was officially fabrica ted as part of a g o vernment 
counterintelligence/ di si nformation operation. On J a nuary 28, 
1978 a cop y of this document was sen t to t h e Nati on a l Enquirer 
(tabloid) in Lantana~ Florida, acc omp a n ied b y a n anonymous cover 
letter indicat ing that the event ha d "act L1 al l y occL1rred", that it 
h a d b een classi fied Top Secret b y the Ai r Force, and that 
witn s ses had been silenced. 

The Enquirer, to its credit, i mme di ately l a unched an 
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inv•sti;ation in an affort to d•t•rmin• th• ccuracy of 
inform tion in th docum•nt, but lost int•r st in the• ory 
th•y w•r• unabl• to com• up with any"thin; · to suQ;•st that the ' 
was real, whil• uncovering a gr•at deal to su;;■st it was not. 
For example C pt. Larry Stokes, named in th• docum•nt as th• 
officer responsible for having upgraded the situation at L-9 to 
"Covered Wu~on" status, turned 01.,t to have been hospital i z ■d with 
a high fever from Novembef 14-27, and thus was not even on activ• 
duty, as the " ED" claims, when the alleged incident occurred on 
November 16th . More than 20 other errors and discrepancies w•r• 
fo 1.1nd a s i~ell. (1) 

S i n e e there is little do1.1bt that the "ED " is phoney, the only 
questions remaining are who created it, an d why. The "who" part 
may ne ver be known with any degree of certainty beyond the fact 
that it was clearly someone associated with either AF DSI 
Detachment 1302, th e 44th Securit y Police Group, or on e of three 
people from Washin,~tan, D.C. (poss ibly CIA) involved wit h a 
counterintelligence/ disinformation training exercise being 
conducted at El lsworth AFB during late 1977 and early 1978. 

Wh i 1 e a number of peop 1 e have s1.1g,;iested that the "someone" in 
question might well have been ex-AFOSI Special Agent Richar d Doty, 
those making such suggestions have been unable to produce anything 
beyond mere circumstance to support their cla i m. The facts are 
the se: 

-Doty was indeed serving with the 44th Security· Police 
Group at Ellsworth durin,;i the time the "ED" was 
fabricated and sent to the National Enqu irer. In 
December, 1977, he was i n his second year as Law 
Enforcement Flight Chief for that gr oup , and had 
recently completed a three-week cour se in (air) traff i c 
management an d accident investigation. 

-Doty has admitted to the authors that he was i n fact 
"aware" of the National ·Eng1.li rer operation , bu t c 1 a ims 
that he was only "peripherally involved " wi th it and 
that he had not hi n,;i to do with f ab r i cati ng the "ED". He 
has consistently refused to disc uss the ma t ter f~rther 
because, he says ~ he is bound by h is s ec urity oath. 

-Through the cooperation of ot he r s ourc e s , the authors 
have been able to learn that there were really two 
princi pal objectives behind the fabrication of the "ED": 

<A> Beginning in mid- 197 7 , several stories appeared 
in the National Enquirer wh i ch led Air Force security 
people to believe that s ome one at Ellsworth was leaking 
sm 11 amounts o f mater ia l to the tabloid about sensitive 
Air Force p r ojects, none of which seems to have had 
anything to d o wi th UFOs. 

<BJ At a bou t the time this situation came to their 
attention, some of the same A.F. security people whose 
responsibility it was to investigate such problems were 
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involv din th• above-mantioned, 
trainin9 pro~ram which had to do with th• far-... 
and use of disinformation••• countarint•lliQ•n~• 
Such proQr•m• er• oftan • double-ed9ed sword in th 
while they offer traininQ to• relatively large numbtlr 
of people, those sponsoring them oftan make• point of. 
identifying specific individuals among those involved 
either directly or peripherally (i.e. as trainees, or 
perhap s a s organizers and assistants>, who might prove 
L1sef L1l i n future sitL1ations. It seems to have been 
t hrough s uch a process that Richard Doty's name came to 
the atten tion o f a s hadowy figure in Washington who 
wou l d later f i nd ways to make considerable use of him. 
That man wa s "th e Fa l con". 

In an y c ase ~ someon e resp o nsi ble for setting up the 
curricu l u m of t h is t r aining e x e r cise h i t upon the idea 
o f getting two b ir d s with o n e s tone . They wo0ld create 
a document as an e x a mple o f ho w such thi ngs were done, 
a n d then send a copy of it to the Enquirer along with an 
anon ymous cover letter indicati n g its legiti ma cy. If, as 
suspected ~ sources at Ellsworth h a d indeed been in 
contact with the Enq u irer~ th e n it s eemed reason able to 
assume that those individuals woul d b e among the fJrs t 
the Enquirer would try to make contac t with i n an ef f o r t 
to obtain more information about th e "ED " and . it s 
conte nts. All that was needed was t o moni t or the 
activities of the Enq\..li rer' s people a n d of th ose 
individuals at Ellsworth suspected o f b e i ng in c o n tact 
with them. Those with whom the Enqu i re r made con t ac t 
would immediately be questioned about t h e mat t er . And, 
since the target was, after all, the Nati on a l Enquirer, 
what better topic around which to build a phoney 
document than UFOs? It was the one topic t he Enqu i rer 
could be counted upon ·o take an immediate inter e s t in. 
Whether the ruse was successful of not i s uncer t ain, 
although there are indicati on s th a t i t wa s . 

-The one piece of forensic e vid e nce i n this case which 
seems to have been completel y overlooked up to now is 
the fact that whoever created the "ED" ma de t he mistake 
of writing out t h e date and number at the top of it and 
the distribution l ist a t the bottom in longhand. A 
careful comparison o f t h is hand writing w1 th several 
samples of Richard Doty ' s han dwri ting (both printing and 
cursive) collected by the aut h ors o ver the years fails 
to yield even a si ngle point i n c ommon. Based upon a 
more limited sample, there are a l s o no points in common 
with the h a ndwr iti ng of Sgt . Ric h a rd A. Benson, the man 
the En quirer 's susp ici ons cen t er e d upon a~ possible 
perpetrator o f the hoax . F i nd the person whose 
hand wr iti ng matches t hose nota t ions ~ and you have the 
per son who created t he doc ument. 

-Another point t o b e made here is that during hi• 
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involvement with researcher/author Linda How• in 1983 • 
part of the then on-~oing Bennewitz affair(2), Doty 
once mentioned the Ellsworth incident to her and 
sug~es t e d it ~ad been a real event. Later on, accordinQ 
to Pratt, he admitted to her that it had not really 
occurred. Curiously~ Moore got quite a different 
res pon s e when he asked Doty about it in late 19B1. Doty, 
af t er as k ing Moore wha t he knew a bout the affair. 
r ead iiy stated th a t t h e event h a d never occurred: 
Secur ity r e gu l ations, h e sai d, fo rbade him from making 
any furth e r comment about it except t o say that what 
l ittle truth there wa s i n i t had been loose ly based upon 
an actual UFO sighting in the area wh i ch h a d been 
e x perien c e d by a l o c al s her i ff' s deputy . Th e deputy's 
sighti ng, howe ver, had d e f i nitel y not i n v o l ved a 
l andi ng, Doty also ave rr ed a t the time that he had not 
been the one who had created th e doc u ment . 

-Whoever dj.d create the "ED" also mad e one o t h er 
apparent error·. Unfor·tunatel y~ we must say "apparent" 
here since although the cover letter wr itt e n to t h e 
Enquirer e >: i sts as ;;1.n or i ,:;ii nc:.~l doc umen t , the " ED" 
itself exists only as a photocopy and thus c annot be 
considered best evidence. Eve n so, a careful 
examination 'cf both documents leads to the st rong 
probability that beth were typed on the s ame 
typ e writer-- a fact that, if true, f l ies in th e fac e of 
asse rt i ons by the anonymous writ e r o f th e c over let t er 
to the e f fect that h e served on " a spe cia l t ec\m o f 
i ndi vi duals" appointed by the Air For c e "to invest i ,:;:iate 
the incident"~ and that he "obtained a c o py of the 
original report" only after it was c l a~,s i f ied o n 
December 2, 1977; both of wh i ch s e e m intended t o gi v e 
the ap pearanc e t h c.,t th e " ED" itself was wr i tt e n by 
someone o ther th an the wr iter o f the cover l e tter . 

Fu rthermor e~ a c o mpar i son o f t he t ypefac e used on 
t h e " ED" and its a c companying cover 1 e t te-?r with the 
t y pef a ce which consistent l y appear s on the 44th Security 
Pol ic e Gr-oup's " Desk Blotter" d ur-i n 1;i the time fr-ame in 
q uest i on clear l y shows t h a t t he "ED" and the "Blotter-" 
were t y ped on t wo v ery d i ff e r-ent machines, This makes 
somewhat less t en a bl e the Enquirer's 1978 hypothesis 
t h a t a disgr Lmtl e d Sgt. Benspn "whiled away a whole 
s hi ft d r eami n•:;:i t his thin,:;:i up"-'- an hypothesis based 
mostly upon t he then popµlar but since largely 
d i scredited tec hn i que of voice-stress analysis. 

ITZEL 11 LETTER (JULV 11 1980) 

Ch r onol ogica lly s peaking, the next item in the chain is th• 
so- c a ll e d Wei t ze l lett e r ("WL") whic:h was sent anonymously to th• 
now d e funct Ae ri a l Phenomena Research Or~anization (APRO> of 
Tucson, Ar- iz on a , in the latter part of July, 1980. While not 



ctu lly document in th• ••n•• of th• wor-d •• ppl ed ri 
report, it is nonetheless important in th tit i• di~ectly 
connected to AFOSI'• effor~• to obtain th• •••1•tance o+ a 
within APRO in the early days of the Bennewitz affair-. The 
is reproduced in its entirety•• Appendix 8. 

Essentially, all that we know about the "WL" is c:overed in Moor-•'• 
paper "UFOs and the U.S. Government, Part I" which he read at the 
Las Vegas MUFON Symposium on July 1, 1989. The appropriate 
paragraph is quoted as follows: 

"The letter, whict1 is loosely based upon an actual UFO 
case , wa s wr i tten anon ymously to APR□ in July, 1980 by 
Richar d Doty a nd i s directly related to the Bennewitz 
a ffai r . Essen tia ll y i t was "bait " . AFOSI knew that 
Bennewit= had close t i e s wit h APRO at t h e time, and they 
wer e i nter e s ted i n recr u iting someone within the APR□ 
o rga nization wh o would be in a pos i tion t o p r o v ide them 
with feedb a ck on Bennew i t z ' a ctivit ies a n d 
c ommunica tions . S i nc e I wa s the APR□ Board member in 
c harge of Special Investigations in 1980 , the Weitzel 
letter was passed to me for a ct i o~ shor t ly a fter it had 
been received. It wa s not J. on ,;;i ther eaf t er t hat I came 
to know Richard Doty and b e gan pr o v iding hi m wit h 
information about the Benne1-Ji tz c a s e." 

Actual 1 y, the "WL II tLlrned out . to b e noU1i n,;;i mor e than an e>: erci se 
in futili t y since Moor e 's cooperation wi th AFOSI der ived not from 
that l e tt e r, but rather from his me e t ing with t h e s ource codenamed 
"Falcon", who, in October of 1980 , designated Ric: h a rd Doty as 
middle- man in that relationshi p . Gi ven the c i rc ums tances of this 
e vent, it seems reasonable to conc lud e that Doty had come to the 
att e ntion of "Falcon" as a resu lt of the Ellswor th tr~-iinin,;, 
e xercise on disirifor mat i o n in 1977 ; th us mak ing the choice of Doty 
as midd le-man a n e n t ire l y l ogi cal one. Wh at the relationship 
b e twee n Doty an d " F al c: on " wa s duri n,;;i t he i nt e rveni n,;i three years 
1s anybody's gue ss . S i nce Doty steadfast l y r efuses to discuss the 
Ellswor th a ff ai r beyon d those points alread y on record, we are 
left onc e a ga in wit h either trying to ma ke a cas e out of purely 
circums t a nt ia l ev idence, or all ow in g the matter to remain 
unsol ✓ed . 

With respect to fore n s i c ma t t ers, a comparison of the typefaces on 
the " WL " with those wh ic h appear on the "ED" leaves no question 
hat, as e x p e cted, di fferent machines were used to create both 

documents . Th e typef ac e on the "WL", however, is to play a very 
important ro l e i n d e termining the question of Doty's credibility, 

= we shall s e e l a ter in th i s report. 

On h que tion of s tyle and content, a comparison of the "ED" 
cover l tt@c a nd the "WL" brin,;is to li,;iht certain curious 
similarit1 wh ich suggest that the creators of both had, -at the 
very l ea t , un d r,;ione similar indoctrination in the fabrication of 
th is s or t of di si nformation. For exampla1 
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-Both letters •mploy the odd style of plac nQ 
rather than colon or a comm• •fter th• ••lutation. 

-Both all•Q• that th• incident involv•d actually oceurr.-d 
-Both indicate that the writer was in a position to have 

first-hand per s onal knowled~• of it. 
-Both s tress a need for anonymity due to the alle9ed 

"acti ve duty" s tati .. ,s of the writer. 
-Bot h me nt i on the e x istence of photographs which the 

wr iter is unable to p r ovide. 
-Both al l ud e t o a n off ici al cover-up . 
-Both are loosely base d upon a c tua l UFO incidents which 

have been highly exagger a ted an d elabora ted upon. 
-Both Lise the ter m " ind ividuals" i n pl a ce of "people" or 

"persons" . 

In other words, based upon the a bove, a r e a sonably good case might 
be made for the hypothesis that the writers o f both letters 
referred to the same set of guideline~ in t he c reat i on of their 
work. (If there's one thing the military is we l l -known for, it's 
their penchant fer sticking to the rules. No t e also t hat the 
abo e "points in common" are essentially conten t and not 
stylistic similarities.) 

The idea that both documents were written by the s ame pe r s on 
(possibly Richard Doty, as some have suggest e d > falis compl etel y 
apart, however, upon careful examination of the numerous 
dissimilarities therein, all of which are s ty l i~t i c in n a tur e . 
For e ;-: ampl e: 

-The "ED" letter employs military style fo r th e wr i tin,:;, of 
dates. In the "WL", the style is civilian . 

-The "ED" 1 etter uses the term "Air Force " ; th e "WL " u s es 
"USAF". 

-The writer of the "ED" has a mL1ch better ,;, r asp o f 
spelling, grammar and sentence struc ture th a n is d e monstrated 
in the "WL" Compare: 

THE ELLSWORTH DOC UMENT & COVER LETTER 

-Contain c.650 words (combined) o f text. 
-This text cont ains just 7 errors o f us age, only 

2 of which ar e sp e l 1 i ng errors . <One of these 
is the wo r d " n uc lear"~ whic h is misspelled 
"necul ear ".- - a n unusua l e r r or for one 
presuma bl y c harged with g ua rd i ng nuclear 
missi le si tes, and, t hus, s ugges tive of a 
wr i ter whos e specialty li es in other areas. It 
is a lso suggestive of a writer other than Doty, 
who spells nuc l ear correctl y in documents 
c learly att r i but a ble to him.> 

-The writer d e mon s tr a tes prope r use of the 
posses9ive form. 

- The writer e mploys ~nd demonstrates proper use 
of paranthe ti ca l s . 

- The wr iter d ispl a y s a con• istent habit of 
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corr• cting himself throuQh th• u•• of 
over s trik•• • <Th• r • ar e 7 of th••• vi s ibl e {n 
the t ex t.) 

THE WEITZEL LETTER 

- Contai n s c . 750 word s of text; a s ample 
s u f f iciently s imil ar t o th e above to permit 
reasonable c omparison. 

- Thi s tex t contai n s n o l ess t h a n 18 error s of 
usag e, of whi c h 8 are spell i ng er ror s . 

- Improper use of the possessive form i s 
demonstrated . 

- No parenthet i c al s ar e employed. 
- Th e writer <Doty) displays & h a bit (vi s i b l e in 

o ther d oc ume n t s attribu t able ta h im as well) of 
c orre cting typographical e rror s b y writing over 
t hem in pen ra t he r than o ver s triking with t he 
typewr iter. 

Th e fac t that two c lear l y dis t inct writers emerge fro m th e above 
comparison is P:: tremel y importan t in t wo wa ys: First , it 
d e monstrates that as early as mi d-1980 there wer e at least two 
individuals involved in off i cially creating spur i o us ma t er ial and 
providing it to public sources; and second~ bot h c an b e t raced to 
a common point, i.e. the traini ng e xerci~e i n counteri n t e l ligence 
and disinformation conduct e d at Ell sworth A. F.B. i n l a te 1977 by 
"men Cpl.) from Washi n,:_;iton <D . C.) ." 

• • AQUARI U S J:) C)C::::LJlvtl~.:: N T •• 1981) 

The nex t link in the chain was the so-called Aquarius Document 
("AD")~ which is reprod uced as Appendi x C. Rather t han spend time 
recounting the hist ory o f th is it em de nova, th e m- terial about it 
which is alr e ady on rec ord is rep r inted here a s a starting point. 

From FOCUS, J une 30 , 1989 , page 13 : 

11 (The "AD ") i s an actua l e:-:ample of ·s ome of the 
dis information produced i n con nect ion with the Bennewitz 
case . The document is a retype d ve r s ion of a real AFOSI 
mesi age with a few s purious a dditions. It was apparently 
created by AFOSI~ or at least I always assumed it ~as, 
and i t was handed to me i n February, 1981 (sic.) with 
the intention tha t I would pass it to ~ennewitz. My 
understand ing, a lt h ough I never knew for sure, was that 
Bennewitz was e xpected to wave it to the press and 
others as proof o f wha t he was sayin9 about an alien 
i nvasion , a t wh i c h poin~ the document would be denounc■d 
as a c o un terf eit a nd Bennew i tz would be further 
d iscred ited. Unfortunately <or perhaps fortunat•ly, 
depend i n g up o n one' s point of view> it didn't turn out 
th a t way ." CA hi,;Jhli9hted version of this document 
s howin g t he original text and the added disinformation 
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is also included in App• nd i x C. 

"One additional bit of information about this docu11t1tnt 
i s the wa y in which it initially came to be known to th 
UFO community. In September of 1982, insofar•• I was 
aware , there were only three copies of this docum•nt in 
e x i s tence . One of these I had passed to Bennewitz, a 
second was i n s afekeepi n g , and a third was in my 
briefcase during a tr i p I h a d made to San Francisco. 
While th e re, I had a ~orni n g meeting with a man who 
turned out lat e r to be an associ ate of UFOlogist Peter 
Gersten of New York. That same aft ernoon , my car was 
broken into and my briefcase was stolen. Four months 
later, a copy of that same document c omplete with 
annotations I had pencilled on it, t u rned up in the 
hand s of none other than Gersten himsel f. To this day, 
I have never received a satisfactory exp l a nation of how 
h obtained that do(:1.uncmt. " 

And, from FOCUS , September 30, 1989, page 8 (interv iew wi th 
Moore): 

"Q: With respect to the so-called "Aquar ius Documen t " 
which purports · to be a facsimi le of an AFOSI te l e type 
me ssage dated 17 NOV 1980, s everal questions s t i ll 
remain: 

(A) Are you the one who retyped the d ocume nt? 
(B) If not, do you kno w who did? 
(C) The fact that you have identified c hanges, 

additions and deletions allegedly ma de in the 
retyped version suggests t hat yo u e i t her had 
acc,ess to or were f ami 1 i a r with the te)-: t of the 
original version. How do you ex pl ai n this? 

(0) Did the tex t of the origina l r e a lly refer to 
"NSA" rather than " NASA " ? 

"A:- First of ~:111, it is impor tant to ta ke note of what I 
said in Las Vegas, whic h was that the document is a 
retyped version of a rea l AFOS I message with a few 
spur i □Lls addi ti ens. I a l s o s tated that i .t was apparently 
created by AFOSI, or at l e as t I had always assumed it 
was, and that it was handed to m.e in February, 1981 with 
the intention t hat I would pass it to Bennewitz. I 
thought the "created by AFOSI" statement would have laid 
this matter t o r est, but apparently not. Therefore, 

F i r s t: I d i d not retype the document, nor do I know , 
who d i d. Ce rt a inly it was someone involved with tha 
Ben ne wi t z C/I effort, maybe Doty, maybe not. 

And Second: I know that the version I ~as handed 
was a retype because I had seen the orii;Jinal earlier- on 
o r a t least, what I believe to this day to hav• been n 
or iginal s ince it was a teletype copy •nd not a Ker-OK ■ 
The rec on s tructed version which app•ars in EQCUI ( nd 
here i n as Appendix C> is the combin•d product of both 



and Rick Ooty"s memory. To the best of my Cour> 
recollection, the oriQinal did indeed refer to NSA." 

*** 
Even after the above material was released by Moore in 1989, 
ques t i on s about this particular document have persisted. AlthouQh 
mos t of thes e have res ulted from misperceptions and 
misi nt e r pret a t i ons of what Moore a c tually said, there does appear 
t o b e s o me n e ed to set the r ecord straight, and in some small 
cases, e ve n to c o r rec t i t . It is with that in mind, as well as 
t he n eed t o be as c o mpl e te a nd spec if i c as possible in this 
report, that t he f o l lowi n g fact s a re offer ed : 

-First of all , th e dat e of Fe b~uar y , 198 1 is incorrect 
{if only by a fe w days>. I n chec ki n ,:;i h is recor ds, Moore 
has determined that the correc t date wa s Ma r c h 2, 1981. 
At a meeti n,;, with "Falcon" on that dat e , Moo re was shown 
the original "AD", which appeared to be a t yp ica l 
government telex on thin computer paper wi t h per for at ed 
edges. After examining it, Moore asked i f he c ould keep 
it. "Falcon" · said no, th,-:1t Moore was only be i n ,:;i ,;,iven 
the opportunity to read it; at which point Moore 
proceeded to re-read it while ma k ing a consc ious e ffort 
to imprint as much of it as possible upon h is memory i n 
the process. Immediately fellowing that meeting , he 
wrote out some notes on a 1 egal. pad. ( For t he record, 
1oore had already been told of the alleged ex istence of 
Project Aquarius during an earlier meetin,:;i wi t h "Fa lcon" 
in December, 1980 and had filed a FOIA request on it 
with HQ/USAF dated 29 December, 1980 . Their negati ve 
response dated 12 February,1981 [se nt fro m FTD a t 
Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio] was a l r eady i n han d a t the 
time of the March 2nd meeting.) 

-At a meetin ,:;i with "Falcon" and Doty i n AlbuquerqL1e 
several weeks later, Moore was han d e d the re t y p e d 
version which appears herein as Appendi x C. When 
Moo(e commented that this versi on of the " AD" was 
somewhat different than t h e one he had been shown 
earlier, and that someone h a d obvi ous l y ma de some 
significant changes an d a ddit i o n s i n the interim, he was 
informed that t h is h a d been necessar y in order to 
"sanitize" it . " Fa l con" then to ld Moore that he could 
have the copy in h a nd, and that p e rhap s Paul Bennewitz 
might be inter ested i n one a s wel l. 

-Moore realiz in g th a t t h e origi n a l h a d been retyped and 
altered f o r a pur pose, r esisted providing Bennewitz with 
a copy f or s evera l mo n t h s , even though s ever4l times 
d u r i n g t h a t i nterva l it was s ugges t e d that he do so. 
Fina l ly, i n June, 1981, Moore carefully marked a copy so 
that i t could be r ead i ly ide ntified, and provid■d it to 
Ben new i t z . Unk n own to ei the r "Falcon" or Doty, however-, 
Moore confided in Benne wi t z tha t the document mi~ht be a 
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-t-up, and advised him to u it onl 
purposes and not to oo public with it. 
listened intently, put th• documant in 
never did publicize it. 

for­
s.n 

hi s 

-Bennewitz • failure to ma ke public use of the "AD" mu t 
have been ver y fr ustrating to those who had p l nned 
otherw i se . As indi c a ted a bove, t he " AD " onl b cm• 
p ubl ic knowledge after it f e lt into Mr . Ge rsten s h nd. 
Whether the San Francisco breah-in <which occur red on 
Sep tember 13. 1982 and was repor ed to SFPD) was 
engineered as a result oft at frus rat on and the 
document passed to Gersten wi e e pect t1on th th• 
would circula e i . remain unLnown. Cer a1nl he 
government had motives of 1t to 
di scredi Gersten. sine h m 
considerable he d che to 
ta ke the governme 
pl ans to ma Ice a e d "' 
inciden. G rs en qu 
a few member of th 
since he n v e r ender 
used ag i ns hi . 

-On Ma r ch L .. . 
board mee 1n 

and Shand r 
the docum n t 
original has s · nc rp 
peopl (who we en · t nl 
t hrou gh he grape , i ne), and is he 
that Moore himself was responsible 
d ocument . Sue rumors are nothing 
,;,ossi p . 

u 
0 

n 
rs1on of n 

by n er of 
d au t l t r 

origin of h e r u or 
for retyp1n t h e 
more than un fo un ded 

-Th e Moore-Doty reconst r uction o f the ori g inal "AO" text 
<Appendi ,' C) came as a result of Moore s itting down wit h 
the retyped version in l at e 1988 and. using h s memory an d 
notes taken in 1981 attempting to come s close to the 
ori gina l content as possi ble. Once Moore had done al l he 
fe lt he could along th ose lines, he too · the mat t e r up 
with Doty , wh o was a ble to offer a few additiona l ch a nges . 
The r econst ructed v e r sion which appears herein is t he 
result o f that pr oc e ss, and is be l ieved by both to be a 
ver y close a pprox imation of the original. "Fa lcon" did not 
ta ke part in t his proc e ss . 

Forens ic evidence with r espect to the " AD " is sparce, but 
import a nt : 

-The document contains c.350 words of text. 
-This text contains a total of 10 errors of usa~•, of which 7 
are spelling errors. <Four of these are misspellino• of th4t 
same word, "depicting", which is spelled "deplictinQ".> 
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-The writer di s plays habit of corr•ctin; typoQ~aphic 
by writing over them in pen rath•r than 0v•rstrikin9 wt 
typewriter. Four of thes e are evident. ' 

-A 5mall s ampl e of handwritin~ appear• in th• upper riQht N•nd 
corner in the form of two notations which read "BID - 1~ and 
C C - 1". , 

-The t ype wr i t e r involved uses a modified courier typefac• 
typical o f IBM a nd Olivetti electrics made during th• 1970• 
and used b y t hous and s o f government offices. (The specific 
make and mode l cf th e mac h i n e i s actua lly unimportant · in this 
case, and thus we d i d not g o to t he trouble of identifyin~ it. 
further.) 

Based upon the above, several concl usions can be drawn: 

( 1) The high in<: i dence of e rrors i r, the "AD II compares favorably 
with the similar hig~1 incidence found in the "WL", SLtg,;iesting, 
but not conclusive ly proving that both were t yped by the same 
person. Si nee the "WL 11 1vas crec:,ted i n mid-J ul y, 1980, and the 
"AD" had to have been typed (for reasons we sha l l make clear 
later) between November 17, 1980 and March 2, 19 81 , i t is also 
reasonable to suppose that the person's skills would not have 
changed much in that time . Beth arguments, howeve r, are 
admittedly speculative. 

(2) The habit of c orrecting typographical errors b y o verwr it ing 
them in pen is another poi r, t in common with t he "WL", a nd once 
again suggests, but does not conc lusively prove that the same 
person typed both. This habit it typica l o f Defy, and, as has 
been noted before, is visible i n o ther items attributable to 
him. 

(3) A comparison of the handwrit ten not c:~t i ens o n the "AD" with 
samples of Doty•s handwriti ng (p rint i ng) revea l s a distinct 
similarity between the two . Unfortunate l y the s ample evident 
on the "AD" is too sma ll to permit a posi t i v e ma tch. 

(4) The modified courier typeface evident on the "AD" is the 
same as that which appears o n t he "WL 11 ~ s u,;l'Jest i n,;:i that the 
same machine was used to type bot h. Once again, this is 
impossible to prove conclusively becaus e photocopies do not 
constitute best evidence, and bec a use electric typewriters 
which have been properly maintai ned are almost impossible to 
distinguish from one another (ass uming, of course, that they 
are of the same make an d model). This notwithstanding, 
however, it is impor tant to note that other documents 
attributable to Doty we r e typed on either the same or a 
similar machine. <S~e, for example, the section on the 
Virtland documents wh ic h follows.) 

In the f i nal analysis , the question of who retyped the document is 
of considerably less importance than the information containea in 
it . If in f act Dot y did retype it (as the evidence stron~ly 
suggests but does not prove>, then he did so under orders nd for 
a pur pose . The f a ct that the retyped version is• close imit \i 
of a r ea l document (which Moore saw via "Falcon") and th•t much 
it s c onten t i s ~ood information, far outweiQh• th• qu etion 
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might have typed it. Certainly Moor• did not hav• acaeff, 
sort of information in 1~81, and certainly, wh•th•r Doty t.,,,_. 
or not, it would have baen prof•••ional suicide for him to h•~• 
been involved in placing such an instrument in public hand• 
with out s L1ch action havi n,;, been careful 1 y pl annad and eancti oned 
by someone hi~her - up. So, what we are left with is, •• Moore 
stated in Las Ve gas in JL1l y 1989, "an actual example of •.• 
d is i n f or mat ion," 

The r e seem t o be a l o t of mi s perceptions about disinformation 
amo n gst UFO researc her s , Jus t the mention of the word in soma 
ci rcles is enoug h to cause peop l e to run for cover. Yet what we 
h a 1e h e re i n the "AD" i s a pri me e Nample c::i f the fact that pursuint;, 

he g o ern men t ' s d isi nformat ion ga mes c an i ndeed lead to the 
unco •er i ng of a considerable a mo unt of usefu l, s ometimes even 

e eal1ng i nf o rmation wh ich would have r e ma ined unknown had the 
docu me n tat i on i n ~olved been s imply disregar ded a s spurious or 
u n re liabl e . Disi nfor mation, by its very na ture, is not all lies-­
it is si mply in tended to be a diversion fr om t he truth. In order 
to be e f f ective , i t must , o f necessi ty, conta i n a certain amount 
of good in"ormation so that it wil l s tand up under scrutiny. 
I ndeed ~ people invo l ved wi th offic i a l di si nforma t i o n s chemes often 
com ent that the most d i fficult par t o f the p r o b lem i s the process 
of determining what a nd how muc h real informa t i on can s afely be 
give~ awa. Often, carefully p lanned a nd o r c hestrat e d 
disinformation schemes are ab a ndone d at the las t mi n u f e for no 
other reason than the fact that s o meon e i n a control pos ~tion has 
decided th~.t the "givE"~ away" facto r i s too qreat. f t:,r t~ie potential r 

ga n . 1sinformation is not al l b a d ; pr o v iding that one can learn 
e noug ab oL1t the process . ANll be wel J. enou,;;~1 versed i n the 
subj e ct matter invo lved t o be a ble t o make an e d uca ted guess at 
what"s rea l and what isn't . Lik e s wimminq, the o nl y way to truly 
learn the process is to exper ien c e i t first - han d b y getting in the 
wat e r . That is precise l y wha t Moore was trying to do when he got 
in olved with t he Bennew i t z affa ir. 

As in d icat ed above, an a nal y t ic al 1 ook at th e II AD" ,;ices a 1 ong way 
t o wards demo nstrati n g th e fa c t that o fficial disinformation does 
in d eed con tain a cer tai n measure o f va lid and often useful data. 
With t hat in mind , a car eful breakdown of the "AD"'s content shows 
that the information therein fal l s i nto four distinct categories~ 
" Good", " Bad", " Dist o r t ed" an d "Gray" , which are outlined below: 

" Go od Data" 

- There are t1-Jo dates •~i ven in the "AD": October 29, 
1980, and November 17 , 1980. October 29th is given as 
th e d a t e of a message from AFOSI Dist. 17 (Kirtland) to 
AFOS I/HQ (Bolling AFB, Washington, D.C.) requestino 
" photo imagery i n t erpretation'' of Bennewitz• films and 
photo . Novemb e r 17th is the transmission date of th• 
"AD" its l f fr om OS I/HQ to District 17. 

Bo h da t s are the eame •• appeared in the oriQift•l 
" AD" t l )1 , a nd both are entirely consist•nt with evan • 
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takin9 place in the Bennewitz affair at th 
question. Bennewitz, for example, produced uopi•• o 
his photos and films at• m •tin; with OSI offlcia • 
(and others> on October 26th, and th••• were ref.,.ract ta 
for the first time in a known-to-be-authentic report to 
HQ dated October 28th. <See Appendix E-3.) This leav­
room for copies havin~ been transmitted to HQ under 
sep a rate c ove r the following day a s the "AO" indicates. 
Fur thermor e , according to another known-to-be-authentic 
OSI doc ume nt <Appendi x E-4) it was on November 17th that 
OSI notified Bennewit z that it was "not in a position to 
eva l uate Ch is> infor mation a nd photographs ... or 
technically investiqate suc h ma t ter s ." This coincides 
both with the time of receipt i nd icated on the "AD" 
(11 : 30 zulu, wh ich translates tb 4:30 A.M. Albuquerque 
time >, and .with the d irectives provided i n the final 
1 ines of the " AD" which V<Ji ce concer·n i:\bout possible 
public disclosure and advise Dist. 17 to contin Lte 
covertly collecting and transmitting data as before. 
(ln this light, the ac:hronym "SF'A" i s c:orrec:t l y us ed. 
It translates as "Spec Li l F'Ltrpose Access " . ) 

Given these ,;ioi n,;_is-on, p 1 us the f ac::t that t tie II AD" 
(original) fingered N.S.A. as the agency most i nt e res ted 
in the Bennewitz affair, Doty's statement to Ben n ewitz 
on the after noon of November 17th to the effect that 
"AFOSI woLtld not become in ,olved in tt,e investi,;,a t ion o f 
these objects ... " and that "AFDSI was not in a posi t i on 
to eval Ltate. . . or technical 1 y i r,vest i qate II was truth 
~tretched to the finest line possible. What was left 
unsaid, of course~ was that OSI would continue to 
col 1 ect data and pass it al on,;i to those who !:'.il?..r..§. in a 
position to "evaluate" and "technically investigate." 
This explains why OSI's files on the Ben n ewi t z a ffair 
are woefully incomplete. It also sug,;iests a motive for 
"Falcon" having showed Moore the "AD " in i t s ori,;,inal 
form-- that motive possibly hav ing been t o a ppri s e Moore 
of the fact that interest in the Ben newi t z a ffair in 
specific and the subject of UFOs in gen e ral went far 
deeper than it appeared on the sur f ac e; and to suggest 
to Moore somethin,;i of the true n a t ure and connections of 
the man he woLtl d come to ref er to c.'\ S the "Falcon 11 • 

Having dispensed with the dates and time- fl-ow aspects of the "AD", 
ther e ar e several other bits o f good information in the it which 
requir e ment ion : 

-The "Subject Case Number" ,;,iven <"BC>17D93-126") is a 
correct number f o r the PaLll Bennewitz file. Also used 
is the "z e ro f i l e " d es ignator "8017D93-C>/29:-.". So-called 
z ero files ar e essent i ally open data collection files 
maintained at t h e local OSI level. 

-Reference to "HQ CR-44" is also correct. HQ CR-44 
was a class f i ed (mostly Secret) headquarters dat 
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collection regulation havin~ to do with docum•ntin~ and 
investigating threats or potential thr•ats to ar••• or 
structure• used in the stora9a of nuclaar matarial• or 
nuclear weapons components. (3> Both· Coyote Canyon and 
Manzano base fall into this category (see followin~ 
section on Kirtl~nd documents>; and aerial threats 
(one type of which would be UFO) are included in the 
CR. 

HQ CR- 44 wa s replac ed by HQ CR-44a and its 
c lassi fi c ati o n up graded effective November 23, 1983 . 

-Th e 7602nd Ai r I nt e l li genc e Group, headquartered at 
Ft . Belvoir, Virginia, was one of the most secret groups 
in the Air Force i n 1980 , a nd was c apable of arranging 
for photo interpretation . On Oct . 1 , 198 1 , the unit 
underwent an organizational restructur i n g and is 
presently known as the Air Force Specia l Activities 
Center <AFSAC) . It has an interest i n,;i b a c k9round of 
covert intell i gence and deception oper ation s; and the 
people i~volved in i t a r e just the sort o f p~op le _who 
could easily inf i l t r a te America's civilian UFO community 
and· provide reports o n i ts ac tivities-- provi d i ng , of 
course, that someone a t a command level felt th a t such 
an e xpenditure of manpower and resources was u l timate l y 
worth the trouble. <The unit's budget i n 198 3 was j ust 
over $4 million, roughl y 30½ of which went to pa y 
c iv ilian personnel. ) 

Perhaps the most important thing about AFSAC, a t lea st, 
as far as this report is concerned, is i t s demonstrabl e 
connection with the subject of UFOs. During t h e 1960s , 
the unit which is now AFSAC was known as t he 11 27th 
Field Activities Group (still at Ft. Belvoir). 
According to documents obtained in respon s e t o a 1989 
FOIA request, a "zero file " invesU.g2\t ion was Lindertaken 
by both AFOSI and FBI in 19 6 0 i n to a potential br e ech 
of security wher-ei n it had b e en a l 1 ege d t h a t "Secret 
and Top Secret documents r e l at in g t o UFOs were being 
su~reptitiously r emoved fr o m t he Pentagon long enough to 
be reproduced. " Th e r esul t i n,;i c op i e s, i t was al 1 e,;ied, 
were being provid ed to c ert ai n ind i vid u a l s connected 
with an early aeros pace f irm, wh o ha d s hown some of 
them to frien ds , includin,;i, "on s e veral occasions " , 
Donald Keyh o e . Th'e key por ti on of thes e documents is 
as follo ws : 

" . .. f i l es rel at i n ,;i t o t he UFO are mai ntai nedl 
pri nc i p a lly in two pl a c es : at ATIC Headquarters, 
Wright - Patterson AFB, a nd at the 1127th Field 
Acti v i ty Gr oup at Ft . Be lvoir, Va. 11 (4) 

- The desc rip t i on s of Bennewitz• s~ill photos and film 
f ootag i n the "AD" is essentially correct once the 
s p u r i o us a ddition s a re r e moved as indicated in AppendiK 
C. Not e that in t wo o f the five examples cited, the 
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conclusion w • that a "l 9itim t•••• unidenti.fied ar 
object" had been capt~,r•d on th• f 11 m. Those who would 
equate "extr terrestrial d■vica" with "unidentified 
aerial object" in th• absence of further corroboratinQ 
evidence however, would ppear to be severely stretchinQ 
the p~ int. 

-Both Jerry Miller and Robert Fu~ate did indeed 
provide assistance to AFOSI in the Bennewitz affair as 
stated i n the "AD" Both have been i n terviewed, and 
neither has been willing to add a nything significant to 
t h e p u bl ic r ecord with respect t o their involvement. Of 
t h e two ~ Miller i s b y fa r the most interesting and does 
n ot h i de h i s i nten s e personal i nteres t in the UFO topic. 

" Bad Dc:~t a " 

- As far as can be de t er mi n e d ~ there has never been a 
"Capt . Grace" connectt:?d with the 7 602n d AINTELG. In 
addition, the achronym II INSf"• 11 per t a in s to a n offi c e 
connected to the Air Force Intelli gence Se rvic e 
Directorate of Security and Communic a tion s Man agement, 
wh ich, although also loca ted at Ft . Be l vo ir, h a d l i ttle 
to do with the 7602nd . Two si mi J. ar a c hronyms., "IN" and 
"INX", however, were used by the 7 602nd. SLlC.:h i s the nat ur e 
of disinformation. 

-There is no such thi nq t':1.S the "Bol ton/Rei nf e ld 
Method" of photo analysis. Th is is c o mplete 
fabr i cation. 

-The mention of a " t rilatEu-al i n s i. ,;:inia 11 is s pur i ous. 
Those who wou ld attempt to connect th is wi t h the highly 
controversial Trilateral Commi s si on are grasp i ng a t 
straws . 

-Me ntion of th e U. S . Coas t & Geologi c a l Survey in 
Rockville, Marylar1d, as a "drop , point " fo r UFO 
intelligence data is also s p urious . In deed, USCGS did 
not even exist in 1980, hav i n g been alr e ~d y incorporated 
into NO AA (Nati o nal Oc e a nic an d Atmospheric 
Administration) some y e a rs b~fore. Curi·ous ly enough, 
h o weve r, NO AA d i d o perate a "Spec i al F'ro j ects Office" in 
Rockville t h r oug h at least mid - 1983 . Efforts to l~arn 
th e sp e ci fi c purpose o f its mission have not been 
successf u l . 

"Distorted Data" 

- As id e f rom 7602 AINTELG/INSR indicated above, there 
r a n u mber o f achronyms throLtghout the "AD" which are 

_1th r jux t posed, irrelevant to the office mentioned, 
or ju plain s purious. The following is a partial 
1 L , : 
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"AFOSI/IVOE" should,.. d "AF 
"IVOE" i s a diff•r•nt offl •• 

11 WINTEL" should red "WNINTEL" 
"FSA" is spurious. 
"NASA" should r•ad "NSA" 
11 IT" is spur i OLI S . 

"INS" following either "NASA" or "NSA" 
is incorrect. See above for corr•ct 
application of this achronym·. 

"Gray Data" 

Gray data is defined as i nformation which is either so 
highl y clas sif ied o r so we l l h i dden that it is only 
par tia ll y ve r ifiabl e to those without "need-to-know" 
a ccess . It is just t his s ort of in f o rma tion which rests 
at the very crux of the d is infor mat i o n process; and it 
is the need to ma intain t he sanctity of · suc h data which 
often more than justifies the b i zarre c onvoluted efforts 
and the seemingly inordinate e x pen d iture of manpower and 
resources necessary to prot e ct i t with wha t Wi ns ton 
Churchill so aptly descri b ed a s a " body•;,L1ard of l ies. " 

Disinformation is as much a n art as it is a s c i enc e . 
Those few individuals who ar e t ru l y good at it a r e 
highly prized by America's c ounteri ntelligenc e 
community. And sometimes, as i s pe r haps the case with 
whatever our government knows about UFOs , t h e many 
threads and strands of the dis infor mati on we b ("die 
spinne") are so widespread and a t tached to s o many 
obscure paints along the wa y , t ha t on l y a s elected few 
actually know the truth t h a t l ies i n the c enter of it. 
For the rest, it's box e s within boxes wit h in s till more 
boxes . 

Thus it app e a r s to be with the "AD " , a t t h e heart of 
which lie t wo verifiab l y r eal but i ncr ed i bly well 
concealed pro j ect s known a s "Aq L1ari us " and "MJ-TwelVe", 
both o f wh i ch c ame to be kno wn t o UFO researchers for 
the first ti me through this fasc i nating example of 
officia l d i s i nfor mat ion. Whether both~ or either, has 
anythi ng to d o wi th UFOs rema i ns almost as much a 
mys t ery today as it did ten years ago when Moore's first 
encounters with the II Falcon II all be,;ian. Clearly someone 
is going t o a -l o t o f t rouble to hide something ... but 
what? Gr a y data is a lwa y s c onfusing. 

At t hi s s t a ge of ou r r e port, it see ms appropri•t• ta• t 
f o r th the fe w facts we h a v ~ bee n able to uncover about 
th r ea l Project (s ) Aquarius . 

Effor ts to ver i fy the e xi s tenc• of ProJ•ct Aqu•riu• 
b c am c on f us d early on by the fact that ther-• •--
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be more than one of them, nd that virtu lly 11th• 
particulars remain well hidden behind thick walls 0-F 
national security. 

The first independent confirmation that such a project 
e xi sted c ame through our source "Seagull" who checked 
the matter through Department of Defense <DOD> channels 
s hort! y after Moore was shown the ori ,;ii nal of the "AD" 
tel ex in 1981. For sake of clarity~ we shall refer to 
t ~1 is as " Aqua rius/A" informc.,tion. In October, 1982, 
Moore wrote up a memorandum - t o-file s um~arizing the data 
"Seaqul l " had been a ble to p r o v ide plus what had been 
gained through ot her means u p t o t hat t i me. The 
essence of that memorandum is as follows: 

***** 
"Project AQUARIUS cjata obt,:lint~d by " S " th r ough 

sources with in DOD. Project e x ists. Da ta t ook a l ong 
ti me to get because people c:on tac: ted by " S " took qLli te a 
bit of time to find it. '-.'~_J:Ll.J;;ih security . "8 " was 
directed to and spoke with one indi vidual i n Pen tagon 
who has a copy cf a summary report. This r ef e r s to a 
(more > 1 en,:;ithy Proj ec·· R£~port in s e verc., l vo l umes a n d 
also to a location which is a real location, Projec t 
e:-:ists within "Control Ct,annel Baker " Ci .e. "Black 
Project" 1 ed. ) and is "above Top Secre.>t" . Data 
requires clearances fin- bey ond thos E.? possf~~;sed by " S " 
to gain access . 

"Project comes at 1 ec:1st partly un d e r· NI SC ( Nava l 
Intelligence Support Center) at Sui t land Blvd. l ocation 
(1n Maryland~ just outside D.C.). NISC has to d o wi th 
digital analysis 'and i nterpreta t ion of p~otographs . 

' Project interface with NISC uti l iz ed a room ful l of 
equipment (digital imc:1gery) . Reason for class ifi c ation 
is not because of equip ment 1 but bec ause of type o f work 
being done with it. Project f a ci lity was c o mpl e ted in 
1976. Involved is a "t yp e of i nforma t ion c h a nnel which 
is not yet in existence but might b e establi s h e d in the 
near f utL1r e. " Ther e i s no d e e 1 assi f i cation date on the 
Project~ and those i n vo lved wit h i t will den y its 
e xistence to anyon e not a uthor ized to know about it. 
Facility involved is DIPS <Digi t a l Image Processing 
Syst em)~ Suit l a nd Rd. Also ca ll e d DIP System. 

"Aquarius Projec t s um mary repor t is Document No. 
855207 /76 . "S" 11-,as tol d by DOD contact: "If you've 9ot 
th e clear ance, you can see i t." 

" Off ice s ymbol of DOD Pe nta,;;ion connection for Project 
is DC5C , Th i s is t h e Imagery Divi s ion of the 
xploitat ion Manageme nt Branch which comes under purvi•w 

of Assistant Vice Di r e ctor for Collection Management." 

***** 
Confirmation o f t h e existence of what may be aith r a 
second "Project Aqu a rius " or possibly another arm af the 
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~------------------------

first, came in late 1985 when th• National Security 
Agency <NSA> in response to a FOIA requ•st, 
acknowledged that they had identified records of such a 
project~ and that they were "exempt from disclosur•" for 
reasons of national security. Follow-up correspondence, 
however , produced an official denial that their project 
had a nyt h ing to do wi th "unidentified aerial objects." 
For purposes o f t h is r eport ~ the NSA project will be 
r e ferred to as " Aq uarius/B ". Vi rtually nothin9 else of 
signifi c ance is known about Aquar ius/ 8 s ince 
admin istrati ve appeal s have fa i led to produce anything 
b Ll t more den ia l s . For a t ime, NSA al l ud e d to "an Air 
Force proj e ct by that n ame whi c h dealt wi t h UFOs"~ but 
later pronouncements from them di s missed t h is as a 
misunderstanding-- which it ap pear s to have been. 

Since NSA's primary mission lies in th e a r ea of signals 
and communications intelligence, e nd sinc e ther e is a 
strong interface with all the com onents o f DO D, it is 
possible that Aquarius/A and Aquarius/Bar e actual l y 
different branches of one and the same project . On t he 
other side of that hypothesis, however, l ies the fac t 
that nowhere in "S"" repm-t is tt1ere any me n ti o n of NSA 
involvement. 

The matter was further complicat ed when, d ur i ng 1986, 
another confident i a 1 sourc·e , codenamed "Ha wk " , st.tr-faced 
and revealed knowledge of a "Projec:t Aqua r i us" which, he 
said, functioned as a l atera l communicat ions umbr-ell a 
for a series of sub - projects having speci fi c ally to do 
with UFOs. Research into this mater-ial is not ye t 
complete and will be published at some later date. 

Still ano ther "Project Aquar-ius" (t h i s one we shall t:all 
"AquariLts/C") came to light in Oc tober·, 1984 wh en DARPA 
(Defense Advanced Research Pr-ejec t s Agency) responded to 
a FOIA request by acknowled ging that they had located 
records of a project by tha t name. The on ly thing they 
would say about it, - however, was that it had not been a 
"UFO stud y ". Ever- y thin,:;-i else was e>:empt fr-om disclosure 
d ue t o nati o n a l secur-ity considerati ons. 

The myst er y on th is one remained unsolved until May of 
1989 , when a sour c e from Minnesota made contact and 
provi d e d the following : 

***** 
"PROJECT AQUARIUS 

"CONTRACT# N00014-69-C-0446 
"ARPA ORDER# 1459 
"AN INVESTIGATION INTO THE FEASIBILITY OF DEFENDING 

SURFACE VESSELS AGAINST LOW-FLYING THREATS, 

"THREAT EVALUATION: AIRCRAFT; TARGET RECOGNITION1 
DOPPLER RADARJ DIRECTION FINDINGt VELOCITY• AZIMUTH, 
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ANGLE OF ATTACKJ RADAR TRANSMITTERS1 RADAR RECEIVERS1 
EARLY WARNING SYSTEMSJ HIGH FREQUENCY COMPUTER 
PROGRAMS; ALGORITHMS; NUMERI.CAL ANALVSISJ PATTERN · 
RECOGNITION• LOW ALTITUDE AERIAL TARGETS. 

"TOP SECRET 
"DECLASSIF I CATION STATUS: OADR 
" DI STRIBUTION CONTROLLED: CHIEF ~ OFFICE OF NAVAL 

RESEARCH, CODE 414 , ARLINGTON~ VA 22217 

"CONTRACTORS: ( 1 ) SYLVAN I A ELECTRONIC SYSTEMS-WEST, . 
MOUNTA I N VIEW, CALIFORNIA , ELE CTRONIC DEFENSE LABS. 
(2) GTE SYLVANIA, INC. C:3 > RAYT HEON CO . BURLINGTON, 
MASS . OH D ADVANCED DEVELOPMENT DEPT. 

"REPORTS : MAR 
MAY 

JUN 
FEB 

MAY 

70: 
70: 

70: 
7 1: 

71: 

QUARTERLY REPT . (# EDL- 5900) 42p 
REPORT : MAY BELL TECHNICAL 
WORKSHOP 18-22 MA Y 235p 
ANNUAL REPORT C# EDL- 5915 ) 3 8p 
PROJECT AQUAR IUS SPECI AL REPORT 
C#EDL-M1380) 3 8p 
FINAL REPORT (#EDL- E184 ) 117p" 

***** 
This data was followed by a list of six name s of 
scientists who had been a part of the project . 

(NOTES on the above before proceeding furt her : 
-"ARPA" refers to the "Advanced F:es~arch Projects 

Agency", predecessor of DARPA . 
-"OADR" translates as "Oriqinatin ,;i A,;ie ncy' s 

Deter mi nation ReqLli red. " ) 

On May 24, 1989, Moore provid e d a copy of this 
information to colleaque Stanton Fr i e dm a n who proc eeded 
to verify its accuracy throuqh a tel e phone c onve r s ation 
with the librarian at the Sy l vani a , Mountain Vi ew, 
facility . There seems to be no q uestion that t he above 
is. good in fo rmation (alt hough acc ording to th e 
librarian, its classi f ic a t i o n l e vel is currentl y Secret 
and not Top Secret) . Th e prob lem here is wh e ther 
Aquarius/C is r~lated i n a n y way to Aquari us/A/B. Based 
upon the f ol l owing f actors, we conclude no t: 

- Accor,di ng to the Co ntr a c:t nLlmber, t hi s project 
began in 1969 . Th e d a t e of its "F ina l Re port" is May, 
1971 . This does not matc h what i s kno wn about 
Aquarius/A , wh ic h we were able to ver ify as still 
active in 198 2 and again in 1987. 

-Non e of the report n u mbers g iven for Aquarius/C 
bears even a remote resembl a nc e to the verified report 
number we ha ve for Aq uari u s /A, 

- Th presently "Secret" s t a tus of Aquarius /C does 
not ma t c h the "Top Sec r et " s t at u s of Aqua rius /A/B. 

- The s ubject a r ea o f Aqua r ius /C ("De f e ndinQ surf ac■ 
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vessels against low-flyin~ threats"> is different 
the subject of Aquarius/A <"a type of information 
channel"). 

Granted that, if Aquarius/A/Bare parts of some 
umbrella-type s ystem, then Aquarius/C might well hav• 
been a part of that system at one time as well, but 
th e r e is no evidence to elevate such a supposition 
b eyond the level of sheer s peculation. Certainly 
Aquarius exists. How, or if, it f its into the 
govern ment's UFO p uz zle remains unknown. We shall pick 
up again with more inf ormation on Aquarius in a later 
section. 

With respect to the existence of a real MJ-12 proj ect or group, 
there seems to be no question that a group utilizing that codename 
e xists at a very high leve l within the infrastructure of the U.S. 
government. Although a small body of reliable data has been 
accumulated on th is matter (one piece of which app ears to link the 
group with the UFO subject>, publication ~ust be deferr ed until a 
later dat e because this investigati on is not yet complete . It is 
appropriate to comment here, t,owever, that virtua l 1 y Q.Q.O.!t of the 
sensationalistic, highly controversia l and completely 
unsubstantiated rumors which have been published o n the subject c f 
MJ-12/ MAJI/ PI-40/ Pluto/ etc. by Will iam Cooper, John Lear, 
William Hamilton, Timott1y Br--::!cl::ley, John Grace ,~t al. bears an y 
resemblance to reality. Indeed, the paranoia, the extreme 
gullibility and the high public visi bility of this crowd a r e J u s t 
the sort of things which play right i nto the hands of those in th e 
intelligence community whose responsibi lity it is to seek o ut 
likel y candidates for the spreadin g o f further disinfor mat ion and 
confusion. 

THE FRIEDMAN-AFOSI ME_MO < 01:=:c. 1981 > 

In the summer of 1981, Stan Friedman began papering AFOSI 
headquarters in D.C. with FOIA requests about their in volvement 
with the UFO phenomenon. After going the usual rounds a nd getting 
nowhere with Noah Lawrence, the OSI FOIA officer at th e time, Stan 
asked if Moore could qi 've hf m any advice on how to pr_o ceed. Moore 
advised Stan that, accordin~ to what he had been able to 
ascertain, information responsive to UFO data c ol l ect i on 
requirements then in effect was ,:;ienera lly fi l e d a s " z ero" items at 
District levels and that pertinen t i n for mat i o n was transmitted to 
HQ/OSI where it was forwarded to t he agencies or offices which had 
requested that the data be collec ted . HQ/OSI, Moore indicated, 
only served as a hub for District-gener ated - material, which, once 
received, was sent on to those who h a d arranged for its 
collection . In such a process, HQ/OSI a cted only a s a filter or 
cut-out. They were the hub of the whee l, and the District offices 
were the spokes which fed int o it. Once information arrived at 
the hub, it was sent d irectly to the hub of a completely different ' 
wheel which, in its tur n, di s tr i buted the material outward along 
its spokes to those per son s and offices with need-to-know. In 
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U. to headquarters, who then conducted a manditorv 
declassification review of th• material and r■•pond•d D 
requester with whatever portions of it could b■ . r•l••••d, 
This, of c:ourse, resulted in at least th• admission by OSI 
file material did in fact exist, which is what Lawrenc•'• cateh­
proc:edure was designed to circumvent. The last thin~ OSI wanted 
was to provide Friedman <a known participant in a then current 
FOIA lawsuit against NSA> with sufficient ammunition to take th■M 
into coLU--t too. 

The pa rt ab out the $1463 .00 was another form of obfuscation. 
Tec hnically t he f igur e was c o r rec t in that it was arrived at by 
multiplying 133 ( the n umber cf OSI field units) by $11.00/hr 
(figuring an hour ' s search for eac h unit). 13 3 hours at Sll,00 
comes to $1463.00 . However~ wh a t Lawr e nce ne glected to tell 
Friedman was that normally no sear c h f ee was a ssessed in cases 
where the research time involved wa s o ne hour o r less. Granted 
there 1..,ere 133 "hour s " involved h e r· t? ·, bu t the ' ·f ac t wa s that each 
of them represented a search t hat wou l d be under taken by a 
different individual-- one at e a ch field unit. He nc e what the 
situation amounted to was 133 different searches of o ne hour or 
less undertaken b y 133 differ e nt individuals at 133 d iffer ent 
locations-- each one of which should have been subj ect t o a wai ver 
of fees. Clearly Lawrence's response was designed to di s c ourage 
Friedman. 

Friedman, however, wasn't to be discouraged so easi ly. When he 
responded to Lawrence's letter by formally reques t i n g a n official 
list of OSI field unit addresses, Lawrence immediate l y moved to 
cover himself by initiating his "special proc:edLlrf? " (r e produced as 
Appendix D), and then transferring the reponsibility of responding 
to Friedman's request to R.M. Schellhammer, OSI Di r e ctor of Plans, 
Programs & Resources . This effectively delayed t he response for 
two weeks-- more than enow;:ih time to implemen t t he "special 
procedure'' (transmitted to all OSI fie l d un its o n December 9th, 
1981) and allow i t to go into effect . Schellh a mmer mailed the 
list of OSI field offices to Friedm a n on December 14th. 

At a meeting held in an Albuquerq u e r e s taurant'cn the evening of 
December 29, 1981, "Falcon" provided ·Moore with an original copy 
of the document which is reproduced here as Appendi>: D. Although 
there seemed little doubt that it was an authentic document, 
Moore after careful consider a tion and consultation, quietly 
aited nine months and then f i led a carefully worded FOIA with• 

HO/OSI requesting copies of a ll unclassified directives from HQ 
o field units dea l ing with the processing of FOIA requests at the 

field unit level. Mo ore ' s reque~; t covered "all such directives" 
generated over a o ne- yea r t i me period and made no mention of UFOs 
wha oever. I t was a typical "fishin,:;i e>:pedition" letter, nothinQ 
mor . Ther e was nothing in its wording which might cause anyon• 
who didn't al r ead y know to suspect that Moore already had• copy 
o f one such d irec tive in his possession. And it paid off. On 
Sep mb r 24, 1982, OSI responded by providin9 • headquarters copy 
o f t h a me m ssa~e typed and signed by Lawrence on a DD form 
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173/1 (reproduced also in Appendix D>. 

Since there is no question of the document's authenticity, · and 
since both its content and the above explanation of circumstance• 
make its purpose absolutely clear, several firm conclusions can be 
drawn: 

(1) Certain OSI · headquarters personnel, includin9 Noah 
Lawrence , knew tha t field units were actively collectin9 
informat ion on UFOs , a nd that the information thus collected was 
being passed th r ough he a dqua rter s to other interested agencies and 
individua l s. La wren ce knew that headqµarters files were clean, 
should anyon e come l oo k i ng via FOIA , but he also knew that 
considerab l e material wou l d be retai n e d in field Linit "zero" files 
and that, should this fact become p ubl ic knowledge, it would cause 
considerable problems for OSI by placing t h e s ecurity of an entire 
co,ert operation in jeopard y . 

(2) Stanton Friedman"s obvious (at t h e ti me > connections with 
a well-publicized FOIA lawsuit against NBA (then un d e r a ppeal to 
the Supreme Court) was sufficient reason to initiate prec aut i ons 
against him as the one person who had discovered the weak link in 
an otherwise tight system and was threatening to take ad vantage o f 
it. (5) 

( 3) Si nee copies c.1f this 11 !?.;pee:: Lal proced ure II went to BL.L 
OSI field units and not just District 17 <Kirt land AFB >, we have 
proof here that OSI"s interest in collecting data on UFOs wa s b y 
no means limited to the Kirt land/Coyote Canyon events of s ummer, 
1980 nor to the still active Ben ewitz affair which invo l ved only 
the ~irtland, Denver ~ and Headquarters detach ments. Rat h e r~ it 
was a widespread~ worldwide effort, 

In addition to the above conclusions, there are a number c f 
lessons in all of this to which UFO researchers should p a y very 
close attention: 

(A) Those who argue that the Freedom of Information Ac t is 
the best way to get sensitive infor mation out of government 
agencies should note the ease wit h which OSI got around the l a w in 
the above situation. Obviously whoever was respons ib l e for 
setting up the system was aware of FOIA"s l i mitati ons an d took 
them carefully into account. 

CB) Those who believe that the comp l etely open, a bove-bo•rd 
approach is the best way to conduc t resear c h s houl d t ake note of 
the fact that it was Stanton"s tip p i n g o f h i s i n tention s to 
Lawrence about contac ting field uni t s t ha t was d i rec tly 
r esponsible for Lawrence"s ac t i on to c los e t h e l oophol es . Had 
Stan played a less obvious game, h e mi gh t ha~e h a d b e tter results. 

CC) The same situation a pplies tc t h e fi ling of FOIA requests 
on sensitive subjects i n genera l . FOIA officers, in g eneral, work 
hand-in-hand with those r e s pon s ible fo r mai nt a ining security on 
classified operati ons . One of t h e best ways to determine if there 
has been a secur ity leak is to carefully monitor FOIA requests. 

Hypothetical si t wl tion: 8 0L1r c e 11 A11 leaks sens itive information 
o researcher 11 8 11 con cerni n g c l ass ified project "C" being 

conduct d by ,;ienc y II D". B, i n a n ef fart to 1 earn more about C, 
files a FOIA with D. If C is a s up e r-sensitive, high-security 
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project, th n 8 h•• Ju• ippad D ha hr• • 
le • Th result B ;•t• letter which •ither d nv 
project exist• or deny• ace•• to it on national •nurit~ 
ground•- whil D initiate• n inv •tiQ tiori aimed at ld•n i~w1U11r-, 
the ource of th• le and puttin9 • •top to it. In the end, 
loses good source of information and ;ains little or noth no 
exchanQ. Meanwhil ~ A becomes an object le••on for tho•• who 
might be thinking similar thoughts. 

Wh ile the Freedom of Information Act can be a u•■ful tool -for 
the public and the press, few stop to think that it can also b• a 
useful tool for the government as well. 

Th ave i s an xcellent illustrati on cf why the authors of this 
r p ort h e been so s ecretive in their investigations and so 
r luct nt t o s hare in f ormhtion with other researchers. 

T 1-f E t-< I R TL. A l"-1 D 1:, C) C !,.J I.,,,.!!=:- 1",.f ,· S (JAN. 1982) 

The ~ir t land document s consist c f n i n e pages of material 
pertaining to the i n volveme n t of person nel fr om AFOSI District 17 
1n the 1nvest1gation o f a s e ries of e v e nts whic h occurred in the 
Albuquerque area bet ween Aug ust 13 1 198 0 and July 30, 1981. 
Alt cu~ all nine pages of mater i a l d o bear s ome re l ationsh i p to 
one-anat er, it seems appropria t e t o b r e ak th em d o wn into th r ee 
separate sub - sets for purposes o f discussion , · These ar e a s 
fol ows: 

CA> Complaint Form CAFOSI Form 1> da ted 14 Aug 80; Title: 
~1rt 1 and AFB . NM, 13 Aug 80 , Pass i bl e Hos t U e Intf?l l i ,;;,ence 
Intercept Incident, Fr equency Jamming. (1 page ). Copy reproduced 
herein as Appendix E- 1 . 

CB) Complaint Form CAFOS I Form 1 ) dated 2-9 S e pt 
Virtla d AFB, NM, 8 Aug - 3 Sep 80 , Alleged Sightings 
Unidentified Aerial Lights in Rest r ic t e d Test Range. 
Copies reproduced her ei n a s Appen d ix E-2 , 

80; Title: 
C)f, 

( 3 pages). 

(C) Multipurpos e I n ter nal OSI Forms (AFOSI Form 96) dated 28 
Oct 80 (2 pages) & 2 6 No v 80 (2 page s >; and AFOSI Communication 
Form CAFOSI For m 15 8 ) dated 30 Ju l y 1981 (1 page). All of these 
pert in to AFOS I 's continuing i n t e r e st in the Paul Bennewitz 
ff ir, and ar e r e prod uced h e r e i n as Appendic e s E-3, E-4 and E-5. 

To facilitate mat t e r s , furt her r eferences to the above documents 
w 11 be b y Ap pen d ix nu mb er . 

uch h s l r eady been wr i tt e n concerning the specific events 
m nt1on d 1n th se docume nt s . Since the scope· of this report is 
l imj .d to presenti n g mater i al relevant to the authenticity of 

_ _ i tems and the ro le t hey played in the chain of events 
d o th MJ - 12 br i ef i ng documents, it seems unnecessary at 

point o d i gr _ss in order ta repeat material already in 
p r in . Wi · h h a in mi nd, readers wishing to learn more about the 
UFO 1 nd 1ng i n Covote Canyon an d the Paul Bennewitz aff ir re 
u r g d · o ob i and read the following1 

- For t h Coyol . Canyon UFO incident, 
*M c c b , Brue 1 "UFO Landi n,;is Near Kirtland AFB Or' 


