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Editorial

UFO abductions — serious business

ver recent months there have
been a number of reports in the
Australianpressaboutthe’Kelly
Case’. This is a remarkable Vic-
torian UFO abduction incident
from August 1993 which has
been investigated by John
Auchett]l of Melbourne. Curi-
ously enough, more details of
the case have been published
outside of Australia thanlocally.
The ‘foreign” material now be-
coming available here is re-
viewed in this issue of UFO
Reporter, along with some of the
reasons as to why more of
Auchettl’s material is not avail-
able locally.

UFO abductions are a sub-
ject the local media loves us to
laugh at. They are seen by most
Australians asbeinga peculiarly
American phenomenon, like
Elvis Presley sightings (and
even UFO sightings).

Surprisingly, and this is
probably due to the newness of
the topic in Australia, the same
credibility problem exists within
the local UFO research commu-
nity. Some researchers simply
do not consider that abduction
research in Australia has any-
thing of value to contribute to
the greater debate.

Forexample, onereasonably
seasoned local researcher, her-
self an abductee, recently wrote
to me on the subject of keeping
abductee confidentiality, saying
“...it's a fascinating area and pro-
vides entertainment for some,
and it does occasionally have a
humorous side to it. In a sen-
tence, if you want privacy, you
shouldn’t be talking openly
about your abduction experi-
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ences in thefirst place, unlessits
[to] a therapist.”

This is odd because UFO in-
vestigators here have routinely
and ethically provided their wit-
nesses with anonymity, and suc-
cessfully so, over many years.
There isno reason why the same
approach should not work for
abductees.

Furthermore, if local investi-
gators cannot provide abductees
with a service — the support,
security and confidentiality they
do not get from family, friends
and health professionals, then
what have they got to offer ab-
ductees in exchange for a little
information?

Fortunately, local investiga-
tors have been able to provide a
service. As well as support,
some have been able to under-
take meticulous research which
adds credence to the abductees’
unusual claims.

However, with the Kelly
Case now proclaimed, these cur-
rent levels of service are being
challenged.

Given thatthebusiness of re-
searching and rehabilitating ab-
ductees is a gradual, labour
-intensive process on our part,
and that there are limited num-
bers of volunteers available to
do the job, then these changes
represent a major challenge.
How do we balance support

with research, and confidential-
ity with the need to publicise the
results of research?

Obviously, each abduction
client has to be treated as an in-
dividual and must be offered a
series of options on how to pro-
ceed with their case. In the past,
supporters have carefully
avoided commercially exploit-
ing the phenomenon. There has
been an assumption within Aus-
tralia that such exploitation
would severely compromise or
taint both the information
gained and the researchers in-
volved.

However, what do you do
when an abductee is quite happy
to let others know about their
experience? After all, in the
United States the view that to-
day’s abductee is tomorrow’s
gueston the Oprah Winfrey Show,
is very well entrenched. While
Australia does not yet have this
“talk-show’ mentality, the Kelly
Case is changing the landscape.

Most abductees still do not
want to go public and for all the
right reasons, and we must al-
waysrespect their requirements.
However, researchers must now
allow for those occasional bona
fide abductees who do want to
go public, and provide them
with appropriate support and
advice.

B.Dickeson

Contributions to UFO Reporter (NSW)

We need articles, photographs and cartoons for forthcoming

editions of UFO Reporter.

If you think you can help or have something to offer, please
contact The Editors, UFOR(NSW), PO Box Q95 Queen Vic-

toria Building, Sydney 2000.




Letter to the Editors

Large boomerang over Brisbane,

March 1987

I am now 26 years of age and live

some 130 km westof Rockhampton

in Queensland. I am writing to
you to bring my mind to rest.

Around March 1987, I was
living in Sunnybank, Brisbane,
in what I consider to be a heav-
ily-populated area. It was very
late afternoon and there was a
storm forming on the horizon.
Three of us decided to lay a blan-
ket on the lawn to watch the
storm clouds in the fading day-
light. Before long itwas darkand
we continued to watch the stars
for a while longer — the storm
passed by and all was peaceful.
Itisalittle hard to recall exactly
what I next saw in great detail
— more than eight years have
now passed.

As we watched the sky, a
huge shape glided slowly and
noiselessly by, some 70m
above us. It was difficult to
gauge its size, but [ would ap-
proximate it to having the
width of a football field. The
object was not saucer-shaped,
but triangular, like a boomer-
ang (see diagram). It wasblack
with no lights whatsoever.

All three of us watched in
amazement as it passed over-
head. I could easily see that the
object was solid and had a
sharp edge where the plates of
its upper and lower surfaces
met, like the edge on an aircraft
wing,

| have some scientific back-
ground and one unusual aspect
of the phantom craft still in-
trigues me. As the object moved,
it seemed to have a translucent
quality. We could see stars dimly
through the body of the object as

it moved in front of them, solid
yet not solid.

The shape passed over the
house and we watched it until
losing it from sight over distant
rooftops.

All of this took place over a
populated area. I thought to my-
self, ‘Great, there were two other
witnesses and God knows how
many other people saw it’.] was
so excited that I couldn’t sleep.

But how wrong I was. There
were no reports of itin the news-
papers and no one I knew had

nottake place inanisolated area.
It was not a brightly-lit object,
and it was definitely not the tra-
ditional disc or cigar shape. I
only wish I'd had a camera that
night, although I know that] will
never forget what I saw, for it
will always be etched in my
mind.

Please let me know if you
haveany reporte of the object, or
if anyone has seen anything
similar, for 1 would like to dis-
cuss this matter further.

JT, Queensland
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seen a thing, except my two
friends. Surely we were not the
only ones to see it?

I suppose I will never know.
After all, I have only told a se-
lected few people of this event.

This did not appear to be
your usual UFO scenario. It did

At present nothing siniilar conies to
niind, although we do get a large
nuniber of objects reported over ur-
ban areas in Australia. Perhaps
sonie of our readers out there have
had similar experiences, or can
help? —Eds

UFO Reporter NSW



Obituary
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Brinsley and Millen Le Poer Trench

Brinsley William Francis Le Poer Trench
18 September 1911-22 May 1995

Eighth Earl of Clancarty,
Baron Kilconnel, Viscount
Dunlo, Baron Trench, Vis-
count Clancarty, Marquess of
Heusden,

Educated at Pangbourne
Nautical College, Berkshire.
Served as a gunner in the
Royal Artillery during World
War II where he rose to the
rank of Captain.

Brinsley’s writing career
beganin theearly 1950s, while
working as a magazine adver-
tisement manager for publica-
tions such as The RAF Flying
Review and Practical Garden-
ing.

During a major UFOwave
over Europe in the Autumn of
1954, so much generalinterest
was created in the subject that
Brinsley and a few colleagues
announced their intention to
produce a quality bimonthly
UFO journal. The firstissue of
Flying Saucer Review was pub-
lished in early 1955, under the
editorship of RAF pilot and
air historian, Derek
Dempster.

In July 1956, Brinsley took
over from Dempster. At the
time, FSR was almost entirely
British-oriented, with little
overseas content. Under his
solid editorship, the journal’s
list of active contributors at
home and abroad was gradu-
ally expanded.

At a time when American
UFO investigators were stuck
on the view that “if it didn't
happen in America, it didn't

happen”, Brinsley was a
strong internationalist, who
nurtured an extensive world-
wide network of correspond-
ing UFO investigators. Later
FSR editors were able to de-
velop this vastnetwork, trans-
forming the journal into the
world’s premier UFO publi-
cation.

In September 1959, Brin-
sley resigned the FSR editor-
ship due to poor health and
moved to Ireland. He decided
to concentrate on his UFO
writing, and produced seven
books which are now rarely
out of print:

(] The Sky People (1960)

0 Men Among Mankind
(1962— aka Temple of the
Stars from 1974)

Forgotten Heritage (1964)
The Flying Saucer Story
(1966)

Operation Earth (1969)

The Eternal Subject (1973 —
aka Muysterious Visitors
from 1974)

[0 Secret of the Ages (1974)

Brinsley championed
what was often a controver-
sial view of the role of UFOs
and UFOnauts, and is best re-
membered for his outspoken-
ness. He strongly believed
(against the UFO fashion of
the sixties and seventies) that
UFOs had provided crucial
cultural and genetic influ-
ences throughout Mankind’s
evolution.

In 1964 Brinsiey setup the
International Sky Scouts. This

oo 00

organisation was modelled on
Baden Powell’s Boy Scout
movement, but never really
caught on. He also founded
and was President of Contact
International. At its peak, Con-
tact included several thou-
sand members worldwide,
with groups operating in Aus-
tralia and New Zealand. After
some years in Ireland, he re-
turned to London.

Brinsley was an honorary
member of the Ancient Astro-
naut Society, a Vice-President
of BUFORA (British UFO Re-
search Association), and a life
member of the Hollow Earth
Society (Sydney, Australia).
He married four times.

On 18 January 1979, some
time after inheriting the
Earlship from his brother and
taking membership of the
British House of Lords, he in-~
stigated a debate in the House
about UFOs. There was in-
credible public interest in the
debate — this was one of the
few times when Hansard (the
official record of House pro-
ceedings) sold out almostim-
mediately. Brinsley formed a
UFO study group in the
Housein June 1979, which re-
mained active for some years.

He believed the Earth had
been visited many times, over
a long period and from many
sources. He thought human-
ity was partly of ET origin —
a view now experiencinz are-

vival zmong mary T ine

vestigaior
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Obituary

Millen (Wilma Dorothy M.) Le Poer Trench, nee Vermilyea

17 March 1915-27 May 1995

BorninPortland, Millen grew
up in Oregon and British Co-
lumbia. She was educated in
Classics, Languages and
Mathematics, and was an ac-
complished musician and
cook. At the age of 18, Millen
received her Pilot’s licence
and became the mascot of the
Portland Flying School.

Millen went to College in
San Francisco where she stud-
ied Architecture and Art, and
developed a life-long interest
in Tibetan Buddhism. After
training as a psychiatric
nurse, she decidednotto pur-
sue this as a career and trav-
elled widely throughout the
United States.

In 1943, she married John
Star Cooke (a dancer), and
toured with the dance troupe
as their drununer. The Cookes
rapidly became a part of the
cosmopolitan artisticcommu-
nities of Martha’s Vineyard in
Massachusetts and Ojai,
Northern California. The first
of two daughters (Valerie)
was born in 1951.

Millen had always been
very interested in the occult
and studied the tarot, astrol-
ogy, and numerology. She
wasalso interested in seismol-
ogy. Millen was a personal
friend of L. Ron Hubbard and
a founding member of the Sci-
entology movement. (Millen
designed the Scientology
cross and S logos). However,

she dissociated herself from
Scientology in the early 1960s
after disagreeing with the di-
rection it was taldéng.

Millen married for the sec-
ond time and a second daugh-
ter (Lillian) was born in 1952.
Millen divorced again in 1956.

Tosupportherself and her
daughters, Millen wrote Sci-
ence Fiction magazine stories
for Fantasy and Science Fiction
and Analog. However, she
found she had to use male
pseudonyms to get accep-
tance. In addition, Millen sold
numerous magazine articles
on a range of subjects, cover-
ing astronomical, numero-
logical and ufological topics.

Her interest in UFOs had
begun early and she had
many personal sightings. This
interest intensified during the
late forties when the Roswell,
New Mexico incident first
came to public notice. During
the forties and fifties Millen
corresponded with George
Adamski, Ebert Claypool,
George Fickey and Rosemary
Decker (alifelong friend) and
investigators throughout Ari-
zona, California and Oregon.

Millen wrote several arti-
cles for Flying Saucer Review
when Brinsley Le Poer Trench
was editor. He began corre-
sponding with her in 1959 af-
ter requesting help with
research onhis first book. Mil-
len went to England in 1960 to

become Brinsley’s personal
research assistant for The Sky
People. After moving to Ire-
land to concentrate onwriting
(they collaborated closely on
Brinsley’s first four books),
Millen and Brinsley were
married in 1961.

Millen also helped pro-
mote Brinsley as the spokes-
man for Contact International,
and organised his tour of
India and Australia.

When Brinsley returned
to London from Ireland, Mil-
len remained. They divorced
in1969.

Millen first emigrated to
Australia in 1976, staying
with her daughters. She later
spent two years in San Fran-
cisco at the Tibetan Institute
pursuing her wide interest in
the world’s religions, before
returning to Australia in 1979
to live in Melbourne.

Millen always corre-
sponded with her contacts
around theworld and keptup
with developments in the
UFO field. Recently, she was
very interested in the Face on
Mars project. Recently, her
mobility had been greatly re-
duced due to emphysema and
lung cancer, and she died in
Melbourne of a heart attack.
The family received news of
Brinsley’s death several days
afterwards. U

UFO Reporter NSW




The Kelly case

Behind the Kelly abduction:
Did UFO investigators lose control?

B.Dickeson

Every faw years in Australia we get one of those rare UFO events which has local investigators fighting for a piece
of the action, and which generates intrigue and ill-will forever afterwards. Recent notable examples include the
Valentich case (October 1978) and the Mundrabilla incident (January 1988).

Now we have the “Kelly Case” from Victoria (August 1993). The furore being generated by this incident is now so
fierce that many local UFO investigators still cannot view it seriously. The situation is exacerbated by a lack of good
information and discussion available within Australia. Fortunately, details are gradually coming back from overseas
sources, and I would like to thank my intrepid team of networkers (PB, MF, DR and SW) for passing on what they

have received, and which has made this review possible.

he Kelly Case has been under careful
investigation since October 1993 — in-
vestigations which will probably con-
tinue for some years yet. However,
details are only now being made avail-
able for local researchers and the public
to consider. The most detailed account
to hand is an article by Bill Chalker
published in the United States; “An ex-
traordinary encounter in the Dande-
nong foothills” (International UFO
Reporter, Sept-Oct 1994). Get a copy if
youcan.

The case began to ‘leak’ badly into
the public domain in early 1994. Since
then, the lack of real information, the
tight (but necessary) controls imposed
by the investigation team, and a sense
of anticipation of something important,
have fostered much ill-will among
those Australian investigators who
have been excluded from debating the
material.

To add to these complications, im-
portantinternal differences havearisen
between the abductees and their inves-
tigators in recent months. There is now
a real danger that the developing side-
show will divert people’s attention and
undermine the intrinsic value of the
Kelly Case. Up to now, key investiga-
tors in the case have been working in
comparitive isolation from one another.
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Now their results are being published,
comparison becomes inevitable. Some
of the disparities emerging raise impor-
tant concerns about the investigation
process, and abduction investigators

should address these as soon as possi-
ble.

The Kelly Case so far

On the evening of Saturday 7 August,
husband and wife Kelly and Andrew
drove to Monbulk, 40 km east of Mel-
bourne, for the birthday of a friend’s
daughter. When approaching their des-
tination just after dark (around 1900
hrs) Kelly noticed an unusual ring of
orange lights some distance away from
the road in a field. She mentioned this
to Andrew but he was more intent on
driving. The incident was discussed in
ajocular fashion alittle later at the party
and then forgotten.

At2345 hrs that same evening, Kelly
and Andrew started out on the return
journey to Yallourn. By very early Sun-
day morning (8 August 1993 — prob-
ably around 0015 hrs), they were
heading towards the Princes Highway
through the Dandenongs, south-east of
Melbourne. Turning a bend in the Bel-
grave-Hallam Road outside the Narre
Warren North Housing Estate, Kelly
and Andrew both noticed a series of



The Kelly case

very bright orange lights hovering
some 20m up in the sky (at twice tree
height). They discussed the object
which was identical to the lights Kelly
had seenearlier thatevening. The object
passed from view after a few seconds.

At this point, Kelly noticed there
was another car some 150m behind
them.

About a kilometer further on, Kelly
and Andrew were confronted by a 50m,
brightly-lit object which seemed to
block the entire road (position 37° 58’
55"+4"S, 145° 18" 29"+4"E by Eumem-
merring Creek). The light was so in-
tense, Kelly put her hand up to shield
her eyes. Both witnesses were now ina
highly agitated state.

The next moment Kelly remembers
sitting in the car, which was now
stopped. Theintenselighthad gone, her
seatbelt was undone and they both no-
ticed a slight smell of vomit. Kelly was
now much calmer, but disoriented, and
thought she must have blacked out.
When she asked
her husband what

Altlougl they had excitedly
discussed what had happened to
them on their journey after their

hadhappened, all
he could say was
that they must

encounter, the evening’se ents  haveturneda cor-
actually faded from Kelly’s ~ ner. Continuing
memory within days.  their journey,

they arrived
home at 2.30 am
— two and three-quarter hours after
leaving on what should have beena one
and a half hour journey.

Kelly found she was bleeding men-
strually, although she had finished her
period several days earlier. She also had
a small red triangular mark and a scar
just below her navel, which persisted
for some days afterwards. (Although
reluctantto beinterviewed in any detail
by UFO researchers later, Andrew did
acknowledge having seen this scar.)

Although Kelly and Andrew had
excitedly discussed what had hap-
pened to them on their journey after
their encounter, the evening’s events
actually faded from Kelly’s memory
within days.

Kelly quite forgot the details of the
UFO incident until some weeks later.
On 16 September 1993, Kelly and An-
drew were at a barbecue being held,
once again, at Monbulk. Andrew men-
tioned the spectacular UFO they had
bothseenon their way home. This com-
pletely threw Kelly who had no recol-
lection of the event, and they had
argued (Kellynormally has a very good
memory).

Then some weeks afterwards, on
the evening of Friday 1 October, Kelly
and Andrew were driving along the
same stretch of Belgrave-Hallam Road
towards Monbulk. They were passing
some open parkland a few kilometres
south of the encounter site, near the
Fountain Gate Shopping Centre, when
Kelly made a ‘chance’ comment to An-
drew about how this would be good
place to see a UFO. She then began ex-
periencinga series of disturbingly vivid
‘flashbacks” to previously-forgotten
events from the morning of 8 August
and the UFO.

She consciously recalled that al-
though the object first seemed to be in
front of them, the road actually curved
slightly left at that point, so the object
had been just to the right of the road.
They had stopped the car by the road-
side, got outand walked across the road
to the edge of the paddock, and stared
at the UFO for about 45 seconds. Two,
possibly more, people from the car be-
hind had also got out of their vehicle to
look at the object. Then Kelly had no-
ticed a 2m tall, black figure moving to-
wards her, from out of the light. Soon
there were 7 or 8 more of these figures
approaching. The figures had divided
into two groups, one heading towards
Kelly and Andrew, the other heading
towards the people from the other car.

Kelly had felt a deep sense of horror
and started screaming hysterically. She
remembered having been struck in the
stomach so severely she fell on her back
(investigators later found an electric
fence at the encounter site, but this is
unlikely to have caused such an heavy
blow).Shewaswindedand couldn’tsee

UFO Reporter (NSW)



in frontofher face. (Soon after theevent,
both Kelly and Andrew remember hav-
ing muscular aches around the midrif.)
Kelly had put her hands between her
lanees and vomited.

The next thing she could remember
was sitting back in the stopped car.

Kelly was to experience other flash-
backs and ‘dreams’ of varying vivid-
ness and reality over the next few
months.

The investigation begins

On 4 October 1993 Kelly contacted UFO
researcher Bill Chalker (UFOIC) in Syd-
ney NSW for help with her bizarre ex-
perience. Because of the distances
involved, Chalker referred Kelly to re-
searcher John Auchettl of Phenomea
Research Australia (PRA) in Mel-
bourne.

Auchett] got onto the case immedi-
ately and advertised discreetly in the
local newspaper in the faint hope that
other people who might have seen
something, would come forward. Sur-
prisingly, a man and woman from the
second vehicle approached Auchettl on
17 November 1993. A third person had
also been in their vehicle.

The three new witnesses took
Auchettl to the same encounter site at
Narre Warren North which Kelly had
identified. The location had not been
publicised at all. Bill, Jan and Glenda
were able to provide Auchettl with de-
tails of their experience which inde-

“ pendently confirmed much of Kelly’s
account.

The two women consciously re-
membered seeing the same object, had
witnessed the same dark entities with
red eyes, and experienced missing time.
Jan and Glenda also found red triangu-
lar marks below their navels after the
encounter, and there may have been
other medical effects similar to those
experienced by Kelly. Bill’s view of the
events had been slightly obscured and
hewaslesscertain about what had hap-
pened.

Auchettl inspected and sampled
where the object had been seen. The
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area still showed ground traces and a
slight magnetic anomaly (details un-
specified).

Bill, Jan and Glenda mentioned
there had been a third car some 30 me-
tres behind them. This contained a lone
male passenger who had viewed the
incident through a break in the vegeta-
tion (this potential sixth witness has not
been located at this stage).

Most importantly, and to prevent
any collusion between the two groups
of witnesses which would compromise
the validity of their evidence, Auchettl
scrupulously kept two separate sets of
accounts. Each

The Kelly case

group of wit-
nesses was not
told that other
witnesses had
been found until
Auchettl’s inves-
tigations were
completed. Once
Kelly was told
other witnesses
had been located,

To prevent any collusion between
the two groups of witnesses
which would compromise the

- validity of their evidence,
Auchettl scrupulously kept two
separate sets of accounts. Each
group of witnesses was not told
that other witnesses liad been
found until Auchettl’s
investigations were completed.

she tried persist-

ently (but unsuccessfully) to get their
names to contact them. Although being
told of Kelly’s existence some timelater,
members of the second group had not
shown any interest in contacting her.

In September 1994 a call was lodged
by an unidentified “Kelly” on the na-
tional UFO Hotline (a 0055 number,
based in Melbourne and operated by
Greg Vier). “Kelly” described having
been in a car with an unspecified man,
and being followed by a UFO. A return
telephone number was left at the end of
themessage. ItisnotknownifGreg Vier
investigated the matter.

However the call was picked up
from the hotline by Sydney researcher
Moira McGhee (INUFOR), who called
back several times. The call was finally
taken by a woman who claimed to be
“Kelly’s” grandmother. She advised
that Kelly had returned to Melbourne,
then volunteered the information that
“Kelly” was quite distressed. This was
not her first experience — a previous
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experience involving a close encounter
with a bright light had left her very
nervous and frightened. A Melbourne
telephone number was proffered. Even-
tually Moira McGhee was able to get a
response from a woman purporting to
be “Kelly’s aunt” — she would give no
further detailsas

Given the fact that John Auchettl
had been very actively involved
in the case since October 1993,

claims that Victorian UFO

to the sighting or
“Kelly’s” where-

abouts, and
added that on-

investigators had shown little  going ‘complica-
inferest in lier case, appear to ~ tions from the
lhave been exaggerated. ~ eventwere caus-

10

ing “Kelly” some
domestic diffi-
culties.

McGhee was not aware of the Kelly
Case being investigated by Auchettl,
Chalker and Basterfield at that time.
However, she considered the incident
sufficiently interesting to warrant fur-
ther investigation and referred the mat-
ter to other Victorian investigators to
follow up by contacting “Kelly”.
McGhee was never able to speak per-
sonally to the “Kelly” who made the
report to the 0055 Hotline — and does
not know whether it was the Kelly from
the Kelly Case, or a genuine co-inci-
dence involving a witness with the
same name and strikingly similar de-
tails. (McGhee filed her notes at the
time, unaware of the implications of the
incident until she became aware of the
Kelly Case some months later. Interest-
ingly, one of McGhee's other contacts
had already logged a vivid dream about
a UFO encounter from a car for 8 Au-
gust 1993, quite independently.)

Also at about this time, Kelly con-
tacted the Royal Australian Air Force in
Victoria. As usual, the RAAF referred
her case to VUFORS — the Victorian
UFO Research Society. (Veteran
VUFORS investigators Paul Norman
and Judith Magee had previously re-
ported one of the World’s most-quoted
abductee cases — the Maureen
Puddy/Moorooduc Road Case from 5
July 1972. This took place some 30 km
southwest of Kelly’s encounter.)

Norman and Magee telephoned
Kelly. They were told about the UFO
seen after sunset on the Saturday, about
Kelly’s partialrecollections of the bright
light across the road later that night,
and about some missing time. A date
and time was agreed for Magee to visit
Kelly in Yallourn and some initial
checks were made by VUFORS mem-
bers to see what otherlocal UFO reports
there were from around that time (see
box on “Signs in the Sky?”).

On the morning agreed for their
meeting, Magee was contacted by a
very ‘stressed’ Kelly who said she had
been in touch with aSydney UFOinves-
tigator. Kelly had been told not to talk
to VUFORS who “had no accredited
health professionals on hand to help
abductees, and no abductee support
group structure”, Shehad been advised
to contact another local investigator,
John Auchettl. After Kelly’s call, Magee
and Norman decided not to pursue the
case further and have been upset by
later reports which state that Kelly only
approached investigators in NSW after
Victorian investigators had shown no
interest in her case.

Given the fact that John Auchettl
had been very actively involved in the
case since October 1993, claims that Vic-
torian UFO investigators had shown lit-
tle interest in her case, appear to have
been exaggerated. -

Incidentally, I checked with NSW
UFO investigators early in 1995. Moira
McGhee informed me she had been un-
able to speak to Kelly in person; when ]
talked to Bill Chalker at the
UFOR(NSW) 1995AGM on 17 February
I was advised that, as far ashe knew, he
was the only NSW investigator who
had talked to Kelly.

Sometime between February 1994
and August 1994, Kelly visited South
Australia where Adelaide investigator
Keith Basterfield organised a regression
hypnosis session with a qualified psy-
chologist for the Australian UFO Ab-
duction Study Centre. Apart from
describing her conscious memories in
considerable detail (already mentioned
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in this account), no abduction scenario
emerged.

At a public panel discussion on
UFO reports in Australia at McMahons
Point, Sydney (organised by the Austra-
lian Transpersonal Association and
UFOESA), on Sunday 21 August 1994,
Basterfield and Chalker provided a
brief outline of the Kelly Case. It was
obvious that investigations were well
advanced, and that moredetailed infor-
mation would be forthcoming. Chalker
and Basterfield were preparing ac-
counts to be published in the United
States from some of their own material,
and from extensive draft material pro-
vided by PRA.

Meanwhile, John Auchettl had in-
corporated PRA’s findings into a 160-
page draft report. This was mentioned
nation-wide during an ABC radio fea-
ture To catch a flying star, on 2 October
1994 which highlighted the Kelly Case.
(This draft report by Auchettl appears
to have been the basis for much of
Chalker’s International UFO Reporter ar-
ticle). From public responses after the
ABC program, the PRA reportwas sold
out in advance. An unconfirmed ac-
count advises that 200 copies of the re-
port were initially printed.

Changing the agenda
On 10 October 1994 UFOR(NSW) re-
ceived a letter from Kelly indicating she
was writing a book about her experi-
ence, with a foreword by Auchetll and
an afterword by Chalker. We were in-
vited to provide details about our ab-
ductee support and investigation
functions for a directory of local and
overseas organisations which would be
included. Knowing that a number of
UFO groups were already well in-
volved in the case (PRA, UFOIC,
UFORA, UFOESA, ATA, AUFOASC)
and something of the problems
VUFORS had experienced, we decided
to wait until the situation had been
clarified.

Presumably, Kelly was able to fine-
tune some of her manuscriptby the De-
cember 1994 publication deadline for
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Signs in the Sky

One of the moreinteresling possibilities pursued by VUFORS
invesligators early on was whether Kelly’s UFO could have
been an adverlising acroplane. Several people had reported
seeing a single-engine Piper Cherokee wilh unusual wing
modificalions flying low-alilude over Melbourne during
August around dusk.

The same, or a similar, craft had been in use around
Parramalta and Fairfield in Sydney during 1990-1991 to ad-
vertise Aeroplane Jelly and radio station 2GB. On Lwo occa-
sions Lhe Sydney pilothad deliberalely flown his aircraft back
to Bankstown Airport after work with ils lighling left on.
When viewed from certain angles il looked like a UFO, and
he liked to listen to people phoning their local radio station
with their "UFO reporls” aboul his aeroplane, while driving
home. Sydney newspapers even printed accounls with
skelches of a very “flying-saucerish’” UFO.

The aeroplane modificalions include a metal and wire
lattice, 2.5m wide and 12m long slung underneath each wing,.
The lallice holds an array of small lights, lasers and strobe-
lights lo creale adverlising slogans and generally allract
peoples’ atlention.

At least lwo such aircraft have been designed, buill and
based in West Auslralia where they are mosUy used. The
Australian designer had got the idea from something similar
he had seen in the United Stales, and it look him four years
lo gel Deparlment of Aviation approval in Auslralia. De-
pending on the adverlising conlracts the ‘Nite-Liles’ plane
could altract, the Piper Cherokee had also been flown over
Adelaide, Brisbane and the Gold Coast. The CAA in Sydney
laler banned ils use in NSW as Lhe additional structures were
thoughtto make the plane too unstable for Sydney’s crowded
skies (hence the need to fly it atlow speed and height).

UFO invesligalors in Australia must lake adverlising
aeroplanes inlo account during some of Lheir invesligalions.

Interestingly enough, when VUFORS invesligators (ried
to contact the two known pilot-owners of the aeroplane in
West Auslralia, each said Lthey had not been in thal line of
business for several years, but believed Lhe olher person was
still operaling. We have since established that there may be a
third advertising aeroplane operating from the Coolangatla
arca. VUFORS was unable lo find exaclly where each adver-
Lising aeroplanes had been al the time of the Kelly sighting,
before it discontinued ils investigations.

While some UFO investigators believe there is some
possibility that Lhe Kelly object may have been an adverlising
plane, this now seems much less likely. Perhaps PRA inves-
tigators have already checked oul this option as well.
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The Kelly case

the Feb-March 1995 issue of Nexus as
“Australia’s most credible UFO abduc-
tion case”. The NEXUS article men-
tioned that Kelly was looking for a
publisher for the entire manuscript, but
as yet this offer does not seem to have
been taken up.

On 16 October 1994, after a dispute
with Kelly over the confidentiality of
names and addressesin the draft report,
and on legal advice, Auchettl was
obliged to withdraw large sections of
the PRA report. Although many of
these details were already in the public
domain, the cuts meant the report had
to be totally redrafted and delayed for
an unspecified time.

On 19 October 1994 Auchettl re-
ceived a signed authority to release spe-
cific medical details in the back section
of his report about witnesses in the sec-
ond car. Recently, Bill, Jan and Glenda
have sold their publication rights to a
German magazine and refuse to talk to
Australian investigators at all.

On several occasions over the last
six months | have been advised of im-
pending litigation by various partiesin
the incident against each other (another
good reason for UFOR not to get too
involved).

On March

The information gained so far
indicates that the Kelly Case will
probably still be able to hold up
on its own, without depending
on any of the personalities

12

17 1995 in Syd-
ney, UFOESA
sponsored an
evening con-
ference on the
abduction phe-
nomena which
featured Kelly
and other ab-
ductees. 1 was
not in Australia at the time, but ac-
counts of the conference indicate that
some of the investigators involved in
the case behind the scenes were devel-
oping something of a bunker mentality
over the matter.

This development is unfortunate,
because the information gained so far
indicates that the Kelly Case will prob-
ablybe abletohold up onitsown, with-
out depending on any of the

involved.

personalities involved. Many of these
details appear to be consistent with
other abduction case material from
Australia.

However, it does seem that it is still
much ‘safer’ to get the Kelly data pub-
lished overseas, thanitis to publishitin
Australia (even this commentary has
had to belegally vetted).

Regrettably, Kelly has recently ad-
vised she is separating from her hus-
band, because of fallout from the
incident (see the Woman’s Day article:
“Aliens wrecked my marriage”). How-
ever, thismay be a packagingartefactas
other published accounts indicate sig-
nificant personal differences already
existed between Kelly and Andrew.

In the meantime, serious re-
searchers should get a copy of the
Chalker article from the Infernational
UFO Reporter.

With the luxury of both hindsight
and some distance, I would like to think
that these recent problems were due to
a lack of appreciation by the abductees
of the careful, often slow, procedures
investigators must follow, plus the
pressures put on abductees to gain
some commercial advantage from their
story. However, this is probably a gross
simplification and there has been noth-
ing simple about the Kelly Case so far.

These events also show that local
investigators mustrefine their methods
for managing support and disclosure
options for their clients in future. The
heat being generated by this one case
could well dissuade some UFO abduc-
tees and abduction researchers in Aus-
tralia from participating in further
investigations. While there is no guar-
antee these kinds of problems will not
happen again in future, we might rea-
sonably try to limit some of the damage
that can occur.

In a recent letter to the MUFON
UFO Journal, this frustration for re-
searchers becomes almost palpable.
Keith Basterfield writes how he is un-
able tosubmita follow-up article to the
Journal (giving details from Bill, Jan and
Glenda) because John Auchett] is un-
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able to release the report on which it
would have been based — all rights
have been sold to a German magazine.

Auchett] has indeed lost out dearly,
and | suppose we must wait to hear
from Germany for the rest of the story.
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INUFOR — The Independent Network of UFO Researchers

IN UFOR hasbeenoperatingsince the mid-80s as a small networking agency

for UFO researchers throughout Australia. It is a loose association of prac-
tising UFO investigators who freely swap information and assist each other
on a local, regional and global basis.

INUFOR has a policy of actively avoiding the political machinations
which seem to arise between many UFO groups in Australia — preferring to
geton with the job of investigating cases, promoting research and cooperation
for its members, and keeping the information moving. Some groups who will
not talk to each other directly (for many and various reasons) will communi-
cate through INUFOR.

Its members routinely contribule material to the UFO Reporter, and do
research work alongside UFOR(NSW) members. Since the mid-80s, INUFOR
has built up many contacts here and overseas.

INUFORis now producing the INUFOR Digest three times a year. This is
a 40-page publication containing a mixture of original research material from
local and overseas members, reprinted material, sighting investigation re-
ports fromall over Australia, and newspaper clippings from here and abroad.
The annual subscription-only price for the INUFOR Digest is A$17.50

INUFOR also operates a public information stall at Sydney’s Flemington
Markets most Sundays, and runs a mailorder UFO book service (new and
second-hand).

INUFOR can be contacted at Stall 37 Flemington Markets (Sundays), by
telephone on (02) 553 9406, or via P.O. Box 783 Kogarah NSW 2217. U
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The United States’ ET Exposure Law —-
Paranoia rules

M. McGhee

UFO abduction researchers in the United States have recently begun expressing concerns about a particular piece

of legislation that makes any sort of contact between US citizens and aliens strictly illegal. LIFO abductees and
contactees in the US are now seen as a new criminal class.

helegislation is certainly not new; it was
adopted by the US Congress on 16 July
1969, some time before the Apollo
moon shots.

The justification used then was the
need to quarantine Earth from possible
exposure to extraterrestrial materials,
including any alien life forms which the
US Space Program might uncover. It
appears the legislation was not fully
read or understood by US Government
members and entered the books with-
out debate. In many ways, the law ap-
pears to be a very reasonable and
practical law designed to keep out the
Galactic Ebola virus.

The Extraterrestrial Exposure Lawhas
been mostly kept away from public ex-
posure as part of a raft of miscellaneous
(that is, boring) administrative legisla-
tion, with the eminently forgettable
name of ‘Title 14, Section 1211 of the
Code of Federal Regulations’. 1t first
came to public attention on 5 October
1982 when a Pentagon spokesman re-
ferred to it during a press conference —
its wide-ranging implications caused
some concern amongst UFO investiga-
tors even then.

More recently in the US, there has
been a significant public swing to the
right in political, social and scientific
matters. The extreme pressure put on
the Harvard Medical School tooust Pro-
fessor John Mack from the Faculty (for-
tunately unsuccessful) has been seen by
many as a sign that the US Estab-
lishment is turning against outsiders,
and might try to assert itself legally.

Mack has distinguished himself in
the UFO community by investigating
the abduction phenomena, producing a
best-selling book on the subject, and
generally being very visible. This expo-
sure has naturally attracted consider-
able flak from CSICOP (the curiously
misnamed Committee to Scientifically
Investigate Claims of the Paranormal),
Skeptics, and various other leadheads
who could be ready to resort to vexa-
tious litigation. (Paranoia has always
been a very powerful force in the
ufological universe).

Under the ET Exposure law, any
American citizen guilty of contact with
aliens, or coming into contact with
someone else who has been in contact
with aliens, automatically becomes a
wanted criminal who can be jailed for
one year and fined US$5000. Such peo-
ple are deemed to be ‘extraterrestrially
exposed’.

The law is applied by a ‘NASA Ad-
ministrator” and no hearing is neces-
sary. The NASA Administrator can
impose an indeterminate period of
quarantine under armed guard. The
quarantine cannot be broken, even by a
court order and there is no limit to the
number of people who can be arbitrar-
ily quarantined in this way. The defini-
tion of ‘extraterrestrial exposure’ is left
entirely to the NASA Administrator
(something which is itself contrary to
the US Constitution, and which is still
to be tested in a court of law).

While thelaw does not appear to be
immediately applicable, it is suffi-
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1211.100 Title 14 — Aeronautics and Space

Part 1211 — Extraterrestrial Exposure

1200.100 — Scope

This part establishes: (a)
NASA policy, responsibility
and authority to guard the
Earth against any harmful
contamination or adverse
changes toi environment re-
sulting from personnel, space-
craft and other property
returning to Earth after land-
ing on or coming within the
atmospheric envelope of a ce-
lestial body; and (b) security
requirements, restrictions and
safeguards that are necessary
in the interest of national secu-
rity.

1211.101 — Applicability

The provisions of this part ap-
ply to all NASA manned and
unmanned space missions
which land orcomewithin the
atmospheric envelope of a ce-

lestial body and return to the
Earth.

1211.102 — Definitions
(a) “NASA” and the “Admin-
istrator” mean, respectively,
the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration and the
Administrator of the National
Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration or his authorized
representative.

(b) “Extra-terrestrially ex-
posed” means the state or con-
dition of any person, property,
animal or other form of life or
matter whatever, who or
which has: i

(1) Touched directly or come
within the atmospheric enve-
lope of any other celestial
body;or

(2) Touched directly orbeenin
close proximity to (or been ex-
posed indirectly to) any per-
son, property, animal or other
form of life or matter who or
which has been extra-terrestri-
ally exposed by virtue of para-
graph (b)(1) of this section.
Forexample, if personor thing
“A” touches the surface of the
Moon, and on “A’s” return to
Earth, “B” touches “A” and,
subsequently, “C” touches
“B"”, all of these - “A” through
“C” inclusive - would be extra-
terrestrially exposed (“A” and
“B” directly; “C” indirectly),
(c) “Quarantine” means the
detention, examination and
decontamination of any per-
sons, property, animal or other
formoflife or matterwhatever
that is extra-terrestrially ex-
posed, and includestheappre-
hension or seizure of such
person, property, animal or
other form of life or matter
whatever.

(d) “Quarantine period”
means the period of consecu-
tive calendar days as may be
established in accordancewith
1211.104(a).

(3) Administi-ative actions.
The Administrator or his des-
ignee shall at his discretion:
(a) Determine the beginning
and duration of a quarantine
period with respect to any
space mission; the quarantine
period as it applies to various
life forms will be announced.
(b) Designate in writing quar-
antine officers to exercise
quarantine authority.

(c) Determine that a particular
person, property, animal or
other form of life or matter
whatever is extra-terrestrially
exposed and quarantine such
person, property, animal or
other form of life or matter
whatever. Thequarantine may
be based only on a determina-
tion, with or without the bene-
fit of a hearing, that there is
probable cause to believe that
such person, property animal
or other form of life or matter
whatever is extra-terrestrially
exposed.

(4) Determine within the
United States or within vessels
or vehicles of the United States
the place, boundaries, and
rules of operation of necessary
quarantine stations.

() Provide for guard services
by contract or otherwise, as
may be necessary, to maintain
security and inviolability of
quarantine stations and quar-
antined persons, property,
animals or other form of life or
matter whatever.

(6) Provide for the subsistence,
health and welfare of persons
quarantined under the provi-
sions of this part.

(7) Hold such hearings at such
times, in such a manner and
for such purposes as may be
desirable or necessary under
this part, including hearings
for the purpose of creating a
record for use in making any
determination under this part
for the purpose of reviewing
any such deterimination

(b)(3) during any period of an-
nounced quarantine, no per-
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ET Law

son shall enter or depart from
the limits of the quarantine
station without permission of
the cognizant NASA officer.
During such period, the
posted perimeter of a quaran-
tine station shall be secured by
armed guard.

(b)(4) Any person who enters
the limits of any quarantine
station during the quarantine
period shall be deemed to
have consented to the quaran-
tine of his person if it is deter-
mined that he is or hasbecome
extra-terrestrially exposed.
(b)(5) At the earliest practica-
ble time, each person who is
quarantined by NASA shall be
given a reasonable opportu-
nity to communicate by tele-
phone with legal counsel or
other persons of his choice.

1211.107 — Court or
other process

(a) NASA officers and em-
ployees are prohibited from
discharging from the limits of
a quarantine station any quar-
antined person, property, ani-
mal or other form of life or
matter whatever, during or-
der or other request, order or
demand an announced quar-
antine period in compliance
with a subpoena, show cause
or any court or otherauthority
without the prior approval of
the General Counsel and the
Administrator.

Where approval to discharge a

quarantined person, property,

animal or other form of life or
matter whatever in compli-
ance with such a request, or-
der or demand of any court or
authority isnot given, the per-

son to whom it is directed
shall, if possible, appear in
court or before the other
authority and respectfully
state his inability to comply,
relying for his action on this
1211.107.

1211.108 — Violations

Whoever wilfully violates, at-
tempts to violate, or conspires
to violate any provision of this
partor any regulation or order
issued under this part or who
enters or departs from the lim-
its of a quarantine station in
disregard of the quarantine
rules orregulationsor without
permission of the NASA quar-
antine officer shall be fined not
more than $5,000 or impris-

oned not more than 1 year, or
both. O

16

cienfly ambiguous and general to cause
concern.

Some US commentators have noted
that the law appeared around the same
time the movie ET was released — per-
haps it was meant to discourage frater-
nisation with friendly aliens? However,
by way of a counter-argument, George
Adamski and his kind had long encour-
aged fraternisation with aliens, and
very successfully (apparently).

Another semi-officially endorsed
project of the same vintage as ET and
dealing with extraterrestiials, was the
TV program V. This blockbuster series
was publicised and repeated world
wide — its people-eating aliens, dis-
turbingly like us, were finally defeated
by a CIA hit man specialising in covert

operations. Was this all just obvious
and transparent propaganda against
aliens?

Similarly, should we now be look-
ing at The X-files in the same way, as
much more than fiction verging on
truth? In this latest TV series, the prob-
lems of aliens and their kind are ad-
dressed by two user-friendly members
of the FBl. Meanwhile, the US Estab-
lishment is always in control, some-
where out back. The Establishment is
ubiquitous, masterful; not always obvi-
ous and sometimes brutal; but it is al-
waysin control. Theansweris out there,
and paranoiarules okay. We now know
aboutthe phenomenon, and the Powers
that Be are doing everything for our
greater good. [
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Tregear UFO

Tregear video update

G. Land, M. McGhee, B. Dickeson

In the last issue of UFO Reporter, we described a UFO sighting over Tregear in western Sydney on 24 Noveniber
1994, which had been videoed. The video was still being analysed and enhanced at that time, and showed sone
interesting features.

One possibility we were considering was
that the object was emitting orange la-
ser light or ‘coherent’ light. This would
explain the appearance of a series of

terial, and should be more reliable than
the eyewitness data (skeptics are al-
ways pointing out to UFO investigators
how unreliable eyewitnesses arel).

circular light fringes on theimage of the
object itself — a ‘light interference’ pat-
tern.

This is a very exciting possibility,
because the characteristics of this kind
of light pattern are very well under-
stood by scientists. Careful measure-
ments of such light patterns are
routinely used by physicists to measure
the speed of light to a very high degree
of accuracy and to calibrate instru-
ments. (Another application of this
principle, allows scientists to “map” the
most distant astronomical objects
known, by linking up several radio tele-
scopes in Australia and the United
States simultaneously).

A ‘best size’ for the Tregear object
had already been estimated, using tra-
ditional principles of geometry,
weather information, and the eyewit-
ness accounts. This suggested the object
had a diameter of some 26 metres, give
or take about 5 metres. The 5 metre
variation indicates there is an ‘inbuilt’
error of about 17% to the calculation,
which is still very reasonable under the
circumstances.

However, it is also possible to use
the interference pattern produced by
the object to calculate the object’s di-
ameter, if this is in fact a laser-light ef-
fect. The new calculation does not rely
on estimates of distance and the ad hoc
assumptions of witnesses — see inset
for how this is done. The second calcu-
lation mostly uses the video record ma-
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The circular ‘fringe’ pattern lets us calculate the diame-
ter of the object to within 2% accuracy, using the equa-
tion:
. AD
diameter = ——

o
where:
A is the wavelength of orange light (0.6 x 10'6111)
D is the dislance lo the object (when closest = 4.530 x 10° m)
) ig the distance between Lhe inlerference fringes (9.75 x
107 m)

The diameter of the object is therefore 28.18 m
(2%, or 30cm).

1t is important to note that where you have such an
object with a fuzzy boundary, it is difficult to decide
exactly where the ‘edges’ are. The variation figure of
+30cm is therefore somewhat arbitrary.
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The new figure of 28.18+0.3m is
well within the original range of 26 + 5
metres, from the earlier estimate. It con-
firms the investigators” view that the
eyewitnesses and their evidence were
very good and very reliable. Italso vali-
datesthe processes we used to calculate
thefirst diameter.

Looking at blown-up still photo-
graphs of the video image (enlarged to
the point whereindividual pixels can be
counted), it is possible to produce a
‘light profile” for the object. This indi-
cates the total density of light and its
distribution from a central point, and
looks like this:

intensity

A,
This light profile can be analysed
into two further cub-components (us-

ing a process called fourier synthesis),
as follows:

intensity

intensity

B

A B
Component 1

Al B
Component 2

Component 1 is the light distribu-
tion pattern caused by the laser-light
interference process.

Component 2 shows a regular ‘cra-
ter’ pattern, indicating there is more
light around the edge of the object than
in the middle. This suggests that we are
in fact looking at a hollow sphere of

light — the light is all being generated
in an outer shell some 2m across. The
question then arises — what is inside
the sphere of light?

Laser light sources are usually only
found in the laboratory. Microwave la-
sers (masers) do occur as an astronomi-
cal phenomenon, but a long way out in
space and under extreme conditions of
energy and vacuum. | do not know of
any laboratory procedures that rou-
tinely generate, use or require orange
laser light.

Even auroral phenomena do not
produce coherent light and they are
never orange — red, green, white and
blue, but not orange. There is a there-
fore a very strong possibility that the
object is neither natural nor man-made.

Other possibiiities

At one point the object appears to pass
in frontof the star Betelgeuse. The loca-
tion of the cameraman, and the location
of Betelgeuse in the sky at that time of
night are known very accurately. The
light profile for Betelgeuse is also well-
known.

Therefore, from the video running
time, and thesize of the objectat various
points in thevideo, it should be possible
to recalculate the speed of the object to
within 20 km perhour. It should also be
possible to calculate the distance from
the observers to the object at various
points in the video.

If we look at the way the light from
Betelgeuse (and other stars) is affected
by the object passing in front of it, we
should also be able to get an idea of the
luminosity of the object. That is, the
totalamount of orange lightenergy itis
producing,.

We may also be able to find out if
there is something solid or opaque in-
side the sphere, and get an idea of its
size.

There is still a lot more we can do
with the Tregear video. U
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The Roswell Autopsy Film

he UFO topic receiving most
publicity atthis timeis the recent
discovery of a film in the UK
which supposedly shows the
autopsy of an alien body from
the Roswell UFO crash in 1947.

Since the initial an-
nouncements in late March
1995, hardly a day passes with-
outsome claim or counter clain1
being added to the controversy.
There really hasn’t been any-
thing quite like this sensation
since the Hitler Diaries hoax
during the 1980s. Unfortu-
nately, I have feltduty-bound to
keep up with as many of the
revelations as possible, so I now
have a small mountain of the
stuff.

At first, most UFO investi-
gators I talked to here and
abroad dismissed it out of hand
as a hoax. However, after some
weeks, many began to waver
and concede there might be
something to the claims. In the
last few weeks, a consensus
seems to be emerging once
more that it isindeed ahoax.So
what do we actually know
about the incident?

In November 1994, Ray San-
tilli (described variously as a
London businessman or a tele-
vision producer) purchased
about90minutes of film footage
from 82-year old American
cameraman ‘Jack Barnett’ for
$100,000 (the price tag has vari-
ously been reported as ranging
between $100 to $1.4 million —
$100,000 seems reasonable)
Santilli was apparently offered
the film while in the United
States making a documentary
about Elvis Presley

Santilli stated to Flying Sau-
cer Review that the original film
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had been inspected by experts
from Kodak who declared that
it was 1947 film stock and had
been exposed at about that time.
These claims were apparently
backed up by Philip Mantle of
BUFORA. Initially this situation
gave the case a great deal of
credibility. Although Kodak
later denied any of this when
the matter was pursued with
Kodak by MUFON in the
United States, conspiracy
claims against Kodak havebeen
emerging consistenty ever
since.

Similarly, claims that the 14
reels of film would be used as
the basis for a BBC documen-
tary due to be screened in Au-
gust 1995 have aided
credibility. Rights have since
been sold to US media giant Fox
Television, which is offering a
3-cassette video for advance
purchase, withno guarantees as
to the authenticity of the origi-
nal product. Most recently, the
news is that the documentary
will be shown in the UK on 26
August 1995 on Channel 4.

Several viewings of high-
lights from the original video
were arranged on both sides of
the Atlantic to selected groups
of individuals, which included
UFO investigators and media
representatives. Possibly, extra
viewings were requested by
military personnel and politi-
cians. These viewings were
from 15-20 minutes long and
showed an ‘alien body’ being
dissected on an operating table.
The people performing the op-~
eration were wearing biohazard
suits, and alien body ‘parts’
(mostly indistinguishable) were
being removed or sampled.

Film

Television news coverage of
the find shown around the
world and which purported to
show snippets from the original
material, in fact did not. The
coverage did revive old still
photographs taken originally
by the USAF showing bits of a
weather balloon, which had
been used to debunk the origi-
nal Roswell reports. This
greatly added to the general
confusion surrounding the re-
cent film “find".

A number of still shots on
video, apparently taken from
the highlighted material at the
special viewings were eventu-
ally leaked onto the Internet
world-wide, probably from
Italian television.

Roswell experts such as
Stanton Friedman have been
puzzled by various claims
aboutthe film’s origins made by
cameraman Barnett. Barnett
claimed the material actually
pre-dated the generally agreed
Roswell crash date by several
weeks. Checks in the US have
failed to show that any camera-
man named Barnett was in-
volved in the USAF’s Roswell
investigation at all. Very little
about Barnett and what he has
said checks out properly.

UFO investigation organi-
sations on both sides of the At-
lantic are now warning their
people not to make foolish pro-
nouncements, and to avoid de-
livering unqualified
statements.

Confusion is still mounting
in UFO investigation circles on
both sides of the Atlantic, and
several reputations have been
badly dented. Perhaps that is
what it was all about, because

19



Film and Books

theincidenthas certainly drawn
attention away from the
“Roswell Initiative” project (as
described in the last issue of
UFO Reporter).

One local researcher reports
that a visiting university profes-
sor from Taiwan who saw the
film at a select showing in Lon-
don, says he had seen it pre-
viously in Taiwan in 1990, and
that it had been made in Brazil
around 1988. A view which ap-
pears to be gaining some credi-

Books

Alien Discussions

Alien Discussions: Proceedings of
the Abduction Study Conference
held at MIT, Cambridge Massachu-
setts, North Cambridge Press,
1995. 684 pp, price US$69.95
(about A%$95, including postage
& handling).

Thisis a BIGbook both physi-
cally and conceptually. It in-
cludes more than 100 conference
papers delivered from June 13-
17, 1992 by a wide range of key
investigators in the field, many
of them professionals. From
ufologists, folklorists, journal-
ists, psychologists, scientists,
medical professionals, histori-
ans, theologians and sociolo-
gists. It covers the methods used
for investigations and a range of
approaches for dealing with the
information being obtained.

The publication provides a
fascinating insight into how sci-
ence practitioners trained in the
establishment mould, deal with
the fundamental problems
thrown up by the UFO abduc-
tion phenomenon.

One of the interesting as-
pects of the conference was the

bility at present is that the film
was produced by US Intelli-
gence sources to be leaked
world-wide when the film
Roswell is released to cinemas.
This would undermine the im-
pact of the Roswell film on the
public at large. As has already
been stated elsewhere in this is-
sue of UFO Reporter, paranoia is
a major force in the ufological
universe.

However, this view is still
surprisingly similar to one [ was

involvement of the abductees
themselves in every facet of the
proceedings.

Copies of the book are still
pretty rare in Australia; those ]
know about had been ordered
direct from the United States
and took several nmonths to get
here. But it’s great for browsing
or reading and will power the
abductee debate for some time
to come. Get it if you can.

The Mystery of the Min

Min Light

The Mystery of the Min Min Light
by Maureen Kozicka, Bolton Im-
print ((070) 353833), Cairns Qld,
1994. 136 pp, no index, ISBN 0
646 18711 2, price about $25.

An excellent series of case
histories about the min min light
collected by the author. It in-
cludes many transcripts of taped
accounts with witnesses, mostly
recent cases, but many go back
to the early part of this century.

After an extended browse (1
foundithard toputdown), I was
surprised at the complexity and
variability in the phenomenon.

hearing from local investigators
inNew Zealand while visitingin -
March this year, immediately af-
ter Santilli’s first press an-
nounceiments.

As happened during the
Hitler Diaries case several years
ago, it looks as if the most inter-
esting part of the incident will
turn out to be the story behind
thestory. It also looks as if UFO
investigators world-wide are in
for some very stormy weather.

B.D.

It’s very much about UFO-
type phenomena, but the author
has followed her own instincts,
and mostly independently of the
UFO mainstream, so it has a
freshness you don’t get in most
UFObooks. Thebook is very lu-
cid, very wide ranging, and in-
telligently reviews numerous
possibilities for the phenomena,
from swarming insects generat-
ing static electricity charges, to
poltergeistic activity. There are
interesting commentaries from
people which suggest a kind of
interaction between min min
and the observers. A map at the
back of the book shows encoun-
ter sites (centred around south-
west Queensland), but there is
not much detail about times,
dates and locations.

Unfortunately, the book is
very hard to get. Copies may be
ordered directly fromtheauthor
or the publisher. However, it’s
well worth a read and will bo-
come an Aussie classic. (I shall
try and get some for the UFOR
bookstall.)

B.D.
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