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LISTING DES CAS

275 pas :rangais avec entités sont raunis
suivantes sont mentionnéess

MO MMM e ™M t§

n
n

| > Do

M oI

n

DOm0 =3P 00> D0 X Mmoo

d

FRANCAIS AVEC ENTITES

" T: typo selon la classification HUMCAT*

X, cas
?, données

1nsu?flsantes

qs guall tg du cas: n negatlf

DATE 2

HOUR . ¢ heure
+OCATION ¢ 14

BT ¢ numéro du départoment (numero mlneraloglque)
:nom du témoin prln01pal au nombre de temolns lorsque les noms ne

MTI S NANE

DATE  HOUR
- 1906 22:00
10/3 av.ng
1921 aft.n
Summer30/2 ev.ng
1930 21:0C
03.49931 15:00
1936 |
Summert944 15330
04,1945 aft.n
1947 day™
07.1947 15200
17.02.1949 night
20,05, 1950 16300
23,07.1950 23:00
1957 01:00
1951 ;
Summert851 21:00
07.1957 091:30
10.04,1952 2130
08,1952 0600
Summer1952 vv.ng
04.09.1952
05.53/4 00230
25,08.1853 21:00
04,09,1953 21530
A 1954
A 1954 .aft.n
h 1954 '
1954

02:1954 14:00
- Bpring1954 r02:40
Summer1954 12845
aummer54/6 15200
Summert8h4. 21:00

08.1954

08.1954 mo.ng

jaur, mois,

T .- d douteux
“"7 @ haute cradibilité
annea

de l'observatlon
au d'cbsarvation

ne répendant pas.a la cla851flcatlon HUMCAT

sont pas connus. Le signe + 31gnlfle plus1eurs témolns.

LOCATION

La Celle-sous=Gouzan
Chevooux _

Canal du Nord
Valence y 7
Toulx=5Sainte-Croix

btwn Cannes & lLa Boecca f

nr Dourdan
Toulon~syc~ATroux
Rendve

ta Javie i
Amfreville-Ya-Mi-Voie /
Cours-les-Barres ;
Guyanceurt i
Dugny-sur-Meuse ;
Lasteil F
Beausoleil i
Courthézon '
nr Nimes

Le Fauga

Le Vieux PMoulin

ne Autun

Cagnes~sur-fer

nr Allaire

Tonnerre

Nancey

nr Marseille

Solesmes

Lombez T el
nr Meaton

nt La Basse-borce
ChAteau de Buron
Bette '
‘GaElfingue.._

ne Saint- SauveurJIa Sagre..

D6 Blanc:

DT MITN S NAME

23 1

01 1~ .
- GiB!‘“C
26 R .
23. 8

91 1"

71 Mme ArnDUx i

21 1Y
04. 1

"'?6 M Mo 5. g

Berard

L 58. Melle Glrard
+ 78 Blondeau
.55 #

66 Bley

06 Sa-+-

-84 NMonnet

30 Rose C.

S 31 Nespolgﬁ; _
03 Mme Petitjean +

71 Sibrasnoscian
06 Cavallo
56 Hemery +
89 Mme Deshals
71 1 '
13 4

1
59 1
32 Mme Jandot
a6 8

S 1 WID:LB Mu

63 Do L V. +
231

68 1 f

63 Carrlare +

dans le présent listing. Les informatigrs -

Quand le JDUI; le mois ou l'année n est pas confiu
" avec précision, 1"indication dL date est precédae de la lettre A

¢
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8 . 08,1954 22:30 "Montagne des Alousttes® 89 S,
g .23,08.1954 .- .Lugrin : 74 Pme Blanc
7. 10.09,1954 20:30 fMourieras 19 Mazaud
C .10.09,1954 22:30 Quarcuble 59 Dewilde
A :12,00.1954 aft.n nr Quarouble 59 1
7 A15.09.1954 night Feurs : 42 +
.Bn. 17.09,1954 08:30 Omont - 08 Delvenne
_'ﬁCh; 19@09.1954 22500 btwn Cenon & Uuuneuil-surfUienne < B6 Daui@
" .8d 19.09,1954 21:15 Oberdorf : : 57 Moll
B 23%,09,1954 03:00 nt Moussoulens - 11 Rouzeaud
. :Cn. 24.09.1954 098:00 nr Diges - B89 Mme Geaffroy +
Bd ,25.09.1954 21:35 Joinville-le-Pont G4 Perrot +
C 26.,809.1954 14:30 Chabeuil . 26 Mme lLebooeuf
Cd - 27.09.1954 08:40 Figeac 46 +
B 27.09.1954 aft.n Psrpignan - 66 1
Dd 27,08,7954 20:30 Premancn 39 Romand +
C 28,09,1954 22:30 Saint-Amand-Montrond - 18 Mercier
€ A30.09.1954 13230 Toulouse (scuth subuzbs) - 3101
L, Eno 30 89,1954 16230 Marcilly- -syr-Vienne 37 Gatey +
T L. 09,1954 24:00 Albies ‘ 82 Dumont
U ER 16,1954 Sinceny . 02 Faisan
B4 18,1954 _‘Ullleneuue~sur—LDt 47 Mpleaner
En 10,1954 night Walscheid : . 57 +
CJE - 10,7954 Livry~sur-Seins ° 77 2
En 10,1954 Binic ' : 22 %
En . 10,1954 ' Creil . : 60 +
B .. 10,1954 Soissons ‘ op2 2
tm 10,1954 05:00 nr Metz ‘57 Bardou
B.. 40,1954 D7:00 Dommartin : 01 Melie Manigand
B © 10,1954 19215 Corbigres : - 04,Pignatelli
Dn 10.1954 - Melle o 19 2 _
C 01.10,1954 18345 btwn Crécy & ngescourt 80 Devoisin +
+-01410,1954 19500 3ussey - - : . 702
01.10.1954 19¢50 btun Lornaisor & Ste Crep1n-Ibouu1llers ‘60 Delattre
01.10.1954 20:00 nr Saint-Jean-d? Anngy R 17 Estier +
d 02.70.1954 18345 Jonches ST ' 89 Cuffaut
02.10,3954 22:00 Bergerac ' : " 24 Labonne
.03,10,1954 00315 Nivelles 59 Sénénchal
n. 03,10.,1954 05:45 Brassuire _ 79 Girardo
w'fﬁ3§18.1954 night Marcoing : : - 589 Pochat
m- 04.70.1954 08:00 Saint-Perdoux - 46 Lacambre
- 04:10,1954 18:00 Villers-le-Tilleul - : 0B Bértiaux
n 04.10.1954 ev.ng Chaleix 24 Garreau
04,10,1954 22:00 Mégrit . ._ : S © 22 Leherisse
 05,10.1954 84:00 Loctudy : ) 29 Lucas
n 05.10,1554 07:15 Mertrud oL, .. %2 Marcy, Oldut
n 06,10.71954 00:30 nr Isles~sur-Suippe Vo 51 Roy
" D6.10.1954 23:30 Cozes SR 17 1
n . 07.10.1954 mo.ng Mendionde , . 64 Guesurtia
© 07.10.1954 18330 Hennezis 27 Lansselin +
08.10:1954 - bois de Boulogne " Bordst
08.10.1954 11245 Soissons S oaz a0
. 08,10,1954 23300 Saint=Claud S - _ : . 18 Puygelier +
", 09,10.1954 16200 nr Carcassonne . : . © 41 Bertrand
d .09.10.1954 18330 Pournoy-la-Chétive . ' 57 Calda +

WEROMMOOO0DU>D@Mm-0.0 0@ mom



09,10, 1954

19900

Em 0 Lavoux 86 Barrault
A 09,10.1954 19:30 btwn Cloyss~s-le-Loir & Montlgnyule Gannelon 28 Legeay .
Cd 09.10.1954 20¢30 Briatexte . 81 Mitto +
Em 78,10{1954 N Toussac 89 47
A 10.10.1854 06:15{MarVLlle—Moutler—Bruie 28 TJoutain
Gd  10.10.7954 11:45 Quarouble 59 Dewilde +
Fm A11,70.1954 . 0léron 17 Martin
?  11.10.1954 02:25 Monteux ‘B4 Arlanne
€n 11,70.1954 04300 MLe Fassid", Clamecy 58 Gallois
B 11.10.1954 19230 Taupignhac RV
A 11.10.1954 night Montbazin 34 Nevoltry
Bn  11.10.1954 22:30 Saint-Alban F 371 .Stamare .
A 12,10.1954 06220 Vernosce-en-Anncnay 07,1
Cr 12.10.1954 ev.ng Montlugon _ USKLaugére_
B 12,10,1954 21:00 Orchamps-Vennss - 25! Beuc
8  12.10.1954 22330 Erbray _ 44 Lelay
B A13.10,1954 Chatellerault ‘BB,
Bn A13,10,1954 Saint-Ambroix “30.+ '
Bn 13.70.1954 19:35 Toulouse P S 31.01ivier
B 14.10.1954 Perpignan (Saint Asszscle) 66 Figudres
Af8 14,710,1954 20:00 Brienne 10,7
A 14,10,1954 20:08 Méral < 53:Duvivier
C  14.18.1954 21:00 btuwn Domart—en—Pontheu & Condc-Fol;e ‘80 Dumeige +
Bn 15.10.1954 btwn Hyérass & Toulon o 83. 0ttaviani +
A 15,10,1954 19:00 btyn Le Vigan & Ualleraugue .30+
A 15.10,1954 19:00 Nimes~Courbessac <30 Fize +
D 15,106.1954 .19:45 Bailleul-Neuville “76 .Robert
7 16418,1954 05¢30 Malvezy I R
A 16.10.1954 24:00 Beaufort Y '59.Mozin +
B A16,10.1954 night nr Lesparre + 33<H.G,
B A17.10.1954 ev.ng Reims YR
B 18.10.1954 Pons 17 .
Ad  18.10.1954 btwn Andigné & St—iartlnudu BOlS " 49.Gerault
D 18.,70.1954 10:00 Moutier-Rozeills [ '23.Mme Paqust
7 - 18.70.1954 ev.ng Louvigne-du-Déssrt 35.1 . :
D 18.10.19%4 20:40 nr St-Samson-la-Poferie _60 Lhermlnler +
B 18,10.155%4 21:00 bitwn Royan & Saintes 17 Labassidre +
D 18.10,1954 22¢45 Le Vezenay '25.Mellie Bourriot
Cn  19.10,1954 152330 Ygrande 03.Rivet + =
Cd 20.10.1954 02330 Raon-1'Etape 88-Ujvari
D 22,10.1854 15¢30 Lewards 59.5tawski
5 2Z2.10,1954 19:15 nr Lewarde J59 Szlmura
En A23,10.1954 Wittenheim ‘68 Muller +
Bd 24,10,1954 17:38 Les Egauts, nr Ste Cutherlne-w—ﬂlverle : (69.1 -
Em 26,10,1954 22:30 Alleyrat (La Badidre) 23 Bouwssard
G 27.10,1954 21230 Les Jonguersts-de-Livet '2? Dhearadane +
Bd 1141954 06:00 Fréjus ' i . B3 Zoplna +
Cd  05,11.1954 10:10 La Roche~en-Breuil SRREL “21R +
C . 18,11.1954 06:00 Bomel-en-S5aint-Maudan L. o -22 Ponner
. N . | (Alain Gemard = 820136)

Ceci est la premiere partie des cas frangais avec entitds que nous prédsente Alain
Gamard. L'auteur apprec;e toute remarque concernant 1ltun des cas precentes ci-dessus:
correction, erreur de date, autres données, Priere dans ce cas de donner & l'auteur

les référencesg justifiant les dites remarques., Merci. La- seqonde paptlerdans notre nt4.




SOME PRELIMINARY NOTES OM A STUDY OF PHYSICAL TRACES IN ASSOCIATION:WITH UFO EVENTS

Traces (ie imprinta,marks and residues, on ths ground and vegetation) ouaht to provi-
de physical”, proof pf a tangible phanomencn interacting with our reality. Indeed it is
probably the one aspect of UF3 study (with the possible sxXception of photographs)

which has enabled the ufclogist tog refute an interpretation in psychological terms, -
For traces imply that the phenomenon is not something perceived subjectiusly \bplsn- i
ging only to the senses of the u;tnesa), but Lruly something with physical atiributes,

ThlS physical "proof" has been expedited by the "axtraterrestrialists” as support for
their contention that material UFO0s {ie "“spacecraft") exist, The ETH (as helisf in
extraterrestrial origin is called) is plainly on the decline, and its proponents raly
: heav1ly on phys;cal -traces evidence to keep its tanets alive.

Physical traces ars then a vyary difficult problem for any conceptual theory, lWe have
had, for example, propositions of an "interdimensional entity", able to asums phy51cal
characterlatlcs, and the adoption of paranormal phencmena, .such as peltargelsts and
psychokinssis, to explaln the mechanics of trace creation, It is almost impossible to
consider the phenomenan in terms of a hypotheses without teking ﬁccount of the physical

svidence.

Trace evidence is one of many aspects of the phenomenon with a clearly contradictory

© " patures These contradictions méy be used as a basis to propose a plural arigin for the !

= phenomenon, that is several differsnt manifestations as a specific function of specific
'condltlons,‘lt is enuugh i this context to consider those cases where a UFD is ssen

' “on the ground and yat apparently leaves no traces. In practice, certaln UfFos leave
physical tracas, Gthérs do ‘not. Even when we bear in mind that wse are always dealing

2 with witness accounts, oFtan poorly investigated and without recgurse th psychology
Sior perceptlcn, it would still seem that the phenomenon {if DbJGDtlUB) does not display

5;strlct or CuﬁSlatant crltarla. On the contraty its criteria aré highly changeable, pro-
"bBably bécause of a’ completely unknown "something® (which may well be linksd with indi-:

._ vidual charactarlatlc of the wztnaas)

Gf course, lf LFos dld have an entirely SubJBCtlUE orlgln, then the prablam would im=-
Lmadlately take ofi .new dlmanalona. Aside from outright hoax tracea, the remainder would !
presumably ba _made_ uncmnsclously, Ahsence of traces would be Pxpllcabla in terms of a
awltnaasas lnéblllty te manufacture them, perhaps because. unconsc;ously he is awere-of
hlS rised | to give evidence of his subjective experience. This hypothesis is admittedly
1mprobable,_although the bellef that UFUS do produce traces. in deeply rooted in the

.popular bellef ‘ ‘

We can questlon the oplnlon ‘that traces provide proof of the material nature 6f the
UFo phenomenon in two ways., Firstly, by considering natural phenomena capabla of proe
duclng tracas. Secondly, by considering the facts and flquras, as well as the standardo
Kln practlca, of present, day fleld investigators.

In: nature thera ars sauernl causes able to produce sbrange trace marks under certain _
circonstances. These include fungii, plant and grass sickness; lightning, animal habits
whlrlw1nds, tornadoes, rain helicopter slipstreams, exfoliction and so on. Furthemorae,
the action of man on the envirohment can alse result in traces.., for example, © cars,
“carts, MOWersy Flrﬂs etc, Discovering such @ trace after a local UFD °1ghtlng can eg-
811y tead to their connection with "alien act1v1ty“ Even in aluuatlons where no UFO
was seen, the appearance of a trace (especiall iy when circular) can reawaken distant
memories in the conscisncé of. stereotyped flying saucers and their all ieged effocts.

) Both materlal (eg. notorlaty) and psychological (atlmulatlon by a Flap in the UlClnlty}
foactars may come into. play. The existence of concrete evidence tends %o make any case’
“more’ cradlble, no matter how spurious it may be. Trages often are unusual, even if ox-
plicable, The cultural belief systems and possibly emotional states can soon lead to tné
creation of abtruaa hypotheses and speculations, on the basis of natural op artificially



produced explicable phenomena.

These points are critical and must be carefuly born in mind. The discovery of a "trace"
tends to set the witness thinking in terms of a UF0. And, of. oourée, if there is a
!ypo-1 sighting at the root of the discovery, he will o?ten go to the areid where he
saw the UFD (olthor on the ground or passing low-down) with a view t findlng evidence
of the reality of the experience. This is not only to prove what happened to others,
but often to preve it to himself. This intense desir to find proof can easily lead to
him discovering = myr;ad of insignifiant anomalies {eg. a broken branch, .an animal
mark, the remain of<a" fire, and so on) and relating Lhom to the UFO, Thlu is a typical
gscenario for a UFD seen in tho distance (whoro aften the gxact locatlon of the landing
or near-landing is nct knoun anyhou) Less common is the deliberate Falsc linking of
spurlous traces with a génuine UF0 (in order to mak e the slghtlng more bellevable)
Evern so, in my view, this latter scenario is foasible for many ratlonal peopls’ who
would normally not behave in tho fashion. - : ; - o

The above considered possibility must be taken serlously when lnuestlgators ‘do not
follow-up the "traces™, on site, and we merely tely on the uord of tHe witness.: When
investigators do visit the.site we should expect them %o valldate or 1nualldate the

.traces, but the reallty of the mattor is aften rather different.

UnFortunately, an investigator is usually on the same level as the ultness, havlng the
same Unconscious needs and bealiefs, He isg usually unproporod in terms of 501ent1flo me-
thodology. ‘He may well strongly desire to present a “"classig! oase to his colleagues.
He may have a belief system which include the material reality of'. the UFo phenomenon,
thus antl01pat1ng trace eu1d9noe. A1l of these things ioad him 1nto Frequent and serious
errors, fhe investigator is lead dosperately in search of traoes to support his Mambi=
tisns® and "meeds". Any sufficiently strange mark at tha site (or thero abouts) will be
seen in terms of alien activity. In this way we end up with & ‘vast mngo of’ dlfferent
traces, almost always truly explicable in oonventlonal torns. But he mlll ou1ckly dlS—
miss all thuse possible explanations - for that 15 not uhat he saeks..

 Dbviously therc are soms truly strange and apparantly unldentlflable traoes, but their

percaniage is falrly low (even if its cannot be. termed nogllglble)

In any case, 2 number of doubts must remain, Natural phenomene, or homan aot1u1ty under
unusual cirsunstances, could precipitate apparently unexplalned traoes. If this circuns-
tances is rare enough the possibility of identification is, to tell the truth, close to
1moosswble, except in a fsew lucky cases. These pﬂsslbllltles are too important to over-
iook. The so much extolled "physicel evidence!‘is based on a small number of baffling
casesy and those which are invsstigated is enough depth Form but a fraction «perhaps
25 %), Most "incontestable proof% actually stems from newsoaper artloles or nothlng

more substantial than the witness's say-s0. s : :

In others words, what uwe term the "tratce phenomenon" lS but 2 small’ r951due of well in-

“uastlgatad reports; about 3.6 % of the tatal volume' of reports according to data passed ‘¢

to me by Ted Phillips {Phillips?® TRACAT - an lnternatlonal oatalogue of ‘trace’cases
actualliy now having more than 2160 onLrles) ‘

We must also not forget the outrlght hoax -~ fake tracea acoompanylng Fake UFD Slghtlngs,
Such frauds may be perputrated for many reasons; aconomloal, psyohologlonl, advertising,
or merely as a joke, The number of trace cases determined to be fakes®is actually.quite
remarkable, altough not excessive (perhapa bhecause of thé 1nherent difficulty of pro-
ving 2 hoax). Some “magical" substance placed at the 31te, coupled with a good reolta-
tioh of a fabricated tale and the gullibility of both Journallsts and ufologists can
only produoo one result... fake svidence presented as proof of an alien technology.

Only the exceptlonal Skllled or rationsl investigator (often.with the aid of lady 1uck)
can pescue the 51tuatlon at a later date... but this oertalnly doos not happen in ma-

ny cases.
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T pelieved I have discovered two fundamental aspect of the traces questiong giving
us much cause %o rethlnk our attitude towards its

1) The explanatlon of most trace reports is to b@ found in terms of both natural ‘and _
artlflclal orlglns. The range of LhESu ia so broad that their 1d9nt1flcatloﬂ lS»ﬁftBﬂ

next to 1mpu351blo.

2) It is lmpDSSlblB to accept some investigation repcrts as a basis for scientific data.
Investigators too often ars guilty of extreme subjectivity and emotional involument,

- +Thie makes. identification of trace very difficult. Not being of the site cneself

- one’can Dnly as¢1gn Mposgible" or “prebable® identification, which is to the detri-

2% .ment of serious’ research; even though UFO fanatics can easily turn 1t to their ad-

'-vantage by distortirig the true situation.

ThlS mean that practlcally all GF the so~called trace datas is useless in terms of scien-:
bific eualuatlon. We are left with residue which seems to be small, but not negligeable
‘anid this seems to sbow the apparent physical reality of a seamlnqlx unknown ghenomenon
(altough unknown most certalnly ‘does not necessarily mean alien), But, even so, we must
realise that: the best of our 1nvest1gatlon and research does not qllow .etrict scientific
dptermlnatlcns ‘to- be hade, We can never totally exclude rare kinds .of natiral explana-

Etion.
Ny future research will base itself upon this selected sample of high strangeness rpparts;

= the apparantly unknown residue. ThlSiESSEHtWQl if one is tao study the subject scienti-
:Flcally.

‘The canclusion I must reach then, is thls. Wo cannct be oertaln that the UF0 phénomenon

fhas a physmcal ba51s. It is naturally difficult to accept this conclusion. But if we
wish to- develop a serlous Figld of research then we must learn to accept the destruc~
Stign of deap-rooted_dogmas and common illusisns {or d"lUSanS) e need courage 0 re-

“think dtr basics’ and understand what is Wrong with them. Above all we must search for

\understandlng and not cllng to bellef

PUSTSCRIPT . :
This 'is just a prellmlnary of the problem. The real work must come now. In ordsr fo ob-

l\taln valid results I need help from all members of the team, hoth in terms of their da-

and with. thelr ideas ‘and oplnlons. Suggestions on how o plan this study would be

~welcome. I will close with a serie of guestions which aim to smek your perscnal thoughte
and stimulate’ an EUT discussion: This is all CrUClal to my proJect with EWT... so I urge
you all to answer ay- QUGStlDﬂSo

Jgﬁﬂszwhat da'ryou knom (ln practical terms) about the appearance of physical Lraccs ?
2% Do, you ballsue :that .what you do know is enough to ensure the 51gnlflcamce of trace
oo data in, the "overall UFO phenémenon ?

73: Do you hclleve this physical evldance is Papable of p?DUlng the phyglcal reallty of

what we ‘'usually term the UFC phenomenon ?

li“4= Do you belisve that' _traces, if point 3 be affirmative, can fall within a traditional

:Jlnterpretatlve model for the phenomenorn: {eg. the EHT)? Uhy ?

'fESQ‘Do you think it likely that the entire traces phenomenon can be pxp}alnod in terms of

S little known ot unknown natural/értlflclnl {but expllcablc) phencmana, as well as
' hoaxes by the witness and/cr a third party ?

&36:“what -do traces assoeiated with a presumed UFD mean, in your view 7

73 Have you personally. 1nuestlguted a trace case? Have you attempted, to the limit of
- your abilities, the identification of those traces? Please tell me the conclusion
you have dream from this experience.

3”:8:3Mhat role does the physical trace phenomenon play in the ouerallfUFﬁ anigmae 2

8: In your view, what methodology should be used in trace case investigation %:°
- 10¢How should trace effects be studied (in research terms) 2

-quDO you think therg is a single causstc cxplaln the wide range of trace cffects and



“ 5 -

tho phenomensn on the ground spparently responsible for‘them ?

. o : flaurizio UERGAJ
% The author as the editor are grateful to Miss Jenny Randles for the english redag-
tion of the above document. ' : ' . '

CGNNENTS REGARDING PHYSICAL TRACE CASES _
I wish to discuss physical trace~ cases by refering to'éome'gf ﬁy pefsbnal axperiences.
I have reviewed for bjse purpose of this article, all the many such’ cases with which I
have had direct involvement (altough not necessary as the chief investigator}, during
the pe:iod 1974~1981, and in this way discovered the'Follouing_ihfergsting points.
In this period I came across 14 landing cases (of type 1), almost all of them within
30 miles of my oun home. 8 of them (ie. more than 50 %) resulted in no_apparant traces

‘whatsosver,, and three of thesc cases were explained as landed helicapters misperceived,

The temaining 5 cases which did not leave traces wsre not explained, altough many are

of what T might torm "low value®, Novertheless three of these remaining five (unexplai=-
ned) cases involved some other form of direct effect... on the witness (Burn' marks,etc.,)
on the snvironment {eg. radic equipment being destroyed, or an bobtts T :
Perhaps the best of thess cases ig the incident at Risley, Cheshirs (seg‘FSR_Uol:24 nez)
This is peculdar im that no UF0 was involved {altough UFCs wers seén in the-area that
night), The case is, however, unguestionably part of the UFC enigma, in my opinion, as

‘it contains numerous features which are consistant. In this event a white amorphous Fi=-

gure Was seen to descend a bank in front of a lone motorist, stop and then send two beams
of light towards him and his van., It then proceeded to'ﬁalk3thrdugh'alﬁeéqﬁffyfféﬁCE :
syrrounding an experimental nuclear reactor, without leaving -any holg. The 'witness suf-
fered burns to his hand. His watch stopped at the time of the encounter.'He lost memory
(probably lost consciousness) for half an hour or moTe. He suffered subseglent.ill ef-
fucts when revisiting the site. And his expensive fadic transceiver-within, the..van he
was driving was found to be totally destroyed, through a power surge picked uUp by its
diode circuits, ' : PR

T régard this case as impressive, and have declined all attempts to conguct -tegriession
hypnosis on the witness, The reason for this was to use the case 8s:.a céntrel against
other cases where regression is speedily used. To :date (4 years on) no-memory of. . the
missing time has emerged, altough the witness memory -of the primary, event-is-excellent.
1 have kept a constant low level mo,itor on the witness, The .one significant fact to

emerge from this study is that the witness contracted cancer of tho kidneys (and a cyst

on his vocal cherds) which resulted in several operations’ and lenghy medical treatment
to cure. This began within menths of his being struck by the lightbeams. Witness makes
ro commection between these facts... but the possibility that thér is one {ie. the beam
radiation causing the diseass) must remain. ' 3 SRR :

Paul Whetnall and myself investigating this ?dgo_Foung_g fiattened paboh of ‘grass .near
to_the spot where the figure was saild to have descended’ to the road. It would have basn

_easy to copnect this roughly oval area with a hypothetical UFO, but Peul and I refuse

to do this., The general vicinity was ‘used as &rubbish tip and ue are certain that the
marks were assoclated with this. However, we are also sure that .less scupulous inves-

tigators would have search for evidence of a landing and found it, .in the sh@p@_pf:these
probably irrelevant markings. ST K o

In the remaining 6 cases there was evidence of ntraces", At Rainhill (May 11975} foot-
prints in a copse werc discoverad at the site of an interesting UFQ fanding. I’ am sure
that the UF0 was real (it was seen independantly by witnesses 15 miles away)i.. bot
the footprihts could have been anybody!s. Their linik with the UFD is'highly dubicus.
At Leigh (May 1976) a patch of cub grass was found beside where an entity was observed
with his Mlended" craft, Diligent checks proved this to:be the result of a lawnmouer




from the local council.(Both these casas, refers to UFDs: A British Viewpoint). In one
case at Oakenholt (July 1976) the witness claims to have seen traces but when we got
there we could find none, except vague indications (which in any event were not at the
same place in the field as where the witness said she sau the UFQ) ~ rafer to Alien
Contact. At Mallésey'(Nouember 1978) an UFQ was sesn in a garden and a stubstance found
on leaves there afterwards. On analysis this proved to be Fungus and I am sure this
predated the UFD. The witness memory of the "landing" probably altered subconsciously to
fit in with the discoversd "traces” (Refer to UFD Study). The only trace case with ac-
tual solid evidesnce is the one at Meanwood {February 1979) where an UFO landing on a
slope left inprints in snow and crushed ioeal carbon deposit, indicating quite strong
pressure (refsr to UFD Study),

All above references are to my three published books.., UF0s: A British Viewpoint{1979)
& UFC Study (1981), Robert Hale Ltd London. Alien Contact (1982) Neville Spearman, Suf-
folk, '

Far my present book (to be published by Robert Hale in 1983), UFO Reality, & bhave bsen
using a sample of UK cases between 1875 and 1979 which I call the JR SET {becauss I
have psrsonally evaluated the data). There are over 1100 cases in tho sample but only
SEVEN inuoluing ground traces (ie. less than one percent}, Essentially, I eonciude in
the relevant chapter almost precisely as Maurizie Verga doss in his piece. Since my
chapter was written before I saw his paper then our two opinions ars independant and
based on differing sets of datas: Indeed I conciude with..."Experience shows that we
might well find something at a site, but its relevance could be wrongly assumed. It

may be better to examine only treces found when the witness quite clearly spots the

UFD causing thea",

This is, I realise, a highly controversial point, But I think an important one. In my
opinion there must be a very reason why there is such a paucity of good trace evidence
It may riot be uncannected with the lack of photograshs of type one events (eg, objects
ot the ground) « My suspicious mind says because they they are much harder to fake I -
The answer could be that the pheromenon is primarily psychological, However, we should
not overlook ° that many real phencmena which can produce trases are very rare, For
oxample, I have never seen marks on the environment gaused by lightning..., altough I
know they exist and are probably rather more common than UFD landings. T remain prestty
certain that some cases do involve physical mnergy transfer (eg, Microwave radiation)
and that a decidely real, material phenomenon (beyond which I will not specify) is res-
ponsible for some reports, and so must at times leave traces, Thepe is an enormous gap
betwsen a phenomenon being real. and it being alien (altough too many ufologists see
these words as synenymous). On the strength of the svidence of tracss alone I see no
reason to bridge'this gap, Fowever, trace: evidence should not stand alone. It’s'study
is valuable, But I do not expect it to prove one way or another whether UFDs are in any
sense alien. This guestion is obviously so confusing, and quite possibly tdeliberately
misleading, that I would never be so naieye as to proclaim optimism about anything we
might or might not prave. Ufology does not wark that way, If you want a simple scienti-
tific mystery stick to the intricacies of subnuelear guantus mechanics! '

; . Jenny RANDLES
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