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Holidays 184

“Twenty years ago I first visited Inch Neas,I h~ve been back every
year for various lengths o time., This yerr we arrived =zt Abrizchen on -
22nd July to start our holidays. As with wmnat of Brit=in thr Inverness
area had enjoyed a lons dry smell, this wers to centinue for mest of our
our stay. Although we d1d have dull drizzle when we visited our eldest
son and his wife for three days at the end of nur firet week. They have
moved from Inverness and mnow 1Jve "nd wor% in Irchinver, on the West
coast =2bove ulanoonl, = very oeﬂuillul nmrt of the country. We ¢id not
meet 2s many NIS members this vear, but it wos £00d to see those we 4id.
First W3 S Jov{ Macfarlane, whn wlta his vife and young snn were just
ending a2nother trin +0 the loch. Dour 1 qﬂ’*rf progress with his own
boat snd sonar nlans, ond hed been 1ook1n" for suits blo 1= ur,hhrﬁ and
mooring »nlnces. Dﬂug will be keenins us un tn d-%o with “ovelonanents. Jim
Skeldnn, from Jnres, cnlled tn gsee 113 on Wednesday momnlng just before we
left for Lochinver. We hrd = very interesting t21k, and I was honing to
get round tn Dores to visit him when we returned, but our time =t the

loc is too short tn_Tit “vnrv+ﬁlhﬂ in. Jr ﬁld visit Alasteir a2nd Suye Boyd
¥he1r chalet overlnokine Ufquhert 8- 'y. They “”v1veé on the szme doy 23

we did, =2nd were tn there for “Innﬂt 2 month, Alegtair is not only a very
keen W°tcher, but he has o leree nollection of boos, newsnaner cuttings
and other Loch Ness itemz. Freblings him to m2ke 2 very close study of the
subject. The Loch Ness Prejiect was onerating out of Fort Auvecustus,where
they had living quarters nrransed in a boct 2t the too of the fliﬁht of
canal locks. Their sonar raft was'moored nff the Horseshoe Screv, by four
anchors in some 7““ feet »f water, ne mean feat., This change of =zearch
arez has bheen nromnted by Juruhﬂr thinting Gbﬁv+ the reneatability of
sonar exneriments. Mooring the r=ft so it remains stetionary in deen
weter removes one of the voriables from any ex»neriment., If 2 tzrget is
nickted um by the sonar and then moves away, the aucstion which is moving,
the craft or the target, need not be 2s%ked, Also the sonor is se~rching
the same aren of water, which with a mobile croft is not always ﬁosokble.
By taking exchanre crews out to the raft frow Fort Avenstus, it should
nossible to me intain o 2L hour sonar woteh in the deen water of the
southern basin. I was disannointed 2s I did not mancge to visit the Project
this se=snn, the above news coming from third narties. T did vigit Tony
Harmsworth at the Loch Ness Centre and had a 1lnok around the new lay-out,
It conteined some new exhibits, 2mons them stuffed otters. Tony told me
these had bheen sent to the trxidermist with the recmuest that onc be
mounted to resemble the 'Surgeon's ?hﬁbvnr"ﬁh'. brt he had been told that
it would nnt be mnossible without breakine bones. An interesting noint.
While mentioning the exhibitinn, Tony hng »f7cred a free look round to NIS
members, if they »roduce a fairly current igeve 0” 2 Nessletter (not a
nmhotocony Y, Among the many items on sale 2t the Cenitre iz = noster of an
aerial nhotogranh of Fort Aucustus end Loch Ness (annrox 21x37)}, this ~
ane of the bhetter nhotogranhs ~f the loch. The Centre Is not ~ble to send
articles to individuals on 2 reguler basis, but they heve offered tn send
me n number of these masters for members, if there is #n interest. The cost
nlus »nostage ete. shmild be around £1.725, if vou would like one, write to
me, send no monsy till I bill vou. I wes =1lso fortunate enough to
meet un with Bnb Rines,(Acndemy of Annlied Scicnces), =nd family, =nd to
join Ivor Newby =nd lark H.DeCew for o tri»n ccross Urgquhart Bay to nick up
the cémera. The Acndeny's effort this season is of n smaller noture than
usual% einm  imited to one ccmomq They have simmlified the omeratlon,fo
wo

TUDt Comer? %0 ing aws £ the need for lisghtas by trying the I methad
& Project tried i1 Tmch quar This by »lncing the tameéra in a

0001+1on where 1t con use the surface light to silhoucette objects massing
over it, The camerm is the ong used by the Academy in the emrly years of
their exneditions,it uses 2n industrizl tyve movie camera which can exmose



: 2.
one frame at a time, at intervls which can de set from 3 to 19 seconds.
This unit is fitted in a wateroroof housing, which now has a bunyancy
collar to hold it unright in the water.They have anchored a »ulley on the
bottom in 81 feet of water off Go~t Rnck below Strone Point on the southern
shore of Urquhart By, this c¢n~bles +the crmers to be rmised and lowered
from the shore, althoush it neceés a boat to pickt it un,It is held at a
denth of thirty fnrt ~nd has a crnability »f t=king nhotnﬁranhs for a
number »f hours. Mork DeCew is a giudent of Charles Wyc%off ~nd is h@TUing
with the denloyment and retiriev=l of the crmew", he is ~1lsn Uroces31ng
the film on the snnt, Thev are using blsck =nd white film, once 2gain in
the interests of Xeenings thlngs uncmnlicrted, After meny yerrs with no
nositive results we cnn only hone the Academy nanages to get something
with this new anpronch. I met Stcurrt Camnbell BA, very briefly, while
at the lnach. We had corresnonded befnre, #nd I had sent him back 1lssues
of the Nessletters, Steunrt has nublished 2n article on the 'Surgenn's
“hotogranh', in vhich he nuts forward the the-ry thot what is renresented
is an otter's tail, he suwports this with geometry. He h=s been ashked to
write a book in The Aouarinn Press's qerles *The EBvidence for...' on the
LM amd other lake crentures, the series is ormanlzcd by ASSP., He gmyr
he is not = believer in Nessie, but he will try to be unoredudiced, The
bnok should 2npear in the next year or so. We had some very gn04
watching conditions cduring our stay, but I Jic not sce ~nything unusual
while there, the usual families of merganse r"/prebeg. duclks, one cormorant,
and some very immregsive wake waves, I did collect 2n 1nteresting niece
of driftwood from the shore, very 'monster head® in annearsnce, There
were 2 nhumber of sailbnards =nd water-skiers onerating around Dores B=y,
and the usual through traffiec of yachts =nd cruisers. The natches of sand
I renorted around the nier last year, had gone, the ~ter level was low,
but svrnrisingly notexcessively so, Annther good holidays but sadly still
no monster,

Vodka Trap

I had heard of an attemmt to cotch nne »f the creatures in Trch Ness,
and renorted it in NIS 63, In 12te Augustus I received =2 News Release from
V12divar Vodka concerning theilr exnmedition to the lnch., nwver the years
many neonle have sugzested that an attemnt should be mede to tran an animal,
one of the pnroblems ~bout such » scheme is the cost involved, Steven
Whittle, 2 Civil servent from Blacknonl, overcame that nrnoblem by
annroac'lng the Valdivar Vodka firm and getting them to back him to the
tune of £2n,090, "M Tuesday 28th August the trap constructed from glass-
fibre rods and lnoking 1like 2 huse climbing frame, was taken from Fort
Augustus by heliconter 2nd lowercd into the loch off the Horscshoe Scree
Vy eldest son hanpened t» be wassing throurh Forrt Augustus s this
oneration was taklng nlace. He told me they hed fun =2nd games getting the
thing into the 2ir, =2s it showed a liking far catching hnld of fences,
bushes, grtes, in fﬁct anything 2t all. However they did mannge 1t, and
it was successfully »nlaced »nlzced ints the loch, I understond it is
susvended benezth the Lnch Ness Project's roft, ~nd while they 2re giving
whatever hel» they can, they disclsim any r“SﬁOnSablllty for the omer~tinn,

It is intended to have the trap, unbaited, in the wnter for twn weeks; to

allow the creatures to becnme accustomed tn it., It is thon tn be beited,
with s21mon and trout, and w1lI be tent there fﬂr w te snather four wbeks,
or until 2n animal is caught. The tra» messurine 30 feet x 51 feet x 30 fect,
will be monitorcd from the raft using sonar and comerss, If o creature
enters the tran, the daor will be closed from the surface ~nd the whole
lot hauled to the surface. That should be quite 2 manoeuvre. Photngranhs
would be taken, alorg with mensurements ~nd tissue s~mnIes, Then the
creature would be relensed unhermed, An interesting effort, but one with
2 limited chance nf success, I fecl.

Woll that 21 211 from me for row, Jjus* ane »nage, but Teny Harmsworth
has vorovided the enclinsed epproisal »f the Tnch Ness Prnject's work,
Thank you for your contributions, views ~nd subscrintions, »nlease keen
them coming. My ~ddress is: R.R.Heole, Huntshieldford, St Iohns Chanel,

Bishon Auckl~ond, Co Durhem, DTI3 1RQ. Subs.U.X. £2,5n U.S.Ar, 89.00
Rivo.




Assessment of the Project's Motives and Attitudes

I felt it is time I put pen to paper for you and in defence of some of
the criticism Adrian Shire receives for his scepticism.

Adrian's view of the classic photographs is that if animals of these
characteristics surfaced, even rarely, then the Bureau should have
solved the mystery in the sixties. MacNab's picture looks nothing like
Stuart's, which looks nothing like Wilson's, which looks nothing like
Cockrell's, which looks nothing like Shiels', which looks nothing like
Irving's, which looks nothing like Gray's, etc., etc.

While there are some vague similarities between the Surgeon's and
Shiels' and Lachlan Stuart's and Dinsdale's, they are only alike if a
good deal of imagination is used. If we are to accept the Project's
assessment of Stuart's picture - that the objects are only in a few feet
of water in the position of some rotting fence posts - does this add

to Dinsdale's film or detract from it?

The unending variety of the classic pictures denies repeatability which

is the only scientific method of collecting data. Experiments must

be repeatable - if not they are invalid. Only a hardened and uncompromising
believer will disagree - and that attitude is exactly what inspires books

by such as Binns.

The gullible, such as I may once have been, would immediately spring to
the monster's rescue with sonar contacts by Rival III, Cambridge
University, Birmingham University, Love, Klein, Pisces and even Shine
himself. Surely this is repeatability.

In fact closer inspection shows that each of the above, before Shine,

have not repeated their results continuously or, if they have repeated

at all, have used different equipment, different locations, different
settings, different times of year and failed totally to do any really
scientific calibration work. I must add that the failure to operate

tight controls was not due to neglect, in every case, but time constraints
on the expeditions.

Leaving aside the Rines flipper pictures at this time, it is easy to see
why Binns can turn around and state that there is no '"scientific" proof
whatsoever for the Loch Ness Monster. It is true in fact if not in its
implications. Even the Academy flipper pictures can be criticised in a
number of ways which there is not time to discuss here and, while they
remain unrepeated, their value is only in how they may direct future
work, not in their worthiness as scientific proof (Iemphasise "proof").

The pro-monster camp that has criticised Shine's scepticism, and most
have at sometime or another including myself, do not appear to have
understood the Project's objective.

The Project are not here to prove the monster's reality or to fight for
a cause, they are here to discover the truth.

They dismiss all surface photographs as inconclusive - is that fair or
not? They find the flipper pictures interesting, but feel they lack
repeatability - is that fair or not? They find the sonar results too
spasmodic and uncontrolled - is that fair or not?

You may answer these questions '"not" on every occasion, but I think you
will all agree that the sceptics will say the answer is always "fair".




No one is trying to convince believers - so why waste effort in the
attempt - it is the sceptics who must be satisfied!

Now, dear reader, don't start to ask whether or not my belief is in
doubt. That is not the issue for which I have put pen to paper. I
have written the above as if I were a middle of the road sceptic. It
is possible to be a good deal softer on the evidence just as I could
be even more cutting if I wished to put a few noses out of joint.

So what is different about the Project's results?
1981

1. The Project came into possession of their own sonar equipment
which would be available for maximum utilisation over many
years for long periods.

2. The equipment is NOT sophisticated, it is simple fish-finding
equipment, ideal for finding fish or similar creatures, however
LARGE they may be.

3. The Project spent the whole of 1981 testing the equipment and
devising operating procedures. Contrary to popular belief, they
did get strong targets in 1981, but discounted them due to lack
of controls and calibrations. Some of their targets would have
made headlines in the hands of some other investigators. Were
they right to ignore these targets? If you say "no", I put it
to you that you are not thinking sufficiently sceptically. If
you say "yes", I trust you now discount all previous sonar
expeditions? Interesting implications, eh?

4, With the working methods devised, procedures established and
their own equipment, the Project could, for the first time in
6 years, look forward to some "monster hunting" in earnest.

1982

1. Using the barge Phyllis, sonar patrols were operated in the deep
basins, clear of the sides and bottom.

2. Echo sounders were operated regularly to confirm the presence
of surface fish which also appear on the scanning sonar.

3. All controls were fixed for consistent results.
4. 12 strong sonar targets were obtained that appeared much stronger
than the fish that would be expected. They showed apparent (an

important word) motion and were tracked for varying times.

5. Sonar calibrations were made to compare a known sonar target with
the unknown targets at the same range.

6. New Atlantis was chartered and the same experiments performed
using similar equipment in exactly the same manner.

7. 28 further sonar targets were obtained showing considerable
strength and very deep on occasion.



8. The Project announced their results in their own report and
also in New Scientist - who hacked it about incidentally and
changed the meaning. They even called the equipment sophisticated -
something that has never been claimed for it. The actual report
is available from the Centre - £1.10 including postage and packing.

9. They hoped the Report and its related publicity would encourage a
sponsor but with no luck.

10. Birmingham University suggested some additional controls to
eliminate freak side echo possibilities.

1983

1. The Project attempted to repeat their targets from a mooring in
mid water. Again contacts were obtained.

2. They operated the controls suggested by Birmingham and confirmed
the targets were mid water.

3. They decided not to publish their results as they needed a more
secure point to moor and also wished to put in more comprehensive
calibrations.

Incidentally the one page dismissal of the Project's 7 years of work at
the end of the new Binns paperback, is factually inaccurate. Dozens of
calibrations were made and are still made. Not "one" as suggested in
his usual snide way.

1984

1. At last some sponsorship money - someone believes their objectives
are worthwhile.

2. From an isolated mooring in 700 feet of water off the horse-shoe
scree an intensive sonar investigation is under way from the time
of writing - 2nd July.

3. The mooring is stable, clear of boats and traffic and should show
conclusively if the targets really are moving.

4. Should contacts be obtained and stand up to the new controls and
multiple calibrations, the way forward will be identification.

Adrian will still not be anything other than sceptical about his own
sonar results. He needs to be 100% sure that they are animate before
spending a six-figure sum to identify them with video. No mean task in
Loch Ness and a return to Morar may be inevitable.

Monster believers, far from criticising Adrian's scepticism, should be
praising it. Without self assessment there can be no way forward.

As an interesting addition, the Project are most of the way through a
thorough limnological study of the Loch with Holloway College. They
have also spent great time, effort and resources on studying Side Echos,
2nd Time Around Returns, Ghost Echos, Side Lobe Echos, Wake Echos, Gas
Bubble Echos, etc., etc., in order to be sure that animate echos are
really animate.




Sadly, as part of this study, they have discovered that many sonar
parer traces that were once thought to be monsters by previous expeditions
and teams, are no more than wake effects.

Adrian's failure to publicise this type of information may be criticised
by sceptics. If he did publish he would come under still more criticism
from believers.

Adrian is doing a good job, methodically and scientifically. If some of
his findings disagree with our own pet beliefs and theories, as they have
with me, then it is only right to question his methods. If the methods
are sound, the pet beliefs and theories must change. There is no
alternative.

While still convinced, in fact even more so after seeing Adrian's results,
that the monsters exist, I find that my own theories, published in
Mysterious Monsters of Loch Ness, have taken a knock, but they can bend and
be adjusted. By such methods a theory can be made to fit the facts -

real facts. There is no point in accepting and rejecting various pieces

of evidence out of hand in order to fit any particular theory. I have

done that once, but never again!

Adrian's view is that, while peoplzs say that they see large unknown animals
in Loch Ness, and now that it is certain the food cnain can supporc a
colony of large predators, surely it is important to resolve the matter
with relevant equipment used in a long term and scientific way. If, when
this is attempted, positive contacts are still obtained, it proves not

that the monster exists, but that there is still a case to answer. They
are not at that point of proof yet, but it is close. Then it will be

only fair to pursue the matter to its conclusion.

We should all hope to see Adrian back in 1985. If he isn't, there must
be grave doubts as to the monster's physical presence in Loch Ness ever
being established beyond doubt. All that may be left are the bizarre and
impossible-seeming characteristics that Tony Shiels suggests should be
investigated in NIS63. 1If readers really want to connect the paranormal
with Nessie, the next time I put pen to paper may be when I'm watching a
Yeti from my flying saucer. The word "credible" has a meaning I'm afraid.

TONY HARMSWORTH
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