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Ho 1 id.� Y-:S l r_ 8L!-
-- Twenty ye;l.rs P.go I fi '"'st visi teo Loch Ness ,I h:-ve been b�ck eYery 
ye2.r r·or V8.rious 1 en�ths o:; ti_rae. This y-enr we arrived r�.t Abri2.ch2n on ,. 
?2nd J'uiy to st8rt our holidays. As with ·r11·ost of Brit-;: in th·: Inverness 
Rrea h .d enjoyed a 1 onrr 0ry S1J ell, this w�? s to c ont -tnue for tn "'st of our 
our stay. A ltho h we ,id have dull drizzle ,N;1en .ve visited our eldest 
son and his wife f�)r thr �e a s r.:.t the end o:f nur first week. They have 
moved fro·m Inverness and noH live �nd worlc in Lochinver, 0n the West 
c_oast above ulauool, A very be8utiful D�1.rt of the count1y. We did not 
meet .. s mnny NIS members this r.esr, but it q8s good t0 see those we did. 
First vvs.s Dove r��acfarlP.ne, \vhn with his 1i:fe 8nd youn? son were �ust 
ending another tri1J to the loch. Doup i. !18.1�i_n,cr ,;roR:r es s with his ovv-n 
boat and sonRr �l-is, �nd hRd been 16okin� for sutt�b l e l�unchin� 8nd 
mooring "0:!�1.c es. Ihu.r:r '�·Ti be keeninr� us un tr; (=:.:·.-'.; ::.: �·r5_ th r"' G"\t8lODme:nts. Jim 
Sceidon, from :Jores, C81le tn see i:ls on Wednesday mox"n1ng just before we 
left for Lochinver .. We hnd P very interesting tai1r, 8.nd I was ho'l')ing to 
get rounr t0 Dares to vi.sit him 1vhen ·we retT.n:.'led, but our time ?.t the 

B _ d l och is too short t,.J fit .. ever'.rthinp. in. ��e did Yisit A l2. st;? i r 2nd Sue oy 
1n 17helr chaiet overl001\:l!lR tJrquhPr:-t BPY. They 0 . rr 1vea on the same d�:..y '3.8 
we did, and vere to there for 8lm0st a month. A1Bst2ir is not only a very 
lreen Vvc·.tcher, bnt he h�.S r. 1_pr.r:re collecti_on nf b001:S, newsDaner cuttings 
and other Loc 1 ess items 0 En8blinv him to m� . .re P very close study of the 
subject. The Loch Nes� 1?ro: ect W8 s 01Jer:?.tinp out of Fort Aup;u:stus, where 
they had liv1.n{T qu8.rt�rs :-1rranged in 8. b0r.�t 2-t the tnD f the flieht of 
canal loc1�s. T·heir:· sonar rRft was·moared of:f' the Horseshoe Scree, by four 
anch0rs in s0me 70.'1 :feet of v atcr, no mean feat. This chfln-r:e of search 
area h� s been nrom ted by further thin.cing �-b. ut the reY)eatability of 
sonar exneri nents. r.�ooring the rP I-t so it rem:::1..ins st?tion?�ry in deeu 
water removes one of tae wriables from ny exryer.iment. If 2.. t�.r&t is 
uic1r.ed 117) b the sonar an . ·then ra·oves :J.\ ay·, the question ,_hich. is -moving, 

the craft or the target, need not be Ps1rec. Also the son�r is se':.'lrching 
the same are::--�. of w .t -:.r, which with a mobile c.r:-:.ft is not 8lWays nossible. 
By t· king exchanr:e crews out to the raft fron .. Fort AtlrTnstus, it s .. 10i1ld b_r: 
1Jossible to :nc.intain n ?L!- h()ttr sonar v9tcn in the dee1J water of the 
southern basi.n. I v�.s disanpointe .•.s I did -: ot manPce to visit the l?roj ect 
this se0.snn, the 2boYe news c0ming· fr0m t�1ird narties. I did visit Tony 
H rmsworth at. the Loch iess Centre 8.nd had a look around the new lay-out. 
It contsined some new exhibits, "l.rrronP� them stuffed otters. T0ny told me 
these had b een sent to the t�xidermist vri_th ·the re0uest that ono be 
mounted to resemble the· 'Surgeon's Phottlf�Tat;l)', but he had bf'·en t Id that 
it ·:ould not be Dossible ��vithot,t bre8.1�ing bones. An interesting n oint . 
While men+.i nni n{.T  the exhibition, Tony h:".s '1£'�-::�ed a free lo k round to NIS 
.nembers, if they lJroduce a fairly ... urrent issv.3 rJf a 1\esslctter (not a 
'Jhot cony . Among the m::1.ny i·tems on sale Pt the Cen-Gre 5.3 z . . i:)Oster of an 
aerial nh0togranh of F0rt Au: ustus 2.nd Loc _ Ness (a; nrox 2lx_)fJ. , this �. - ·  

one of t·he better Dh otogranhs of t .e loch. The C entre j_s not �ble to sen� 
?J.rticles to indivi duals · on 8 ;.:--egulnr b:.sis, but they hov·e offered to send 
me 8 number of these 1Jnsters f0r members� if ther e is 2n interest. The cost 
nlus lJOstac,G etc. should be around £1.?5, if you would like one, write to 
me, send no money tilT I bi 1_1 t. T 'N8S �"lso :fortu.nate enough to 
meet un with Bob Rines,(Ac�l emy 0f Anp,ied Sciences·), �:..nd f�_mily,. and to 
join Ivor NeFb r c.nd !'1r..rk H.:JeCevv for ::.. trilJ P.cross Urquh?..rt BP."Y to nick up 
the c�mera. The AcRdcmy's effort this s&son is of r. smaller nqture than 
usual,bci.nr; l.miter_ to one C'8.1. era. They h�.ve simDlified the aDer;qtionttod 
J.uh s t

t t
t h e c 2.mer':>. ..r. doi:.nrr �- .J':l..Y v � t �1 the n.ee�. for l_�rrhts bv tryinz th� me o 

ll a h e ProJ ec �.. tr1 e 1::1 L0cu D, 0rar. 'l' h _,_s by 'Y)la c:tne the camera 1n a 
-oosi ti on wh�re it C8.n uso the surface lirrht to sil.:10uette objects uassing 
over it. The camer._"-1_ is the one used by th e Academy in t 1e eP..rly years of 
their exDedi tions, it uses 2.n industri2.1 ty·oe movie camera which can eXlJOS e 



2 .. 
one frame at a time, at intervls· which can be set :from 3 to 10 s·eco·nd·s. 
This unit is fitted in a wateruroof housing, which now has a buoyancy · 
collar to hold it unright in the wat·er.T'hey have anchored a -oulley on the 
bottom in 8') ff'et of water o:f:f Go�.t Rock below Strone Point on the southern 
shore of' Urquhr.:trt B,.·y, this ·�nr:bl8s the c2.mer2 to be rr:tised 8.nd lowered 
from the shore, �.l_thouc;h it ··1eecls a boat. t0 pic""r it uu .It is held at a 
denth of thirty feet �nd h.c.s a cr·nabi.. 1ity 0f t�Jcine: 1Jhotr:>graDhs for a 

· 

number of hours. M2.r1{ DeCew is a student of Charles Vlyckof':f 2nd is- helrying 
with the denloyment Rnd retrievf'�.l nf the ca1.1era, he is also ryrocessing 
th.e fi 1m on t·he s..,0t. They nre using bl�!c'!{ 8nd white film, once Po.gain in 
t-he interests of' lreeD.ing things unc'Jm·o1.ic8ted. After mc:-.ny yenrs 'Ni th no 
uosi tiYe results we c�.n only horye the Ac2 demy manages to get· something 
\.vith this new appro�.ch. I met Steu8.rt C2.mpbell BA, very briefly, while 
at the loch. We had c0rresnonded bef"0re, P.nd I had sent him back issues 
of the Ness letters. Steu2.rt hqs uub.lished 0.n article on the 'Surgeon's 
'T?hotngranh' t in ·:.hich he nuts for rvard the the.'Jry th8 .. t what is renresented 
is an otter's tail, he suryports this with geometry, H·e has· 1been 2.s� .. ed to 
write a bootc i:1 The Aq_uc:1.riil.n ·Press's series 'The Evidence for • . •  ' on the 

LI'\IM r:tmd other l8.ke crentures, t·he seri.es is orgrtniz ed by ASSP. He S!-?..yr. 
he is not �;. believer in Nessie, but he will try t·o be un·0redudiced. The 

b0ok should appear in the next year· or so. We ha.d some very f!00d 
wa tchine eoncli ti ons during our stay, but I c.i c. not s re r nytl1:ine unusual 

· 

while ther e , t·he usual families· o:f mergansers/grebes·, d.uc1rs. one cormorant, 
and some very imure ssiv e  wake waves. I did collect an interesting "?iece 
of driftwood from· the shore, very 'monster head' in an�earance. There 
were a numb-er of sai:thnards Pnd water-skiers oneratinr: around Dares B::=.:.y, 
and th.e usual th.rot�gh tro.f·fic 0f yachts 2.nd cruisers. The ryatches of satld 

I renorted around the -pi er last year, had gone, the w�.ter level was low, 
but sur11risingly notexcessiveiy so. Another good holidays but sadly still 
no :1onster. 

Vodka Tra.p 
I had he8.rd of an attemut to cPtch one of the c·reatures in. Loch Ness, 

and renorted it in �rrs 63. In late Atrgustus I received a News Release :from 
Vladivar Vod1ra concerning their exryedition t0 the loch. rwer the years 
many ne0nie have suggested that an attem-pt should be m8de to tra't') :1.n animal, 
one of the problems about. such n scheme is the cost involved, Steven 
Whittle·. a. civil servant fro·m B.laclr0ool, overcame th8.t nr0blem by ·. 

aunroac· ing the Val divar Vodka firm and getting· them to back him to the 
tune of £20.nno. On Tuesday 28th August the trap const.ructed f'r0m glass­
fibre rods �-:tnd looking like a. huge climbing frame, was taken from Fort 
Augustus by helicoute� and lowered into the loch off' the Horseshoe Scree. 
lViy eldest son h::::�.npened to be 1)assin�� through Fort Augustus r:•.s this 
oueration was ta!cing 1Jl8.co. He to1d me they ns.d fun 8.nd games getting· the 
thing into t'l'l:.e air, as it shcwved a lik ing f0r catching ho]d of fences·, 
bushes, g3.tes, in :f:q_ct anyth·ing at all. :fr,.,wever they did. mana[5e it, 8.nd 
it was successfully 1Jlaced 't')l':',.ced int o the 10ch. I und erstP .nd it is 
susuended bene8.th t'l1e L0ch Ness Pro j cc.t 's r2.:ft , :::.nd v,rhile they are giving 
whatever hel-p they c.an, th.ey disciP.lm any res�'1onsability for the ouer?�.tion. 
It is intended to have the t.rap, unbaited, in th-e wn.ter for tw0 weeks; t·o 
allov the crer:ttures to bec0me nccustomed tn it. I t  is then tn be b2.ited, 
with s2.l;non :::��nd trout, and v1ill b.e l.reut there for U"') to ;-:-n,-,ther four weeks, 
or until r.n 0-nimal is caught. The tr!'=l.1J measuring 80 feet x 5fl :feet x 30 feet, 
wil] be monitored from the raft using sonar and C8.merBs. I:f o. creature 
enters the trap, the door will be c losed from the surfA.ce o.nd the whole 
lot hauled to -the surface. ThB.t should be q uite a mB.noeuvre·. Photogra-phs· 
would be ta�cen, aloL.g ,,vith. mer-:1.sure'1Ients and tissue sqmpi.es. Then the 
creR.ture would be rGlensed unh8rmed. An interesting eff'ort, but one with 
a limited chance nf su cces s . I feel . .  

7Pl1 t_l'l;"=l+. �- '1 � J from mG for r�. � jus·t f)ne .age� bu+ Ton ... r H�.rmswort!� 
hets provided the e:nc10sed 2.ppr�.isn 1 •.1f the tr-:>ch N'ess Pr·qj ect 's work, 
Thank you f0r your contributions, views nnd subscrirytions, u].e::=�.se keep · 
them Ct'Jming. f·�Y address is: R.R.}fe'J·ole, rr'untshield:f''1rd, St J"ohns Chauel, 
Bisho1J Aucklnnd, Co Du.rh8.m, DT..J.3 lRQ. Subs. U. K, £2 • 50 U. S .. !J,, �9. n:, 

Rip. 



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 
th2 criticism Adria� Shine 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. Expe�iments 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 th�t 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 (I emphasise "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". 
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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 orr occasion. 
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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 rione" 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 lOO% 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. 
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Sadly, as part of this study, they have discovered that many sonar 
oaper tr�ces that wer� 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 people say that they see large unknown animals 
in Loch Ness, and now that it is certain the food chain 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. If 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 

24.7. 8'� 


