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GULF BREEZE, MOUNTBATTEN AND SOUR GRAPES 

When one takes an overall view of the current Ufological 

situation in America, it seems that a showdown is inevitable. 

The nonsense that is being dumped· into this subject is now 

knee-deep with no ending in sight. Psychics are now promoting 

abudction conferences. Prominent Ufologists are putting their 
books up for sale next to tarot cards aDd New Age movement 
material. The ova and sperm samples taken by entities to.create 
their hybred race are given more media· attention than.Ollie 
North and the Iran-Contra connection. 

Two of the MJ-12 promoters declining to answer the questions 
posed by CAUS decided to take their work underground. The third 
MJ-12 promoter is mailing�material to everyone containing 
everything except the answers. Maybe when the two re-surface 
and join the third they'll.·become.war correspondents and give us 
a first hand account of the-. underground.battle between the 
entities and Amet-ican for·ces�.- ·-· . . 

MUFON investigators and the media recently converged on Gulf 
Breeze� FL which rivaled the U.S. 82nd Airborne assau)t on 
Grenada. A Mr. X had taken polaroid pictures of an object from 
a polaroid camera that-was hel��together with tape. He had them 
publicized and suddenly found himself a lot of friends. Someone 
else called Believe Bill <no one�has ever seen this person) also 
sent in pictLu-es of Mt-. X�s. object . • ·, Beli.eve me, Believe bill 
was not the.only believer in .. Gulf-Bt-eeze. 

Just a quick word on:UFO:photos. Since the historic Kenneth 
Arnold sighting, hundreds of pranksters have engag�d in such 
hoaxes as filling up plastic bags with hot air from candles or 
photog\-aph i ng tc•ssed hubcaps. tc•·. create. e�<c i tement fot- those who 
were anxious to see a UFO. 

Lessons should have been learned from cases such as the Alec 
Birch photos. In Feb., 1962 Alec Birch took a photo of several 
"unknowns.,. This photo was cart-ied by numer:-ous UFO pub 1 icat ions 
as a bona fide UFO photograph for over ten years. In June, 1973 
Alec Birch disclosed how he deceived the world of ufology. He 
had painted the objects onto a window pane and then took the 
photo. Another infamous photo hoax is the Paul Knight photo at 
St. Catherine's, Ontario,�Canada .in April 1976. The· Canadian 
investigators with project SUM (Solving UFO Mysteries), after 
studying·the photos, �released�the photograph to several 
magazines. One year later in April, 1977, Paul Knight's photo 
was being discussed on,CJRW radio of Niagara Falls during a 
call-in talk program. Knight called the station and to 
appro�-� i ma te1'y 300,000 1 i s·tet'let�s;: admit ted··.· t·ha t he· had·--··f a "ked the 
photograph by using a Volkswagen hubcap. 

Now several members of the.UFO community have discovered 
set- i ous prob 1 ems V.J i th the 30 p 1 us photos and the "enlightened" 
investigation by MUFON . . Now those critical of the Gulf Breeze 
events are feeling the sting of a hate campaign. Hopefully, 
those who have launched the hate campaign-will give a second 
thought to what they're doing. There are only a handful of 
researcher/investigators remaining in this now f�iD9� subject 
who care enough to voice their opinions when they see the 
problems. Only a few are trying to keep.this subject 
respectable because they feel beneath the compost heap there is 
payd i ,-t. 

The big question here is how long are these few.going to 

hold out. How many more researchers, scientists, and laymen are 
going to be driven out. I've recently read a biography on Lord 
Mountbatten (�Q�D1��ii§D authored by Philip Ziegler). Here is a 
man born and raised in royalty. He became one of the three 
Supreme Allied Commanders of World War II. The others were 
Eisenhower and MacArthur. He had a quarter of a million 
Americans under his direct command. He also became one of the 
most influential politicism in th� British Empire. He was the 
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.::..1- c h i t e c t C• ·· t. h t.:· p ,-, �- - w a·,- hi o ·,- l d and m u c h m eo ·,- e . He h ad a keen 
interest in th e UFO phenomena and even tried to set up a Center 
to filter reports. His interest in the subject faded due to the 
nonsense (contacteeism) surrounding the subject. How many more 
will exit the subject through the same door as Lord Mountbatten 
and I'm not talking just §QY�-g���§§. 

CAUTION ON WORLD-WIDE UFO 

The work of Lucius Farish - UFO Newsclipping Service <UFONS) 

is being duplicated by an individual(s) residing in the Orlando 

Flordia area. They are simply removing the YEQ�§ title and 

applying their own title �Q�!�=�i�§_YEQ. Lucius Farish has been 

the editor of YEQ�§ since 1977 and has been researching the 

phenomena since 1957. Since the early sixties he has had 

articles published in numerous UFO magazines and has contributed 

to several anthologies on UFOs. People should be cautious of 

anything Ufological being promoted out of the Orlando, Florida 

area. 

NEW BOOK 

UFOS AND THE COMPLETE EVIDENCE FROM SPACE. Authored by 

Daniel Ross, Pintade Publishing, P.O. Box 3033, Walnut Creek, CA 

94 59 8 • T h i s boo k 1 ea n s he a v i 1 y on Ad a ms k i mate 1- i a 1 , 11 1 us h green 

side of the mc,on11 theory, etc. On a rating system of 1-10, I • 1 1  

give this a -3. 

INTERNATIONAL UFO CONGRESS 

Date: Sept. 3-6, 1988 
Place: Rio Othon Palace Hotel 

Speakers: Eric von Daniken, Jacques Vallee, Jimmy Guieu, 

Karl Veit, Colman Vonkevizky, Cynthia Hind, Lie Fabio Zerpa, R. 

Leo Sprinkle, William Moore, Bob Pratt. 

For further information write to: Adam Congresses E. 

Eventos Ltda. Av. Almte Barroso, 63 Grupos 1413/1414 20031 
Rio de Janeiro - RJ/Brazil. Tel (021> 220-18561/220-2781. 

RADIO-TV LOG 

May 2, Jerry Williams Show on WRKO-radio discussed ''Face on 

Mal-s •• theory. 

May 4, Wil Shriner Show, Phil Klass guest. 

May 6, WBZ-radio, Budd Hopkins guest. 

May 8, Documental-y, "UFOs Al-e Rea 1 ", Channe 1 38, 5:30 p.m. 

May 9, Channel 5, Good Day program, Budd Hopkins guest. 

ARTICLE LOG 

�bCi§ii�ni!�_IQ��� 3/10/78 <two articles). 

���-§�i§D�§ 2/8/79, 1/18/79 (page 158). 

§£i§:D�§-·I§�£b§r. 12/74. 



GULF BREEZE, FLORIDA ACTIVITY SUMMARY 
. -·(As of May 1, 1988) · .·.:: 

A. Biased one-sided investigation 

1. Th·e principal investigators 
authenticating the photographs 
of the investigation. (Attachment 
dated April 25, 1988) 

have made pub 1 ic statements 
prior to the conclusion 

#1, "For The Record" 

2. Negative aspects of the reported events in and around 
Gulf Breeze, Florida have been restricted and covered.-up 
by principal investigators. In fact, the investigators 
have actually taken sides with the pho�og�apher. of the 
objects to .. the point of · furnishing that photographer with 
internal correspondence pertaining to the investigation 
and research of the reported events. (Attachment J 2, corres­
pondence referenced or distributed on.a· limited basis) 

B. Questionable factors concerning princfpal withess/es 

1. The princ ipa 1 witness made his ! ini ti! l'C' report to the 
Sentinel newspaper: not to an official agency such as 
the police department, for whateve� reason he may give. 
This is a factcir always consideredi when reviewing a UFO 

.report • .  In .. the Hickson/Parker case,: for examp1e, the two 
witnesses went first to Keesler AFa:, Mississippi -and then 

. to the local police department. (Repo�t content) 
; 

2. No known person independent of the ·principal ·witness 
has ,reportedly observed the same objec·t/s, despite· the 
number of photographs taken, in presence of �he photographer. 

J. The witness has been writing and submitting manuscripts 
:-to -.-:�-r. -·&udd-. ....:Hopki-n-s '-agent,---Ms. --Phyl.iis_:�'lender�_for_possible. 
publication of a book. (Correspondence from Mr. Donald 
Ware, Mr. Budd Hopkins and verbal confirmation by the 
photographer) 

4. Some residents in the Gulf Breeeze, Florida area have 
related a number of disturbing incidents in regard to 
the principal witness that causes concern to several investi­
gators and researchers in the UFO phenomenon community. 
One example is a statement alleged to have been made during 
the summer of . 1987 by the witness: "The Ultimate Prank". 
·(Interview with.. sour�es by four witnesses) 

·. 

5. The witness ·has ·,not •impressed · me, as well as· other· 
. investigators and �esearchers,�of :having had a-truly trauma­

tic. experience.:.·. (Derived .·.from _r· several personal visits 
with the witness, a r�view of a fairly lengthy video tape 

·and investigation �eport content � ·.-- · 

C. Conflicting and inconsistent characteristics to actual 
known patterns of the UFO phenomenon 

1. The area in· which the majority of related experiences 
are said to have taken place is a heavily populated residen­
tial and business location. The great majority of -high 
quality UFO encounters occur in rural areas away from 
s�ch populated areas. ; • .. . 

2. The numb-er cf reports made :by local re·sidences were 
prompted primarily by the news media (assisted by the 
principal investigators). Flaps or to/aves (large distribution 
of sighting reports over a geographical area) created 
by the phenomenon itself cover a larger area than what 
has occurred in the Gulf Breeze/Pensa�ola .reports. This 
is additional evidence that the reports were primarily 
generated by the news media although some o� �he independent 
sighting reports may very well be legitimate reports. 

J. Although one experience related by the witness involved 
an "atta�k" by the UFO as it moved over and in front of 

.. his vehicle .. (in an isolated location for that particular 
incident) there were no E/M -effects rep'orted. Also,· the 
progression of events are dissimilar to other low level 
encounters reported in higher quality cases. 

4. Repeated sightings and experiences related by the witness 
are similar to other questionable reports and "cont�ctee" 
clairns. In most high ql!ality reports the witness experlences 

-�- _sj.cygle .. J�h.Q."t-�ura.tion .. encounter • .  In .lon_ger term encounters· 
�-the.-wi tness I es ·-=-=of ten· · re la te-�·.-::a-::..:-time--=·a'nd/ or -·--memory -�:-lapse-· 
.. following the particular experience. 

· 5. Repeated. �bilities by th� witness of being able to 
·resist the anomaly . "(UFO/occupants) have been claimed. 

This is c?ntr ary to th� results of studies in the field. 

6. Se'-leral similarities with ·Mr. Wh"itley Strieber's book­
Communion na-ve been found. The most curious similarity 
is the related ·smell of "Cinnamon" with the Gulf Breeze 
report which can

. 
be found on page 19 ·of. Mr·. Strieber' s 

book. This is -the:-·.only known reference to that smell in 
a·Fo . ·literature to date • .  It. is also of interest to note 
that-the book Communioniwas released du�ing the winter/spring 
of 1987. and that on \page 11 of ·Mr. Strieber•s book he 

.. states: .. I have never· seen an unidentified flying object." 
w 



7. The abundance of photographs taken by ·the witness is .. 
. a ... negative aspect .in itself contrary· to the actual exhibits · -··· 

of the ·UFO phenomenon.· Most high· controversy reports irivolve 
a large number of pictu+es -- especially when the photograph-
er claims to -·�e- -� �ontactee. · \ 
8. The ··majority: of _high-quality ·photographs depicting 
disc or vertically positioned cylindrical-shaped objects 
do not exhibit propulsion units as shown in the Gulf Breeze, 
Florida photographs. 

9. The objects depicted in the Gulf Breeze photographs 
are always tilted in a manner showing a portion of the 
base but never the top towards the camera. This is also 
a curious feature because of the number of photographs 
taken. 

D. Questionable factors concerning the photographs .· 
1. The first 5 photographs taken on November 11, 1987 
nepict a rapidly darkening of the sky that is not consistent 
with the 3-4 minute duration that the witness related. • -< 
2. Accurate cloud movement data- for the altitude depicted 
has not been completed although there are questions concern­
ing the speed of the clouds in the first 5 p:l-ctures. :-tr. 
Ray Stanford (PSI) informed me this date that. he has re-

_instated his analysis of weather data and that information 
supported by, document� from weather bureau· stations will 
be provided in the near future. 

E. Inher�nt flaws with the depicted object/s 

1. The circular base at the bottom of the object is tilted 
.in _.a .. _manner_that creates a non-symmetrical. ellipse.-- ·An 
ellipse must always be symmetrical. There are, however, 
certain factqrs caused by the atm�sphere and photographic 
lens that may reduce imaging the true symmetry of an el�ipse. 

·.'. . .. \ 
. 

2. There is an ambient light ·on the entire surface of 
.the object depicted in the first ·5 photographs (especially 
in photograph number 5) that ·can not be easily attributed 
to sRy light (reflected from· clouds at a distance), the 
object itself, the moon, the sun, or local utility lighting. 
This indicates . the possibility of artificial illumination 
by the photographer. -

----
···-· ,.3. There. is a ·distinct flaw at the base of the object 

on L,the outside edge of �the rim. This is evident in photograph:. 
numbers-....�1 1 141 and 17 �. _ . _, · 

. 4. In photograph ·number ·1 6  inside· the bottom base· of the. 
object .: a. circular · light ·is.· visible. There is ·.a · · dimmed·· 
area visible at one portion of · that circular light which · · 
is similar to a kitchen·flourescent light where an electrical 
connection may be. f.tr. Ray Stanford (PSI) is conducting 
comparative research with such lighting fixtures. 

5. There is possible . evidence of . an overlap between the 
object and a tree in photograph number 7. The object appears 
to be in front of the tree or integra ted with the tree 
itself. Dr. Willy Smith .is conducting analysis of this 
photograph as well as others. 

6. The object depicted in the first 5 photographs appears 
_t;..Q__QL_J)_C?_J'! :-: s_y�r_ne_tJ; i_c;:_�.l ;���hat_ i_s_,. _ __ the _ _  upp�_:;-_ an.�-_ !o"y,�er portion� of the object ar·e off-cente� from one another. This may 
be caused by reflection off- of a glass surface or another 
form of medium between the object and the lens of the 

·camera. 

7. According to Dr. Willy Smith (UNICAT Project)· there 
is at least one "window" that does not line up horizontally 
with adj_acent __ "�indows" on the object. 

-< 
8. The spacing between the "windows" on the object are 
not proportional to one another horizontally. This is 
obvious to the unaided eye and measurements reveal mathemati­
cal inconsistencies contrary to good geometry. 

Robert D. Boyd 
CUFOS Investigator Coordinator 

MUFON State Di�a;a 
/ 
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FOR THE RECORD 

Re: Alleged UFO events of Gulf Breeze, Florida commencing . 
on November 11, 1987. Sampl ing of some public statements 
made by principal investigators up to and including April 
21, 1988. 

Mr. Donald M. W are (MUFON State Director, Florida) & Mr. 
Charles Flannigan (MUFON Lead Investigator� .Escarnbia County, 
Florida), The Sentinel, December 10, 1987: "Preliminczro:J evaluation, 
p�ior to the cc�leticn of the photogrammetric analy�is, · is an unkncwn 
of great aignificance becau:te of the quality of the five photographs • • •  n 

"The Sightings" ne�s/docurnentary, WEAR -TV Channel· 3 broadcasts, 
February , 19�8: 
r-tr. Budd Hopkins (author): " · • •  and I feel that there � absolutely nc 
sign of a hoa:::; that the photographs are genuine: that the llri.tnesses are 
telling the tru;.� and that this presents probably the. best uh, Lri.thcut 
any doub: t he best photograp hic evidence: in, in forty years of UFO investi-
gation." . I 
Mr. Donald Ware: "There are repeated, apparent;ty s taged photographic 
sessions. I mean, somebody up there wants somebody dawn here to take these 
photographs: for LJha� reason I'm net sure but • • •  " 

Mr. Duane Cook (editor, The Sentinel): 
how do you fake a Polaroid? (laughs)" 

"Its get to be real, I mean, 

Mr. Donald Ware, The Sentinel, February 25, 1988: "The photographs 
show an unknown of great significance because of the quality of the photo­
graphs and t�e repu tation of the independen t wi tnesses. " 

Mr. Budd Hopkins (author) , The Sentinel, February 25, .· 1988: 
"The credibility of the pictu2•es and the ph ot ographer .should not be · 

questioned . The fact that the p hot os are clear, detailed, and contain 
so m�cch infor•ma:ion that can be v�Z:idated, shows they are authentic. Ths 
abundance t?t ... sJg�ting� __ f:!.1)_4 ___ wi"ff1esses is _J)f -·such . magnitude __ as _to _:render .. 

·-the�oi•chestreatioti of a hoa::: ftighly unlikely." 
. . 

-·Hr.- ·eudd Uopk fn :i � �·lEAR-TV C hcinne l 3;- 6pm news: " • • •  -•. 
and we . . fi�d no--··· · 

problems r.rith any 'bf hia statements or his uh, uhh, or ths phctograohs 
so far." - April 2·1, 1908. .. · 

Attachment #2 
************* 

Robert D. Boyd 
April 25, 1988 

CUFOS Investigator Coordinator 
,. P. 0. Box 66404 

Mobife.· AI. 36606 

• • • 
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GULF BREEZE: THE END 

(l) General • 
The small city of Gulf Breeze. in Florida, has been the focus 
of a series of UFO sightings which started on November 11, 
1987 and have continued unabated to date. During those four 
months numerous Polaroid photographs have been taken by a 
local resident, Mr. Edward Hillman (assumed name). The case 
and the photographs have been extensively publicized by the 
Sentinel, the local newspaper • 
Two, �nd on (y two interpretations are possible: 

(1) We have a genuine UFO occurrence , substantiated by a 
large number of phot ogr aphs, or: 

( 2-) -It is a very elaborate hoax ·perpet-ratecf.for- fl:nancraT---·­
gain or motivat�d by intellectual arrogance . t 
The . problem is then to decide which of the above hypotheses 
is 'correct. Nor�ally, the invest.igator should look for other 
sightings : in the area with additional witnesses which wou·ld 
confirm the central inc.ident. eut. this is not a ·norma l case 
as the photographs were given wide local publicity and 
numerous alleged sightings were reported to the offices of 
the Gulf Breeze newspaper. The editor of the Sent(nel has 
become directly . involved in the " case, and has an obvious 
vested interest in maintaining the notoriety created by the 
s-i.ghtings. Still worse, the investigators have learned about 
the secondary cases through the editor·himself, and very 
likely . a  filtering of the information received by the paper 
has occurred . 

The dilemma is then whether td.pursue each and every one of 
those secondary cases, or to concentrate the investigative 
efforts on the photographs and the photograp her .. From the 
viewpoint of • the analyst, his t tme would be bet� er spent "in 
the study of the photographs, instead of attempting to 

_}�y_a.l_u�t �---·-�. _!Jlyrj ad :_Of __ seconda�y:_CaSes _which_. may __ or ._.may · noL be--. 

related. We have an unprecedented number of photographs 
co�taining a w�alt h of infor mation , aMd Mr . Hillman's 
sightings will stand or fall on the merits of the photos 
t hemse 1 ves . 

The problem becomes then very simple: if the photos are 
genuine, they depict craft of unknown or igi n . The information 
therein contained is all real, and no� i nconsistencies could 
or would be discovered. The data revealed by any one photo 
would be applicable to all of them, and a coherent overall 
pattern would emerge . 

On the contrary, if unresolvable inconsistencies are found in 
the photographs, or if even a single photo �hows conclusiv� 
evidence . of manipulation, then the whole structure collap&e� • 
and all th� photos would be considered f�lse, ev�n if the 
hr:oi'ixer had b�P.n r::l ��· . ..- � r �nt)IJQQ_1_Q___hi.ds::_.his_t.r:.ir...r..s_in�� 
them. 



(2) The photographic evidence. 

This analysis will be li mit e d to the first five photographs 
taken on 871111 (No vember 11, 1987) usi ng a Pola roi d camera 
loaded with 108 film. 

Allegedly , the five photos were taken in the front of Mr. 
Hi l lma n ' s residence shortly after sunset and all look in an 
approximate weste.rly di re cti on. According to the witness's 
description of events (Ref.1 ), the five photographs were 
ta ken in a total time of 3 to 4 mi nute s. This interval 
included the time required to go i n s ide the house, procur� a 
new film package an d install it in the camera. It . is 
reasonable to �ssume that all this took at least one mi nut e, 
and conseq�ently, the first 4 photos were;taken --always 
adhering to the i nfo rm at io n provided by Mr . Hi llm an-- at the 
_m_o_s_t_i_n_t h:cee _ _  minutes .• _Thi s __ i mpl i e s . t h at � .t h�i.nter.:.vaL-.bet�een' 
any two 8�otos was of the order of 1 minute. 

The shaft time during which the photos �ere taken is 
emphasized by the witness wh en he de sc ribe d how he dropped 
the film in t h e d;iveway after taking each picture. 

Concentrating now on those first 3 pho tos , all of them were 
taken from the ·same point and show, in addition to the 
anomalous o b ject : a ··telephone pole on the left side, and a 
utility post with a street light on the right. The light is 

·on, confirming t he time of the day. 

From daylight photographs (taken Dec. 4, 1987) and additional 
information pro vided by Charles Flannigan (Ref.2) one. can 
determine that the t ele ph one pole (h =23 ft.) appearing in 
photo #1 a lmo st below. the object, i s at a distance of 115ft 
from the camera. The segment of the pole sfiowing above the 
not -so -dist ant pines has � _lengt� of_�-2 ft. 

From the above information, the angle subtended by the 
telephone pole is found to be very close to 11 degrees. From 
the weather information for November 11, 1987, we know that 
the cloud base was' at 15,000 ft. and we can calculate the 
distance from the camera to the clou¢s as: 

o = H/sin 11 = 15000/0.1908 = 78600 ft. 

or about 14.8 miles. Likewise, the horizontal distance to the 
vertica l of the cloud lo cati on can be e st imate d as: 

D = H/tan 11 = 15,000 ft/0.2 = 75000 ft 

Returning now to the first-generation copies of photos #1, #2 
an d #3 (slides t aken by D r . · Maccabee), all of them show well 
defined layers of clouds in the area n�xt to the telephone 
pole. �s shown above, those clouds are very distant, near the 
hor i ;:on, anrl r.:nu 1 d not hgy_�___gha�Q_ __ aP.er.!l9J abl2:,__irL_!!!!_ 
interval of 1 min�te. Yet, close inspection of the photo s 

reveals very sizeable ch ange s in the cloud configuration. 

The photos show a lay er of darker clouds just behind the top 
of th e telephone pole. We select a characteristic 
identifiable spot at the bottom of the dark cloud, and we 

fo llow it on the three consecutive photographs. using as 
refe ren ce the vertical of the telephone pole. 

On photo #1, the selected point is 8 mm t"o the left of the 
pole. while in photo #2 it has moved to a distance of 6 mm to 
the rig�t of the po le , and appears on photo #3 at a location 
16 mm to the right of the pole. Times will be measured 
starting at photo #1; then t = 1 min corresponds to ph oto H2, 
and t = 2 min to photo #3. 

The b�st re sult s are obtained w he n c om pari ng p hot os #1 and 

.·13. T he total displacement of our feature is then: 8 + 16 = 

24 mm . •  which at a di st ance of 78600 ft corresponds t o an 
··actua l- displacem.ent-·of-:-

· 

· 
· · - · ·-· · ·· · - - - - - -

24 ( mm) x 78600 ( ft ) 
d = --------------------- = 17149 ft 

110 ( mm) 

The velocity of the clouds follows at once: 

17149 (ft) 60 (min) 1 (m i le) 
V = ---------- X --------· x: --------- = 97.4 mi/hr 

2 ( mi n) · 1 ( hr) 5280 ( ft ) 

which corresponds 
im poss i b ilit y ! 

to 84.6 knots per hour. a clear 

Next. we re verse the calculation, and det�rmine the actual 
time elapsed using · the reported surface wind velocity"for 
that day, which was 11 knots (12.7 miles/hr) . Jhus: ' 

17149 (ft) 1 (mile) 
_------"-----t-::·-·..::...�-::.;:.:;:;:,=.-:.,. ___ X --------- X 

12.7 ( mi/hr) 5280 ( ft) 

60 . ( m i n l �-- i 5 . 3 m i n 
-�-(h;-;- . 

If one uses instead a wind velocity o f 30 kn ots (Ref.3), one 
o btains t = 5.6 min. Thus, the total time for the five 
photo graphs can be estimated between 11 and 30 minutes. This 
numerical result, extracted direct.ly from the information 
recorded in the photographs, has dire consequences .for the 
genuineness of the' photographs. 

First of all, it is evident that Mr. Hillman has lied, 
because the discrepancy is too great to be explain�d. And of 
course. the photographer needed a few minutes in between 
shots to set up his �odel and photograph it in the house • . 
The second conclusion is �that we would have to admit, to 
pursue . the not. ion of· genul ne p ht,t. o s . 1: hat a br l gh t ly 
illum in ate d object. · 10 times � he size of the moon, remained 
unnotic�d at low alti tude, pe rhaps ns lonQ as half nn hour, 
1 n a very populated residen"tTaTarea-:-· parflcular ly at tt-l i'l-· t�-

O't 
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time of the day when people were returning home from work. 
This is very unlikely. 

And finally, we have photo #S to deal with. 

The· object appears very clearly, showirig abundant detail in 
the superstructure as well as a bright bottom and a light at 
the top. While these features could be the .result of internal 
lights, the main body could not be illuminated by those same 
lights, and

.
it is obviously not transparent or glowing. Th11s, 

its perfect cl.arity in ·the photo reveals the presence of an 
external, 1 ight source. 

· 
Could it be illuminated by the moon? The answer is no, 
because the moon set that day at 11:23 AM. In addition, other 
objects in the photo, namely the telephone and utility poles, 
are indistinct and poorly illuminated, indicating that the 
ambient iigbt was limited. 

- . 

The characteristics· of this photo could be explained by 
assuming there was a double exposure, with an externally 
illuminated model placed against a black backdrop. This 
hypothesis is supported by the fact that high contrast copies 
of photo IS clearly show two supports ext�nding from the 
lower part of the object toward the ground. 

In addition, the assumed windows or portholes in the wider 
par�- of object are in�orrectly spaced; not only the 
separation is iriegular, but. it does not decrease toward.the 
rim to satisfy the sine distribution law. Moreover, the dots 

.. are not located in the same plane -perpendicular to the axis, 
as can be seen even in the poor reproductions published 'in 
Ref.!. A remarkable flaw for an alien craft! 

And where are the clouds? If photo #5 had been taken shortly 
after the other-s • .the cloud pattern should be there, as the 
weather report confirms that the clo'uds we·(e still the're 
at 7 P.M. But we see no clouds, and that verifies-that 

·P.bot.o . . #S __ was_.taken__at a different-date than reported. 

{3) The final blow· 

More damaging evidence is contained in.the photos, as has 
been shown by Ray Stanford (Ref.3) .. 

Although some controversy· has occurred with reference to the 
wind direction on November 11, 1987·, the newest and best 
information seems to indicate that at 15,000 ft or so it was 
blowing from an azimuth no more than 20 or 30 degrees south 
from the direction in which the camera �as pointing. To make 
an order of magnitud calculation, assume that the angle was. 
in fact 45 degrees, which in fact determines that the wind 
transversal component and the component toward the camera 
l·Jere equal, regardless of the actual wind velocity. That 
being ·the case, the photos should show a pe·rceptible 
progression of the clouds toward the camera. Since this rloes 

�o.f: Q<�C•Jr 1 I'') (' r'Ht-�·;�(l l j' GOnG J.ude·-t.·hot-phF.tf:.t:'a--�H-;-1.2-TiA.=f 1�3---
.. ' ... ..,. 

were NOT taken on the reported date. 

Again, these results have damaging consequences. Since photo 
#5 was also taken at· a different date, the inescapable 
conclusion is that the photos were not the result of the 
unscheduled uPPearance of an anomalous craft, but were taken 
during an unknown· period of time in the preparation of a · 
hoax. 

Photo #4 has not been included in this discussion, as I have 
not seen a clear copy·. With regard to the cloud motion, 
Ray Stanford has made s9me suggestions concerning the only 
possible date during that week compatible with the wind· 
direction shown in the photos. 

.,. 
Another consequence of.determining that th� ph6tos were NOT 
taken on the reported date is that the presumably supporting 

sight lng-on--November.�by_ Mrs-:-·somerby-;-:-motbe.i-o£-:t.he��edft.oi: 
of··-t'he .. se'ntinel becomes highly suspicious. as in fact it 
could not verify a·non-existing craft. 

At :this point, the credibilitY of the witness and the belief 
in the genuineness of the pnotos have evaporated, and only a 
great deal of wishful thinking may preserve the illusion that 
the Gulf Breeze sighting• reflect real eventa. 

Or . W i 1 1  y Sm i t h 
( C) UNICAT Project 

May 5, 1988 

------------------------�--------------------------------L __ _ 
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DEPARTMENT OF FURTHER AMPLIFICATION 

I have reprinted this open letter which reflects h e  current 
scene of American Ufology. Th is open letter was squash ed at MUFON 
headquarters. Unfortunately, the two well-detailed and objective 
reports on t h e  Gulf Breeze events reported in t h is issue were also 
suppl-essed. 

Joe Nyman, who authored t h is letter, h as studied and investigated 
UFO reports for close to 30 years. He is one of the quiet giants in 
th e field of Ufology and h as put a great amount of time and effort in 
th e study of abductions th roughout New England. 

Apr i 1 27 , 1 988 
19 Longmeadow Road 
Medfield, MA 02052 

An open letter to all Journal readers 

As a shy but well meaning MUFON member of long standing, I am 
perplexed and befuddled <I h ave, at times, been compared to the 
fellow in h at, glasses and suspenders w h o  h awks wine cooler on TV>. 

This Gulf Breeze stuff! Wow! and the MJ12 stuff! Double 
Aren't we making such great progress? T h is abduction stuff! 
l.Jow! Wow! 

wow! 
Wow! 

But, as I say, I'm confused. I've h eard a lot of weird stuff 
recently and I'm writing to get some answers. 

I s i t t l- u e t h at : 

1. One investigator th inks Mr . Ed's p h oto #17 is of Mr. Ed's 
beh ind while another th inks it is of Mr. Ed's elbow. 

2. Investigators in abd0ction case investigations h ave been 
mysteriously distracted from h eaving breathing on their 
couch es by t h e  sounds of distant cash registers? 

3 . The 1 e t tel-s 11 MJ 11 and t h e  n urn be r 11 12 11 al-e g c• i ng to l-ep 1 ace 
"H-0-L-L-Y-W-0-0-D" in the Hollywood Hills? 

4. Some investigators h ave finally seen t h e  ligh t at the end of 
the tunnel and recognized t h at lig h t  as the glare of media 
h ype? 

5. Media reps h ave been riding th rough the country in trucks 
with loudspeake\-s calling "Give us yoLu- abductees < ou\-
1- at in g s are s 1 i p p i ng ) ! " ? 

6. An investigator was recently trampled by a legion of woman, 
all mysteri�usly pregnan�J 

7. Part of t h e  new investigator's exam will be. a �creen test? 

8. A well known abductee will sh ortly be endorsing toilet paper 
and condoms? 

9. A writer is suing a well known abductee because she gave 
birth to h er alien baby before h is book was ready? 

10. MJ12 proponents h ave h ad th eir library cards revoked? 

Gee, that sure is a lot for anyone to answer, but I h ope someone 
can get me untangled 'cause I though t  t h ere was supposed to be some 
cooperation and objective research going on. 

F . ..... • 0. 

Maybe the Weekly World News knows t h e  answers. 

Yours innocently, 

Joe Nyman 

Ph il, if you read th is, don't worry. 

better than you ever knew how. 
We're doing your job 


