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BELGIAN UFOLOGY: WHAT FUTURE DEVELOPMENTS ARE TO BE
EXPECTED AFTER THE PETIT-RECHAIN FIASCO?

SOBEPS IR: Sobeps Investigation Report.
VOBL1.: First SOBEPS report on the 1989 Belgian ubvev
VOB2: Second SOBEPS report on the 1989 Belgiarwalee.

I. Introduction

On July 26, 2011, the news that the famous Petth&e picture was a fake made the
headlines around the Ufo world and elsewhere. Batvas/07 to 03/08, from India to China,
through South America and the United States, thdP@&E French Survey Program
inventoried 86 communications on this topic.

Immediately warned by a call on his cellphone, RirFerryn, Chairman of COBEPS, then on
vacation in France, asked Prof. Meessen to bepelation with the self designed author of
the falsification and issued the following statetriée next day:

Il. "The facked Petit-Rechain picture does not putin question the extraenity hypothesis
of the Belgian Ufo wave."

From"La Derniére Heure'of July 27, 2011:

"President of the Belgian Committee for the Stuflfspace Phenomena (COBEPS) Patrick
Ferryn, considers that the false Ufo picture ofitHe¢chain (Verviers) (...) doesn't suffice to
downgrade the whole ufo wave over Belgium of unidiendl flying objects sightings that
started in November 1989 and lasted several mofithis.photo was the result of a hoax, his
author has now admitted. The President of COBERSss that his confession put an end to
a case which had been scrutinized by several dig¢gimcluding a professor of the Belgian
Royal Military Academy. M. Ferryn had himself attetad to demonstrate (...) that this
document was a forgery, not an easy task as ther@jdaken on a dark background with no
front or background, did not allowed any dimensiordistance estimation, making thus very
difficult to reach any conclusion about its genmess.

On 29 November 1989, fourteen gendarmes of therkrgggon had observed a strange aerial
phenomenon in the sky (...) and 150 additionalfications were collected that corroborated
their claims. During the following months, othergplomena of the same type were observed
in the Liege region, in Brabant, Brussels, in thbusbs of La Louviere. All in all, the whole
Southern Country of Belgium seemed to be mainlgaéd by this unexpected UFO wave."

Ill. Yearly COB statistics

Since nearly 40 years, | have been collecting agailarly updating th€ OB with all UFO
notifications (see definition below) which | havedm able to collect. Most of them come
from the SOBEPS archives, for which | was an acthember as a field investigator since
July 1972. Without pretending to be complete, tatabase represents IMO the most detailed
and complete complitation | know for Belgian ufeses.

Table | gives cases figures for the 1989-1993 perio
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Table I: COB 1989-1993

Périod| Number of | Invest. % | Pan-D| % | Doc

notific | witn

1989-1 11 13 6| 54, 5 1833 0

1989-2] 216| 321 170 78,/ 102 | 60,0 4

1989-3| 227 | 467 162 714 75 | 46,3 20

1990-1] 320| 583 190 594 76 | 40,0 27

1991-1] 150| 279 109| 72,7 65 | 59,6 6

1991-2 74 153 64| 86, 33 | 516 2

1992 94 193 79| 83|2 40 | 50,6/ 11

5
7
4
7
1990-2| 127| 412 72| 56,7 37 | 51,4 6
7
5
2
4

1993 63 110 45 7114 23 | 54,5 2

Total | 1,282 | 2,531 897 | 70,0] 456 | 50,8 78

Periods

1989-1: 01.0$30.09.1989
1989-2: 01.16>30.11.1989

1989-3: 01.131.12.1989 Yearly tota#t54
1990-1: 01.0$30.06.1990

1990-2: 01.0231.12.1990 Yearly tota#t47
1991-1: 01.0$30.06.1991

1991-2: 01.0£31.12.1991 Yearly totaR24
1992 :01.0$31.12.1992 Yearly total94
1993 :01.0P>31.12.1993 Yearly total63
Grand Total: 1,282

COB: means Catalogue dedDbservationsBelges". While being sometimes referred as
"Franck Boitte's catalog”, | for many reasons disago this appellation, the most important
being that it's the result of eollective and cumulativeeffort from the part of the many
SOBEPS most of the time obscure investigators wher ahe years contributed to the
elaboration of this always open to revision catalog

COB characteristics

The COB starts at the early years of the Ufo |&@47 and before) and extends to the recent
years.

Every entry is divided into 5 parts:

1/ Identification line

Entry sequential number in the file/location/praerdate/local time/'E" if there exist an
IR/type of object described (TR, RE, SV, etc.).
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2/ Number and identification of withess(es)

For reasons of privacy, only their initials - wh&nown - are indicated. Under special
circumstances, and only if it helps to discrimindtetween cases, the full names are
punctually communicated to researchers whose paslizations and seriousness are
recognized and provided they asked for them.

3/ Weather and sky conditions (when known)

4/ Narrative
With more or less details, depending on cases

5/ Additional information
Source/credibility/strangeness ratio (on 5)/GEIPAddpreciation (Pan-A,-B,-C,-D)/index
number of the 1:10.000 IGN staff map.

COB basic rules

To be included in the COB, a minimum number of ggeiisites are to be met:

1. The case must fall within the Belgian borders.
Exceptions exist when the case occurred at seamyr close (10 miles or less) of the
borders.

2. Location, date and time must be reasonably known

A few examples of cases that will not find theitrgnn the COB are:
2.1. when only the year is known,
2.2. when location is absent, erroneously speltesl’en doesn't exist.

3. As in classical literature, each input refera tertain unity of time, action and location.

I limited the first parameter to ten minutes anel $econd to a radius not exceeding 1 mile.

In other words, multiple observations relatinghe same (or group of) witness(es) separated
in time by more than 10 minutes and/or witnessegimgoover a mile give rise to distinct

COB entries.

4. Some cases which do not specifically refer te thFO lore (so-called "religious”
apparitions, "ghost" hauntings, orbs, crop circkts) are included when well documented
and possibly related to ufo events occuring in $hene period of time and vicity and
interesting enough.

Here is an input example for a very basic COB entry
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90-1/#21Waterloo - Brabant - 12.01.1990 - 07h20 - E

2: Mrs C.B., teacher and Miss V.T., school student.

Moon azimuth 290°, elevation 6°.

As the witnesses were in the av. d'Argenteuil, tteegarked two black well delimited straight
lines across the moon surface.

SOBEPS IR.

CR=2,ET=0; LN

Pan-B: chemtrail or clouds.

393

Number of notific(ations):
| consider to be a notificatioany communication related to the Ufo subject, whateter
origin, support, nature, credibility, qualificatiamd whether it was investigated or not, etc.

Number of witn(esses):

In the majority of cases, at least those which wexestigated that number is precisely
known. In others (newpapers, ...) it may be vagueafiyi, "family X.", "a group of
students”, etc).

Invest(igated): Number of cases for which there exist an InvettgaReport (IR, RDE in
French).

Pan-D: Cases for which no plausible explanation couldftnend after they had been
investigated. This denomination refers to the GENRAassification:

Pan-A:definitely identified (stars, planes, forgeriets,. e

Pan-B:probably identified.

Pan-C:insufficient information (the IR was incompleteased or badly lead)
Pan-D:no explanation to date.

Doc(uments):Number of cases for which there exist a photogaphcamcorder "evidence"
(there were no cell phones at the time).
Which doesn't imply all of them are Pan-D.

| can naturally not certify that some occurrencesehnot escaped my or my partners'
attention.

Still being a W/P, the COB database is regularlyaexiind corrected as time goes by.
Inversely, some overlappings have been discoveeed and there, due to the presence of
duplicates.

But | think safe to say that the figure of 1,282 floe 89-93 period is accurate, minus or plus
one hundred cases.

V. Global analysis

| don't see any reason to consider that the statistime daily or wave yearly UFO
occurences distributions should comply either t@4ahours or a 12 months periodicity
based on the Roman calendar. | have anyway keptrachths distribution for convenience,
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even if my own intuitive opinion events sequenclagds me to consider a 28 day lunar
calendar to be more appropriate.

This has several consequences. As it had beerafieefar the1987-1988 period, 1989 started
with very few incidents with a mere 11 entries foe 01-09 period. SOBEPS had virtually
fallen in a state of hibernation at this time. Téagt IR | had personnally completed dated back
to Oct. 18,1981.

After Sept. 30, for a reason that still remainsnown, those figures dramatically increased
during the next three following months. COB congail? notifications in October, 205 in
November, 227 in December, making a total of 44d#finations for the last quarteaf 1989

to be compared to 320 for the first half-ye&ar991.

Despite a legend that the media helped to ancheéhenpublic opinion, the wave did not
began on November 29, but a month sooner, at avinem SOBEPS had fallen into a kind of
limbo for many months if not years, making it inei#ént to ring the alarm bell as the number
of observations totally unnoticed increased. Aeaample, on a gathering | had in Brussels
with some non ufo buff friends on October 15, ofdéhem called my attention to a recent
observation made by his father, a former until tbkaeptical airline pilot and POW knew
well, whose description made its UFO nature indiaple.

Then, suddenly, and unexpectedly, in a single Nayember 29 totalized ~150 notifications
(~34% of 444).

See Tables Il & 11l for detalils.

Table II: First 92 days of the wave

N° |Day | Nr | Inv]| Pan-D TMA
1 01/10

2 02/10

3 03/10

4 04/100 1 |1 |1

5 |05/10

6 06/10, 1 |1

7 07/10

8 08/10

9 09/10

10 | 10/10 2
11 | 11/10

12 [12/10] 2 [2 |2

13 | 13/10

14 | 14/10

15 [15/10] 1 |1 |1 4
16 | 16/10

17 | 17/10

18 | 18/10

19 | 19/10

20 |20/10] 2?|2 |2 5?
21 | 21/10

1: Prisoner of War



22 22/10

23 23/10

24 24/100 1 |1 1

25 25/10| 1 4?
26 26/10

27 27/100 1 |1

28 28/10

29 29/10

30 30/10 3
31 31/10

32 01/11] 1 |1

33 02/11

34 03/11] 1 |1

35 04/11] 1 |1 4
36 0511 1 |1 1

37 06/11

38 07/11 2 |2 2

39 08/11 27| 1 1

40 09/11] 1 |1 9?
41 10/11] 1 |1

42 11/11

43 12/11

44 13/11

45 14/11] 1 87?
46 15/11

47 16/11

48 17/11

49 18/11] 1 |1

50 19/11| 2 | 2 2 5
51 20/11] 1 |1 1

52 21/11] 1 |1

53 22/11] 8?| 6 6

54 23/11 27| 2

55 24/11) 3 | 3 1 18?
56 25/11 1 |1 1

57 26/11 4 | 2

58 27/11 1 |1 1

59 28/11 9?7 | 7 3

60 29/11| 149?102 | 73 179?
61 30/11 8 |5 1

62 01/12] 18 |11 | 9

63 02/12] 13 |13 | 1

64 03/12| 10 | 9 5

65 04/12| 13 |11 | 4 2267
66 05/12] 8?7 3 0

67 06/12] 6 |3 0

68 07/12f 5 |3 1

69 08/12] 3 | 2 1
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70 09/12| 4 | 2 0 887
71 10/12| 3 | 2 0

72 11/12| 43 | 34 | 21

73 12/12| 7 |5 4

74 13/12| 5 |5 3

75 14/12] 3 | 3 1 877
76 15/12| 10? | 6 -

77 16/12| - - -

78 17/12] 9 | 6 3

79 18/12| 4 | 3 4

80 19/12] 5 | 4 - 89?
81 20/12) 4 | 4 -

82 21/12) 3 | 3 3

83 22/12| 12 | 6 3

84 23/12] 1 |1 -

85 24/12| 19 |12 | 5 677
86 25/12| 3 | 2

87 26/12) 4 | 3 1

88 27/12) 3 | 2 1

89 28/12| 2 | 2

90 29/12| 1 - 52
91 30/12] 2 |1 -

92 31/12| - - -

N° Day | Nr Inv | Pan-D TMA
Total 431 | 314|169

TMA stands for "Total Mobile Annuel”, "Total Movingverage".
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There is a "?" in the third column when the figureludes notifications whose date is not

exactly known but had to be assumed ("beginningexdfember", ...).
This also explains the minor discrepancies betvigeines in Table Il and 1.
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Table Il

i J \

s 4
|
|

|

i 4
> /]

Belgium TMA 10-12/89 10,5

In this sample, the TMA was computed on a fixedla@s basis moving on by 5 days.

Last column in Table Il shows that the wave stasiothly around Oct. 10 and reached its
peak during the 29/11-09/12 period after whichatted to slowly dwindle.

As media contamination had not had the time thandace mass reporting hysteria (bruit de

fond), the signal/noise ratio was then still high.

Table | shows that after 1990, despite the hype amdchair confabulations of social
psychologists, the number of notifications was narenon the increase but rather regularly

deflating.

In my opinion, this suffices to show that somethmegird was actually occuring on in the
southern part of Belgian sky, and more precisebn@lits Germany border during the last
quarter of 1989. But what ? The datas also clesiiyw that the (northern) Flemish part
Belgium along the same border was spared by tehtahsightings. Again : why?

A possible reason, yet not completely satisfyingtfos lack of Flemish reports, could have
been the lack of active investigators in the Ndwdif of the country. As we have seen,
SOBEPS was dormant at the time while very disagpdimvith the lack of results of his 40
years extanded studies and utterly demotivatedaBainhad put his GESAG association in
complete hibernation since 1985 before practiaditpandying it three years later.

Before 1991, nobody had replaced his team in thehNwlf of Belgium.

Opposite to the debunkers' dire predictions, thalmer of notifications decreased inexorably
during the second half-year of 1991. In apparerdga, at the same time, the number of IR
increased. Yet, all things considered, this islignaormal: with virtually the same staff of
increasingly experienced and motivated field ingadbrs, the number of notifications
deemed worthy of reporting was at the same timergsmng in both volume and quality.

The evolution in percentages Pan-D cases confirms this tendency to the xafluthe tide:
with the exception of the 01->06.1991 file (59.6%ky all stand below or around the overall
51.5% average, while the 10->12.1989 files (892 3B8stand far above. This strengthens the
idea that independently of the number and enthosiaisthe investigators, an objective real
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phenomenon unfolded during the last quarter of 198%n something weird actually took
place, the subsequent data being more or lessmorged by a process of media contagion
and growing mass hysteria.

About 897 cases, more than two out of three natifims, were investigated and gave birth to
an IR. Considering that those results were achieggda small group of enthusiastic
volunteers with limited resources in qualified meral, fundings and analytic facilities, |
personally find this to be a remarkable achievmamd would again like to cheer up the
efforts of these 124 investigators or so whose sadmage never been mentioned anywhere.

| have build a list of their names.

Everybody knows how easily statistics can be madsay what you want them to and how
their presentation can be misleading. The aboverdgy do not take into account the pre-
selection made by "rule of thumb" and thus withaumy scientific justification of the
notifications that reached SOBEPS headquarterslé/dbiout one third came by post or from
gendarmerie reports, most (at least in principleyenautomatically recorded on 90 minutes
audiotapes, nearly 500 of which have been stored.

They of course contained many repetitive calls frdbra same witness(es) who eagerly
requested someone would come to assist them anasepléake their account into
consideration.

Among those calls, were only considered as "attentvorthy" those that met certain
unspoken criteria. For example, notices where #ilkercsimply forgot to clearly mention
where to call him back, others which seemed todaatsly trivial or in the contrary coming
from an apparently emotionally distraught persocoiftactee”), were almost immediately
snickered down and thrown to the waste basket witbwen getting the status of a signaling
form, let alone, or very exceptionally and only tmgre luck, investigated. As in so many
sociological polls claiming to be scientificallyrcdad on, we catch here, hand in the bag, a
sneaky way to systematically biase a sample tmdss by screening it so as not to take into
account the in a way or another notifications trat"too way out". Conversely, the contactor
(most of the time, a group of withesses) who wagreday hanging on the phone" asking, as
| have seen many examples and could give namdashthabe ASAP dispatched a preferably
experienced investigator on site, were more likelpe listened to than the shy one who will
only call once, even if his narrative often outwed in interest the precedent notifications
that most of the time had mundane explanationss,statellites, airplanes, etc.

Even then, the analysis of communications comiogftoo far out places or places where no
active investigator was available were simply posgud before, as the ininterrupted flow of
reports went on, they finally fell into oblivion.

Small communities of enthusiasts - some of whicknavally will later on turn over to
become investigators - who claimed repeated obsengawould prove very difficult if not
impossible to ignore, and would gradually extendirthnfluence as the wave unfurled,
monopolizing the front stage and making alreadyrloeeked unpaid investigators lose a
considerable amount of time to listen to their gathe uninteresting and unsubstantiated
stories.

This is the dark side, never mentioned by the deésnor armchair ufologists, of the
investigation side of the ufo business and alsoci& known by all pollsters who have been
using and abusing of this situation for years tonimaate public opinion, mainly in
economical, political or religious issues.
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VI. As other documents exist, the bogey Petit-Rechmapicture is not enough to invalidate
the entire Belgian wave.

This is the kind of affirmation you see blooming tv@ net now. Skeptic psychologist Jean-
Michel Abrassart links this way of reasoning to tlomgnitive dissonance syndrome”, a
concept which was documented by Leon Festinger.

As | asked myself if there was any validity to thkove (VI) declaration, | came to the
conclusion we must concretely consider how thisestant factually applies to the Belgian
wave.

But let us first consider a few side aspects.

VII. Reports with "traces"

Under "trace", | mean cases including any matesiaindication that could imply that an
unexplained phenomenon corresponding to the rédhge UFO spectrum took place.

All in all, this corresponds to the (nowadays itigignt and certainly no longer appropriate,
but at the same time best known) Prof. J.A. HynER Category.

Three situations are to be considered: ground dracedar echoes and effects on the
witness(es). The question is: "Out of the 1,282 G&Bies, how many "traces" are present
and what is their possible scientific value, if ahy

My intention here is to demonstrate that, asidehistorical point of view, the results are
rather frustrating.

Vlla. Ground traces

| only found two cases of claimed landings haviefty possible ground traces.
At closer look, both appear to be of very littlduea

90-1 / #279. Stockay St-Georges - Liege - 04.05.099- 23:15 - E

M. J.D., retired archaeologist and his wife.

He had been checking his greenhouse and was abgatitome when he heard the barking of
nearby dogs. Intrigued, he lifted his head to tke Isut didn't notice anything of special
interest. Turning back to the ground, he saw ireld,f100 m away from him, a pyramidal or
conical illuminated shaped object toppled by wraiked like "a bright white mushroom
cone” floating about one feet above the ground.

Mr. D. approached about 50 m before he was stopgemlwired fence. During the next few
minutes, he remained there, contemplating the bhpose color suddenly changed from
white to orange while its upper part rose. Undeapgpeared on the object a small evased
looking cavity over which the upper part fell baadain. Surprised, but not really alarmed, the
witness called his wife, who could also observeldneled structure.

In her opinion, there were two small antennas @ Tte couple then decided to rejoin their
nearby home to ask their son G. to come to videotlp scene.

But when they came back, there was nothing mobe teeen.

The next day, M. J.D. went to the meadow wherealys ke discovered four circular diggings
about 1m in diameter in the ground and a thin laygellowish powder sprayed on the grass.
Strangely behaving for a former archaeologist, ida'ticared to collect any sample or make
phictures of them.

When the investigator came to interview him a wiegdr, it had been repeatedly raining and
every possible material element had disappeared.
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Observation duration: 5 minutes.

Investigators: P.Vidal for EUROUFON and R.Tercais $OBEPS.

Eurufon NewsNo. 1, September 1990; INF 83, 15-16, INF 85,\82B1, 217
CR=3, SR =4; CE2.

Pan-D

418

Interestingly, G.D's son declared that on April 1890, he had observed at the same place a
"gigantic low flying cigar" (COB entry #198). He wha artistic representations of what his
parents reported, which he completed by hieroglypashe calls "cabalistic”, "magical” or
"aliens".
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St. Georges - ill. G.D.
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Though still considered "Pan-D", this case becoingzaired as soon as we question its
context.

Mrs. G. Van Overmeire, at the time Head of SOBER&dtigation Network, categorized
those events in the realm of "ufological-mysticahiul thinking".

Now let us consider the only other case which mipghtabelled a "ground trace™:

90-1/ #114 Flémalle - Liege - 06.03.1990 -??h - E

A "mysterious trace" was discovered on the estadpgrty of M. L.D. (in another version, of
a teacher, Mrs. J.).

It consists in "a large 3-4m in diameter ratherl awark where the grass changed to yellow."
In an alternate version, the "trace" was made of ¢ikcles separate, the first approx. 4m, the
second 8m in diameter where the grass was moresédamd dark” than it should "normally”
have been.

This "observation" (no ufo was actually seen) wasutaneously reported to SOBEPS by the
Amay gendarmerie and by M. S.B., a then SOBEP&hthusiasitc investigator, who filmed
the scenery.

The investigation group gathered up two represeettof the local police, long time
SOBEPS consultant Mr. Jean-Pierre Auquiere, laboyatssistant at the Catholic University
of Louvain, Mr. Michel Voue, physicist and Prof.li&t, from the laboratory of Plant Biology,
both appointed to the University of Namur plus sdaoal journalists.

On April 23, Prof. Gillet issued a verbatim record:

1 /[l noted] the presence of a few small straingle ground that follow the main footprint
trail in the direction of the prevailing winds theek before the trace was discovered.

2 / A thin trail rather straight to the main tracethe same direction.

3/ Dry grass from the upper end of the sheet withlorophyll deficit.

4 | No notable radioactivity on the Geiger counter.

Prof. Gillet concludes "[there is] nothing in allig [that] confirms the existence of a Ufo
landing trace" and refers to probable fungal myeelior the localized contamination by a
chemical defoliant.

Notes:1/ An article on UFOs had appeared the previoysm#e newspapelLa Lanterné.

2/ Dataare imprecise.

3/ Seen the existence of Prof. Gillet's report, dvéh exceptionally marked "E" for
"investigated"” in the header of this case, althotingine is no IR to be found in the SOBEPS
archives.

4/ The survey was conducted at very short delayciwis a positive point.

5/ The negative conclusions of Prof. Gillet had ga@adoxical consequence that SOBEPS
was accused by some ufologists (such as M. S.Bogpttgovernment appointed in trying to
hide the truth away from public knowledge."

6/ No Ufo was claimed to have been observed.

CR=4, SR=1;TR

Pan-A: mycelium coupled with defoliant soil contaation.

425
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VIIb. Radar screen_echoes

The first radar blip or rather series of radar ®lighich comes immediately to mind was
registered on the 30-31 March 1990 night duringnardent that lasted about two hours.

Two FAB F-16 planes were scrambled in pursuit ¢atastart, a group of) supposed UFO(s)
that were said to be simultaneously visually visitsbm the ground and on radar screens. But
it was from different groups of people as they eeafely remained during all the chase
visually invisible to the F-16 pilots.

I will not again return to the heated discussidmat incident have aroused. | want only to
remind that the main - and might | say, only rernman proponent of the view that those
echoes resulted from the presence of one or mdoeown aircraft(s) is Prof. Meessen who
has heavily engaged his reputation as a sciemiistiavoted considerable time and an equally
large number of pages on his website and elsewtbgseomote his conviction that the radar
echoes were due to the presence of a "alien airb@fe until he, under the repeated attacks
of his skeptical opponents, had finally to acknalgle that the whole affair resulted "in all
likehood to a clutter of rare atmospheric phenomegygravated by a poor calibration of the
FLIR embarked F-16 radar system (then in full reptaent maintenance), coupled by a
confusion from the ground witnesses with twinklpignets and stars."

This is a short abstract of the facts:

90-1 / #155 Ramillies - Brabant wallon - +30.03.199 22:40 - E

1: Mrs. R.

Cloudless sky, ground temperature near 0°, it &sez

No visible moon.

Mrs. R, housewife constable, was having a chaeahbme in the company of some female
friends, when she drew their attention to "funnyving lights in the sky". She called her
husband who in turn, relayed the information toduleagues, and at 23:00, to Glons NATO
radar station. Twenty gendarmes on duty to cartyread alcohol checkings patrolling on a
territory of about 400 square miles were divertexhf their mission to look at the starry sky.
They quickly remarked the presence of multicolop&adrop lights "substantially brighter
than stars or planets" which were seemingly mowmngtically and regularly changing color.
According to their statements, including the oneCaptain P., of the Wavre Brigade, eight
different "triangular" changing shapes were spotted

Observation duration: 2h20"

Notes:1/ There was a temperature inversion over thehgontpart of Belgium that night.

2 | See Wavre, and Ramillies 900417, 900430.

VOB1, 225, 339

CR=4, SR=2; NL

Pan-B: probable stars and local temperature inmersi

408

90-1 / #156 Ramillies - Brabant wallon - 31.03.199001:00

The FAB scrambled two F-16 in order to intercep supposed UFOs. Ground observers
reported tat upon their arrival, seven objects intistely faded out into nothingness.

The latter started performing evasive maneuversitivalved sudden horizontal and vertical
accelerations with the emission of rapid outbus$tigght changing from white to red.
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Although no pilot was ever able to visually see atwect, both obtained very sharp radar
echoes of electronic lock-on whose images wereighdd in Paris Match February 13, 1997
under the signature of French free lance journalisTh. De Brosses.

VOB1, 339

CR=4, SR=2; NL

Pan-C

408

90-1 / #161 Ramillies - Brabant wallon - 31.03.19901:05

Report of Flight Captain Yves Meelbergs', one eftthho F-16 pilot:

"Night scramble, that is to say two fighter jetsrevesent at less than ten minutes delay to
intercept and, if possible, identify an (sic - iality eight were said to have been observed by
the gendarmes to begin with) unknown flying objebserved by several witnesses on the
ground and also detected by several stations anttadiic control radars of the F-16 jet
planes. Soon after the take off we (...) spotté@d [WFO] very clear on the radar screen
specifying its altitude, speed and direction. When received [echo], it was at 5,000 feet
(~1 600 m) and moving at a speed [not exceedinghB@s (90 km/h). In aviation terms this
amounts to almost hovering (...). During the lock+adar, target was 48 km (sic) distant.
When we set sail on it, it did not initially rea@&ut when | found myself halfway, | saw its
speed accelerating to fantastic proportions. Theeseeaction was verified by the second
pilot. Sudden acceleration to Mach 8, 9 or 10 (9,d®,000 or 11,000 km / h). Incredible. As
the radar is limited to Mach 2 (1,800 km £ tthe pilot can only give a relative estimation of
the speed increase he sees. It's like the thingritadded: "OK guys, you have had enough
now."

And these changes of altitude: from 10,000 feetuddenly 60,000 to 70,000 feet in a split
second. A pilot in a technologically advanced aiftcsimply would not survive such altitude
variations. At that time, we got more radar contaad locks-on but we could find little more
information on the tapé.heard later on that the NATO bases in Belgium, Genany and
England had been put on red alert that night (emphasis mine, FBE).

Reporter: "What was in your opinion the naturehig tJFO?"

Pilot : We never found a clear and satisfactorywams But we can say what it was not: a
temperature inversion or a U.S. stealth aircrafive@ the multitude of testimonies from
different [ground] sources, the only objective fecthat there was indeed a [material] object
in the sky that night (...) Yet, there will alwape skeptics! But according to experts, the
inversion [hypothesis] must be ruled out. And thest go to the many eyewitnesses to
understand that the phenomenon was neither of atmas origin nor to be attibted to
simple minded characters... The size of this object the radar screen] was really
impressive."

Reporter. Twenty years after the incident, whatyar opinion on this rash of UFO
observations?

Pilot : | remain open to any possibility and IIstileet people who are trying to find a rational
explanation. Let's say the subject is somewhatadbosome people... But | know that most
witnesses are reliable people whose story is faolysistent, a fact quite rare in this kind of
observation."

2: Mach conversion into km/h actually depends onawggiparameters such as the altitude and the hygriome
density of the surrounding atmosphere.
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VOB1, 173-188, 225-23%jumo MagazingJan Hertogs, 24.9.1996.
http://www.mondenouveau.fr/index.php?option=com tent&task=view&id=251&ltemid=7
9

CR=4, SR=3; LN

Pan-C

408

Apart from this to say the least unconvinging sdrgiscovered five additional less
mediatised reports:

89-2 /# 131. Eupen - Liege - 29.11.1989 - 18:3B -

Gendarmerie MDL Chief A.C.

Clear and cloudless sky. Sunset at 16:42, mooh4€t46, HL.

On advice of his colleagues Von Montigny and Nithot called Bierset airport.

He was told they had no information there, but HaRWACS had been sent for
identification purposes.

"Subsequently, Bierset called me back to say theat didn't know (sic) [how] to detect any
[unidentified] target on their radar and that ittia be moving beneath 1,000 m." (...).
Observation duration: 10 minutes.

Eng. Patrick Vidal

CR=4, SR=2; ND

Pan-D

436

90-1 / #137 Zaventem (Brussels) - Brabant - 18.0990 - 20:30

Airport ground radar spotted 44 very sharp zigzggathoes over an area ranging from
Brussels to Liege, in the direction of Luxembouggnce they did not have the transponder
signal, they could have been caused by the trajeofca UFO. Those tracks joined the one of
a civilian airplane and interwoven with it.

Source: Prof. Meessen's diaries. No IR.

VOB2, 407

314

90-1 / #192 Namur - Namur - 12.04.1990 - ~21:29

2. Gendarmerie first sergeant L.L. and a motorist.

Followed by a car, he was driving in the directafnCharleroi when he noticed through the
car windshield two large bright white lights comimghis direction. He stopped his car and
realized what he had first taken for street lightbelonged to a dark triangular object whose
size, with outstretched arm, reached 5 cm. It wasing in the direction of Suarlée.

The other driver who had stopped too said:

"Happily you are there, otherwise | would have thioiui had been dreaming.”

The witness added: "I have seen many AWACS flyimgrahe country and that object was
just not that one or any other plane.”

Observation duration: 2 minutes.
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Note: The Chief MDL Marc P. at Floreffe gendarmerie wdrsured that evening the survey
clearance of Namur states he received many calta frolleagues and civilian witnesses at
the same time and warned SOBEPS and Glons, witfimkhown result.

VOB1, 190

473

91-2 /| #8 Zaventem - Brabant - 26.08.1991 - 21:3E&-

2: M. V., air traffic controller in Zaventem and MX.

According to a 21:30 phone call to the ACC, M. Yidanother man saw "a luminous mass
with red, white and green streaks moving slowlyhi@ direction of Halle (SW)."

At 21:39, two small diverging echoes appeared enAGC radarscope.

At 21:52 an swapping from Bertem to that of St Hulamtenna made the blip to disappear
deom the screens. Turning back again to the Beatet@nna made the echo become visible
again while CRC Glons as well of the BELGA Centadmo radar contact. Which led to
suppose once more that the target was flying altdnde of less than 1,000 m.

At 220:13 p.m., final disappearance of the echalbradar screens.

Observation duration: 23 minutes.

The file was transmitted by the Zaventem ACC onsagM. S.M's report.

Investigated by Fritz Devos and Patrick VantuyneHm Ceeti.

Pan-D

315

92 | #4 Moresnet - Liege - 21.01.1992 - 17:50 - E

1: M. G.P.'s wife.

From her home, she observed "an immobile stronigt ligass” at 10-15 elevation. As it
started moving, she filmed the object during thisgconds with a Sony camcorder video
8CCD Handicam System. It had the appearance of/eNowish-white joint round headlights
and was drifting at a distance of approximately M@nd an height of 150 m above the
ground. As it continued to grow in size, it changetd three points of light with a smaller
center, aimed towards the direction of Montzen teefodisappeared behind a hill.

Upon immediately calling the 101, Mrs. P. was putommunication with the first MDL H.
who checked with the CRC Glons radar. He was todg had had nothing out of the ordinary
on their screens.

MDL H. relayed back the info to SOBEPS and sergtaitéd report.

The film only shows a bright moving object withauty details.

Observation duration: 2 minutes

INF84, 4, VOB2, 42-43

CR=2, SR=1; ND

Pan-C

431
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This amounts to six cases, none of which is reatlgvincing and comply to Hynek RV
definition (in the last there was no radar echalBt Asked about those reports, the former
Director of SEPRA J-J. Velasco diplomatically anssdeto a question from a viewer in the
20:00 p.m. News of TF1 on November 8, 1990:

"SEPRA has no been mandated to investigate UFCs dasg¢ fall outside the limits of the
French territory,” while stating on another occasiThe French surveillance system is
provided by transhorizon radars that overreactBetlgian territory to the German border.

I've not been informed that anything unusual was esr registered on its screens during
the Belgian Ufo wavé.

Another limitation is that the conditions for a gbadar record and those for a good visual
observation are conflicting. Visual reporting i tmore detailed with a low flying object
while conversely radar can not detect objects fyat low altitude. Additionnally, civilian
radars do not detect targets that are not equippda transponder and it is furthermore
highly difficult for private investigators to obtarecords of military origin since they are not
conserved for no more than a few weeks.

Finally, such cases are only useful when they ¢@at® other (visual) ones for which there are
reliable eyewitnesses. Those recordings can thecobwwared to check if a recorded radar
blip was also visually observed the same time by the same witnessasd when this is the
case, give accurate estimates of its speed amttay.

In most cases, these data are not accessiblevig@imvestigators.

In France, all radar data, be them local or isstmd of neighboring countries, are collected
and processed by the STRIDA (information processiysiem of air defense) network whose
detection range extands to a radius of 450x450 km."

Sources:

http://scienceetovnis.eklablog.com/des-controleadar-civils-ou-militaires-p61395
http://www.defense.gouv.fr/air/technologies/equigats/radars/radar

and:

http://benzemas.zeblog.com/394176-detection-radafrednis-les-cas-radar-optique-ro/ #
ixzz1YbMJujGb

As practically all observations occurred below racta/erage, one may wonder how
ubiquitously those "ufos" knew about radar techinicaitations?

Vllc. Effects on the witnesses

Another surprising feature of this wave in regafithe high number of close encounters is the

almost complete lack of effects on humans, animatsmachinery:

» Cases where car motor engine went dead: none.

» Cases where witnesses suffered from skin iratatburns, conjunctivitis, blood poisoning,
vomiting: none.

» Cases where the witness says to have been peatatysne.

» Cases where the witness says to have experieangekty, insomnia, depression: 3
occurrences, without direct correlation with theeemstancial evidence.
In one of them, MW was already in bad shape bdim®bservation.

 Cases with electrical blackouts or domestic dinces of TV reception: 3.

Finally, I will mention two bordeline cases of "genality disorders”, one of them | was sent
to investigate:
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90-1#66 Ferrieres - Liege - 06.02.1990 - 00:05 - E

1: Miss M-C.D., hairdresser, 22 years old at theeti

She phoned SOBEPS telling she wanted to speak fwasident, M. Bougard,who happened
to be there. She explained him what had occurrecetening before. On Bougard's request,
she was sent a questionnaire that she returned t@uipleted to SOBEPS. In it, she
mentioned two additional witnesses, one of themuaiampal local officer. When | went to
her place, my efforts to meet Miss D. proved fasf. Here is what seems to have happened
from an interview I finally managed to get from laemt:

M.-C. was lying on her bed in the house locatedrzkthe village church which she inherited
from her adoptive parents. Around midnight, sherdh@anoise that sounded like a car motor
in the street. She feared its origin could be edusy the unwanted visit of a former lover
with who she had gone into sentimental troubleth same time, through the curtains, a
bright white beam of light coming down from theritavall facing the church illuminated the
room. There was a bright spot of blinking lightdila car headlight coming from behind the
nearby steeple of the church. At the same timetangular green fluorescent lights
geometrically patterned appeared on the floor. Whba walked over one of them, it
immediately switched off to reappear at anothecgldncreasingly concerned, the young girl
looked up and saw that the main light now seemdsktbardly at 20 m from away from her.
Losing all control, she hurriedly ran out of theuse without even caring to cover herself and
ran to seek refuge to her aunt living not far away.

After | had criss crossed her relative for sevéralrs, Miss D. eventually phoned her and
after many delaying hesitations, she acceptedve harief phone conversation with me. The
only information | could get from her was, "Yourather ask M. Bougard as | already told
him everything."

What concerns the other two witnesses announgednbged to meet the municipal secretary
who said he had not seen or heard anything of anndfure while the other, only known by
her first name, could not be located.

Eng. F. Boitte #73 of 04.08.90

INF84, 26

CR=1,SR=4

Pan-A: Ufo phobia

496

To my knowledge, the second case was never inastigand still less archived:

Charleroi(?) - Hainaut - end 12? .1989 - evening

3?: Family X.

As they were sitting for supper, their attentiorsvdaawn to a blinking light outside. The son,
a youth of twenty years, rose to try to check whatas. As soon he opened the door, he
instantly fell lifeless on the ground while theHtgdisappeared. During the next half hour, he
drifted in a delirious cataleptic state during whige pronounced garbled indistinct words.
Called to the rescue, the family doctor could qurigscribe sedatives to calm him down.

This case was transmitted for evaluation to the ER® Investigation Network Manager.
With the parents' agreement, he went in search lofypaotist who would get into a more
detailed account on what happened. After havingndomoone willing to fulfill this role, he
finally gave off.
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VIIl. Picture evidence

Let us now consider among the 1,282 notificatithgses where the presence of document(s)

such as pictures, videotapes was signaled ana tagsess their quality. | found 78 cases, a
mere 6% out of the total which are summed up ind &k
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| N° | Date | Time | MW | S| Place | _ProyP/IC| 9()| 10(")| Pan-| 13
89-1 (0 case)
[ p.m. | | | | | [ [ ] [
89-2 (3 cases)
1 8| 207?/10 betw.23-24hr A.D. nNodebais-Beauvechain Bt P 11 D 9
2| 20| 05/11 betw.20h30-21h(0.. G. m | Stembert Lg P 2 D 9
3 26 | 10/11 20h05 S.S.+ nLa Louviere Ha 4P| 3 B 1
4 | 211 | 30/11 17h15 E.D. mGemmenich Lg C 120 7 A 2,5
89-3 (21 cases)
5 10| 01/12 17h30 M.T.+| mHorion-Hozémont Lg C 60 A 2,8
6| 19| 01/12 19h45 S.B. f Baelen Lg A 5 D 5
7 27| 02/12 07h45 M.C.D. 1 Wabhlain-St-Paul Bt 4P? C 9
8 51| 04/12 17h15 M.T.+ mBotrange Lg C ? ? C 3,8
9| 52| 04/12 18h45 ... R. mEupen Lg +P| ? D 9
10| 57 | 04/12 20h30 E.K. mEupen Lg +P| 90 A 2
11 87 | 10/12 19h00 A.A mThirimont Lg C 10 | ? C 5
12 | 101 | 11/12 18h25 L.P. mTrooz Lg +P | 5 D 5
13 | 113 | 11/12 18h50 V.V.+| mSombreffe Lg +P| 30 D 5,8
14 | 115 | 11/12 evening P.M. mStavelot Lg C ? ? - 6,7
15 | 118 | 11/12 19h05 V.V.+| mSuarlée Lg +P| ? C 5,8
16 | 125 | 11/12 19h40 H.B.+| mAubel Lg C ? ? D 5
17 | 130 | 11/12 ~20h30 H.B.+| mBanholt Holl | C ~5 | 270 C 3,5
18 | 145 | 14/12 ~17h35 AV. mWelkenrath Lg +P| ? D 5
19 | 151 | 15/12 00h40 V.B. mGouy-lez-Piétons Ha +B 40 B 2
20 | 188 | 22/12 18h30 B.D.+| mTempleuve Ha +P| 45 C 6,8
21 | 198 | 24/12 17h45 ... G. mSambreville Na C ? 600 - 6,7,9
22 | 200 | 24/12 betw.18h30-18h45.D. f | Nimy Ha C 2 | ? - 6,7,9
23 | 203 | 24/12 19h15 G.G. m_avacherie Lu +P| 7 D 5
24 | 222 | 27/12 ~09h00 ? mSaive Lg C ? ? A 4
90-1(28cases)
25 | 11] 03/01 | 21h00 | .. H.| ilLiege | Lg | ~10[ 120 | A |2
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26 | 23| 12/01 18h45 J.F. mNoluwe-St.-Lamb. Bt +P| 30 B 2

27 25| 13/01 22h00 M.S. mMourcourt Ha +P | 18( C 2

28 | 40| 18/01 18h50 C.D.+ 1 Templeuve Hg p 3 [ 8,9

29 | 45| 20/01 20h22 S.B.+ Flémalle-Grande Lg C ~1 7 D 8,9

30 | .56 | ??/02 nuit X m Amay Lg C ? ? A 5,6,7,9

31| 75| 15/02 20h22 S.B.+ rFlémalle-Grande Lg C ? ? C 8,9

32 78 | 17/02 ?? M.F. mStembert Lg +P| ? B 6,9

33 80 | 20/02 18h50 S.B.+ Flémalle-Grande Lg C ? 15 C 8,9

34 83| 22/02 evening ? mBiercée Na C ? ? - 56,7

35| 85| 2202 19h05 J.M.T mEsclanafles Ha +P| 10 C 5

36 | 100 | 28/02 22h25 M.H. mBeaufays Lg 2P| 3 B 4,5

37 | 132| 17/03 21h45 F.H. mBoussu Ha P ? D 8,9

38 | 139 | 18/03 21h00 N.M. mStockay-St. Georges Lg P ? C 5,9

39 | 164 | 31/03 betw.02h00-02h3M.A.+ | m | Bruxelles Bt C ~3| 90 C 3,6

40 | 168 | 01/04 01h05 P.F.+ mRamillies Bt P 2 C 3

41 | 172 | 04?/04 betw.21h30-23h0@.M. m | Petit-Rechain Lg P 2 A 10

42 | 175 | 04/04 23h00 J.M.P, mJodoigne Bt P 30 C 5

43 | 176 | 05/04 22h00 G.M. mLixhe Lg P 5 C 9

44 | 189 | 11/04 21h49 A.V.K|  mOverijse Bt P ~3 B 3,5

45 | 199 | 14/04 23h10 J.M. mFlémalle-Grande Ht C ~Y% ? B 3,6,7,8,9

46 | 211 | 16/04 21h15 J-M.F| mMarbais Lg C 30| ? - 7,9

47 | 215 | 17/04 evening J-M.S. plLathuy Bt C 30| ? B 2,5

48 | 221 | 17/04 ~21h30 J.S. nilémalle Lg C 1 20 A 57

49 | 243 | 23/4 ~01h45 X.B. mStambrugge Beloell Ht 2P ~1 D 5,9

50 | 246 | 25/04 00h10 D.M. mOrbais Bt 6P | 15 D 9

51 | 252 | 28/04 02h00 S.B.+ Stockay-St. Georges Lg C ? ? - 6,7,8,9

52 | 299 | betw25-30/03 21h30 .. P. f  Welkenradt Lg +P0 B 45,9
90-2 (6 cases)

53 | 24| 03/08 23h45 ..L+H4 fi Sy Lg C 45 2 D 9

54 26 | betw.13-17.08~22h30 M.T. m| Moignelée-Sambreville Na 5P | ~4 D -

55 31| fin 08 ~23h15 N.R. fi  Sint-Truiden Lg 3P 1 D 5

56 67| 23.10 ?7? M.G. mStembert Lg C ~1] 32 B 3

57 | 75| 31.10 19h45 R.C. rSaive-Barchon Lg 6P| 40 C 9

58 | 111 | 01.12 01h45 P.V. mAarschot Bt C 1?7 | 16 C 3,6
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91-1(5 cases)
59 23| 29.01 06h10 G.M. mEngis Lg +P | 25 D 9
60 | 41| 12.03 20h40 R.G.H{ pBraine-le-Comte Ha C 5 2 A 4,6,8
61 51| 12.03 20h50 R.R.+ pMarchin Lg C ~5| 32 D 5,8,9
62 | 56| 12.03 21h? ... H. mHaillot Na C ~1| 7 - 6,7,9
63 | 128 | 08.04 ?? R.R.+| nSolieres Lg C 52| 9 D 5,6,9
91-2 (2 cases)
64 65| 08.12 20h00 F.C. rNamur Na P ? A 5
65| 70| 11.12 ~18h00 D.P. nmEstinnes-au-Mont Ha C 40 30 D 59
92 (11 cases)
66 4| 21.01 17h50 G.P. f  Moresnet Lg C 2 30 L 9
67 | 20| 24.01 20h53 J-F.B] pTliege Lg C 2 ? C 5,6,9
68 28 | 02.03 20h03 ... G. f Florée (Gesves) N@a P 17 C 3,9
69 | 31| 20.04 22h457? C.B.+4 f Dommartin Lg q 7 ? L 9 8
70 | 41| 26.07 22h20 C.S. nEléron Lg 1P| 15 D 5,7
71 43| 26.07 22h25 C.H. mPetit-Thiers Lg C ? ? B 5,9
72 44| 26.07 ~22h25 P.D. mTrancrémont Lg C 5/ 35 C 9
73 | 47| 26.07 22h25 C.S. n=léron Lg 4P | 15 D 5,7
74 | 48| 26.07 ~22h30 P.S. nirléron Lg C 11| ? D 3
75| 55| 26.07 22h40 M.H. fi  Embourg Lg P 15 D 5
76 | 71| 24.09 23h40 J-P.V|4m | Mons Ha C ~2| 2 B 3,8,9
93(2 cases)
77 | 27| 16.08 22h30 V.V. fi  Hanret Na C ? ? G 59
78 | 54| 25.10 19h00 .. P. rBesonrieux Ha +P| 27 D 5

Total: 78.
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1° col: sequential entry number
Z col: sequential entry number in the correspongieayly file

5° col: MW: Main witness initials
6° col: m=male: f=female

& col: province initials: Bt=Brabant; Ht=Hainaut; tgiége; Lu=Luxembourg; Na=Namur.
Belgium is divided into 9 provinces. All the abofige provinces are situated in the (French
speaking) south half of Belgium.
& col: P= picture; C = film.
10 col: observation duration (minudes
11° col: film duration (seconds
12 col: evaluation according GEIPAN classification
13 col: kind and amount of flaws:

: probable (or sure) satellite

: planet (Venus, Jupiter, ...) or stars

: probable (or sure) airplane

: electric perturbations, fireworks, public ligiy, reflections

: unexploitable document: blurred, fuzzy, cansditing, lens deflects, unexposed film, too dista
target, ...

: unreliable source, not credible witness(es)

:no IR

: MW is a repeater

: no known analytic result for the document, nmkn or unreferenced document, document was
never transmitted or get lost

10: forgery

O wWNEF

[(eloc LN o))

The detailed anglo-american translation of thoseaggs in COB format is too voluminous (a 30p. A4
formatted file) to be included here. | can be euahy obtained against a fee from the lady who kind
accepted to translate it by a direct asking to mgieaddress.
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IX. Sources

Table V gives the sources of those 78 COB:

Table V: COB 78 Photographic cases sources

N° | Ref. Date WN | Sources

1| 89-2/8 20?/10 2VOB1, 411-412

2| 89-2/20 | 05/11 2 SOBEPS IR

3| 89-2/26 | 10/11 ®1 SOBEPS IR

4 | 89-2/211 11/12 1| SOBEPS IR, INF79, 25-30,VOB1, 399-400, cahierfilRa/b
5| 89-3/ 10 01/12 ®67?| SOBEPS IR

6 | 89-3/ 19 01/12 4| VOB2, 196

7 | 89-3/ 27 01/12 4| SOBEPS IR

8 | 89-3/ 51| 04/12 ®37?| VOB1, 397-398; ill. 7-1

9 | 89-3/ 52 04/12 3| INF85, 31, VOB1, 73, VOB2, 205

10 | 89-3/ 57| 04/12 ®2| SOBEPS IR

11 | 89-3/ 87| 10/12 ®2| INF85,33

12 | 89-3/101] 11/12 ®6| INF85, 37, VOB1, 84-85, VOB2, 74

13 | 89-3/113 11/12 ®2| INF80, 26; VOB1, 93-94

14 | 89-3/115 11/12 1| LOR

15 | 89-3/118 11/12 ®2| INF80, 26; VOB1, 91

16 | 89-3/125 11/12 ®2| INF78, 9; 80, 29-30;VOB1, 97-98

17 | 89-3/130 11/12 ®2| INF78,9, 80,30,vOB1,97, 402.

18 | 89-3/145 14/12 7| SOBEPS IR

19 | 89-3/151| 15/12 2| SOBEPS IR

20 | 89-3/188| 22/12 ®3| SOBEPS IR, "Nord-Eclair" des 24-25.12.89

21 | 89-3/198 24/12 1| "Nouvelle Gazette de Charleroi" du 27.12.1989; LDR0DSB
22 | 89-3/200 24/12 2| "Nouvelle Gazette de Charleroi" du 27.12.1989; VOAB2; LOR
23 | 89-3/203| 24/12 6| INF85, 38, VOB1, 132-133

24 | 89-3/222| 27/12 2| SOBEPS IR

25 | 90-1/ 11 03/01 4| SOBEPS IR

26 | 90-1/ 23 12/01 1| SOBEPS IR
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27 | 90-1/ 25 13/01 ®1| SOBEPS IR

28 | 90-1/ 40 18/01 ®3| SOBEPS IR

29 | 90-1/ 45 20/01 ®1| SOBEPS IR]JNF78, 9-10

30 | 90-1/ 56/ ??/02 1| SOBEPS IR, INF79, 29; VOB1, 399

31| 90-1/ 75 15/02 ®2| VOB1, 152,404.

32| 90-1/ 78 17/02 ®1| SOBEPS IR

33| 90-1/ 80 20/02 ®4| INF78, 9; 80, 29-30;VOB1, 97-98

34 | 90-1/ 83 22/02 1| UEC autumn 1996

35| 90-1/ 85 2202 2| SOBEPS IR

36 | 90-1/100 28/02 1| INF84, 26

37 | 90-1/132 17/03 ®3| INF90,34

38 | 90-1/139 18/03 1| VOB1, 168-169 LDLN 303, mai-juin 1990

39 | 90-1/164| 01/04 ®1| INF78, 9-10, VOB1, 173, 406-408

40 | 90-1/168 01/04 ®3| VOB1, 418-422 ; INF100, 5-40

41 | 90-1/172| 04?/04 2| INF85,31, VOB1,413-418, VOB2,221-248 ; INF111, 4-27
42 | 90-1/175 04/04 4| SOBEPS IR

43 | 90-1/176 05/04 ®3| SOBEPS IR

44 | 90-1/189 11/04 2| SOBEPS IR

45 | 90-1/199 14/04 57| LDLN301, VOB1, 194-197

46 | 90-1/211] 16/04 2| Mag."Chance" 29.05.1990, "La Derniere Heure" d02A.DLN301,25
47 | 90-1/215 17/04 2| LDLN301

48 | 90-1/221] 17/04 2| "La Libre Belgique'du 19.04 avril; VOB1, 399-400, LDLN301,26
49 | 90-1/243 23/04 2| INF79, 19-20, VOB1, 209-210, VOB2, 200-201
50 | 90-1/246| 25/04 1| SOBEPS IR

51 | 90-1/252 28/04 ®1| LOR

52 | 90-1/299 25-30/05 1| SOBEPS IR

53 | 90-2/ 24} 03/08 ®6| SOBEPS IR

54 | 90-2/ 26| 137.08 4 VOB1, 412-413, ill. 7-16bis a-d

55 | 90-2/ 31| fin08 2| NUFOC

56 | 90-2/ 67| 23.10 3?7 SOBEPS IR

57 | 90-2/ 75 31.10 ®4| SOBEPS IR

58 | 90-2/111 01.12 1| Eurufon

59 | 91-1/ 23| 29.01 1| INF91, 16

60 | 91-1/ 41 12.03 ®1| INF84, 26; VOBL1, 272, 409
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61 | 91-1/ 51| 12.03 ®5| VOB1, 271, Tau Ceti 34, 27
62 | 91-1/ 56 12.03 1| LOR

63 | 91-1/128 08.04 ®57| VOB1, 271, Tau Ceti 34, 27
64 | 91-2/ 65 08.12 2| SOBEPS IR

65| 91-2/ 70 11.12 5/ vOB2,39

66|92/ 4| 21.01 1INF84, 4, VOB2, 42-43.

67| 92 / 20| 24.01 2SOBEPS IR

68| 92 / 28| 02.03 3VOB2, 50 VOB1, 412-413
69|92 / 31| 20.04 ®2 SOBEPS IR

701 92 / 41| 26.07 L SOBEPS IR, VOB2,65
71192 / 43| 26.07 4 SOBEPS IR, VOB2, 57-58
721 92 | 44| 26.07 4 SOBEPS IR, VOB2,62

731 92 | 47| 26.07 L SOBEPS IR,VOB2,65

74| 92 | 48| 26.07 2SOBEPS IR, VOB2, 65-66
75192 / 55| 26.07 4 SOBEPS IR, VOB2,66
76192 / 71| 24.09 ®1 SOBEPS IR

771 93/ 27| 16.08 3VOB2,94

78 |1 93 / 54| 25.10 ®3BINF89,12

Total ~196
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WN:
Total number of witnesses. A"?" means that numtses @stimated ("many”,"several",))...
Average WN/ Photographic cases: 196/78=2.51%

Sources

SOBEPS IR: Investigation Report

Eurufon: dissident team founded by P. Vidal

LOR: R. Lorthioir, an independent, unreliable inigator
NUFOC: Flemish (skeptical) Ufo team

UEC: ?

Miscellaneous: In some cases, witnesses were fddovestigators:
MM. S. Box, P. Ferryn, J. Mesnard, D. Moinil, Sr@erre, P. Vidal.

In the 30 entries (38.5% of the total) marked @nesses (some of them at the same time
investigators) who reported to have observed ufearmous locations/dates are to be considered as
repeaters.

X. A note about the so-called "Henrardi" picture

Before going further on, | must briefly say somer@gabout the "Henrardi" picture.
Notwithstanding the rules expressed above (no @adedate known), the insistence of a
reviewer of this communication convinced me to midlkeCOB entry formatted as follows:

90-1/ #314.? -? - 192 .06.1990 -?pm

Mr. J.S. Henrardi

Unknown at SOBEPS, this "witness" claims to hawaized two pictures whose existence
was revealed in 2003 representing "a flying triangiith cut edges "similar" to the Petit-
Rechain one".

Issue #111 ofinforespace,p.21 revealed the first mention of the existentdhese two
pictures appeared on 21 December 2005, on the site:

http://www.iwasabducted.com

in the pages entitletTriangle UFO flap in Belgiumand was later on relayed at:
http://fr.wikipedia.org/wiki/Photo_d% 27Henrardi

iwasabducted.com
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iwasabducted.com .

P. Ferryn in théNF #111article wrote:

"Two photographs resembling strongly to the Peé&tiain picture have appeared on an U.S.
web site without any reference, analysis or expglanaThe real date and time when they
were taken is alternatively announced as NovemBer1289 or June 19, 1990. When |
inquired to him, P. Ferryn present COBEPS Presidesivered me on August 8, 2012:

"We know nothing about this case. Our associat®well as former SOBEPS has never been
informed of it. This copycat facsimile of the PdRiéchain photograph has been exhibited on
the net [in the USA] for ages. The many requestsnfiormation | made to the site webmaster
and various other U.S. sites on which it appeasea iemained unanswered to date. No one
has ever been able to give me the coordinates isf"Henrardi", or even to reply me.
Needless to say he is totally unknown in the Belgachives. This image reappears
periodically here and there without any aditiomdibi That's all | can say about it".

More recently, the first photo was reproduced agaenthe picture section of a book entitled
"Le Feu des MagiciefigJerdme Huckhttp://laboratoire.vulcain.pagerperson-orange.fr

¢ .

j0f hereby releases these photographs into the public demain.
ytights have been surrendered. :
|6 June 1890 Wallonia Belgium by J. S, Henrardi

(a) Triangle belge ® J.S. Henrardi

agiciens", J. HUck, Ed. Le Laboratoire de Vulcain, presses de Snel, Vottem

FBE Comment : Here come that (in)famous picture again, with
no more details such as date, place, photographer's curriculum,
circumstances, source, ... than before.

Except that the picture is now said to have been copyrighted
(where? by who?)

There is no "Henr?rdi" entry in the book Index.
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X. Photographic quality analysis

See following table

Table VI: Summing up of 78 cases versus last colunfPan- Geipan estimate

Nr INr |1 |2 |3 [4]5 |6 | 7] 8] 9] 10 TotPan-
1 8 ° 1| D
2 20 ° 1| D
3 26| ® 1] B
4 211 ° 1| C
5 10 ° ° 2| A
6 19 ° 1| D
7 27 ° 1| C
8 51 ° ° 2| C
9 52 ° 1| D
10 57 ° 1] A
11 87 ° ° 2| A
12 101 ° 1| D
13 113 ° ° 2| D
14 115 ° ° 2| -
15 118 ° ° 2| C
16 125 ° 1| D
17 130 ° ° 2| C
18 145 ° 1| D
19 151 ° 1| B
20 188 ° ° 2| C
21 198 ° ° ° 3 -
22 200 ° ° ° 3 -
23 203 . 1| D
24 222 . 1] A
25 11 ° 1] A
26 23 ° 1| B
27 25 ° 1| C
28 40 ° ° 2| D
29 45 . ° 2| D
30 56 ° ° ° ° 41 A
31 75 ° ° 2| C
32 78 ° ° 2| B
33 80 ° ° 2| C
34 83 ° ° ° 3| -
35 85 ° 1| C
36 100 ° ° 2| B
37 132 ° ° 2| D
38 139 ° ° 2| C
39 164 ° ° 2| C
40 168 ° 1| C
41 172 ° 1| A
42 175 ° 1| C
43 176 ° 1| C
44 189 ° ° 2| B
45 199 ° ° ° ° ° 5/ B
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46 211 ° ° 21 -
47 215 ° ° 2| B
48 221 ° ° 21 A
49 243 ° ° 2| D
50 246 ° 1| D
51 252 ° . ° ° 4| -
52 299 ° ° ° 3| B
53 24 ° 1| D
54 26 0 D
55 31 ° 1| D
56 67 ° 1| B
57 75 ° 1| C
58 111 ° ° 2| C
59 23 ° 1| D
60 41 ° ° ° 3| A
61 51 ° ° ° 3| D
62 56 ° ° ° 3 -
63 128 ° ° ° 3! D
64 65 ° 1| A
65 70 ° ° 2| D
66 4 ° 1| C
67 20 ° ° ° 3| C
68 28 ° ° 2| C
69 31 ° ° 2| C
70 41 ° ° 2| D
71 43 ° ° 2| B
72 44 ° 1| C
73 47 ° ° 21 D
74 48 ° 1| D
75 55 ° 1| D
76 71 ° ° ° 3| B
77 27 ° ° 2| C
78 54 ° 1| D
Total 1 8 10 5 33 14 13 16 36 1 187
% on 78 1,3110,3|/12,8|6,4|42,3|17,9| 16,6/ 20,5| 46,1| 1,3

For 7 (#14,21,22,34,46,51,62) out of the 78 nadiftins, no evaluation can be given, as they have no
been investigated at all.

Among the 71 remaining notifications, there is oohe (#54 in the above table) with O flaw is fit to
replace the ominous PR (#54) slide. It is the Mel§a-Sambreville (Namurjvhose date is uncertain,
but for which abona fidelR exists.

The Moignelée-Sambreville pictures are reprodupdtieé picture section of VOBL (ill. 7-16bis. a-d).
While being still considered a Pan-D, that notifica could in my opinion be possibly downgraded to
a meteorological balloon launching. There is no waytest that hypothesis as the investigators
(Grede-Moinil) didn't check that issue when it vi@asible; additionally the IR gives no indicatiom o
the speed and direction of the wind.

34 (#1,2,3,4,6,7,9,10,12,16,18,19,23,24,25,26,2240351,42,43,50,53,55,56,57,59,64,66,72,74,75,78)
present only 1 flaw and as such could be considasedould be candidates for further scientific
evaluation.

Out of them, 15 can still be considered as probBble-D, the combination of the two criteria (1 flaw
and Pan-D) making them the most valuable:

1,2,6,9,1216,182350,53,5559,74,75/8
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A closer look on those 15 Pan-D cases that presgytone flaw leads to the following observations:

Flaw | kind Nbr of cases
#5 unexploitable document 8(6,12,16,18,23,55,75[,78)
#9 unknown, not archived or lost documer(1,2,9,50,53,59,74)

Even if those reports don't make me very optimistioly those two categories summing up 15

notifications could be of possible scientific irgst in order to comfort an outlandish origin of the

1989-1993 Belgian unidentified objects.

Only a prolonged, painstaking and minute re-exationaof those cases and the eventual localisation
of the 7 claimed photographic evidence documerdsvdtl #9 could save a reasonable "alien"
hypothesis picture evidence for the 1989-1993 VOB.

This only represents a mere 0.5% out of a totaliarnof (see Table 1) 1,282 notifications.

3. Probable or certain aircraft: 7 cases, 7.4%

7. No IR: idem.

4. Electrical disturbances, rocket fireworks, light reflections: 4 cases, 4.2%
1. Satellite likely or certain: 1, 1%

10. Deception (Petit Rechain): 1, 1%

In once case out of 4, the witness obviously didkmew how to make a profitable use of the
habitually sophisticated equipment he held in ld@ads. In other circumstances, the material
proved inadequate. Using a flash to photographlgacb more than 20 m distant is simply

ridiculous, but most of witnesses simply ignorest this bia comes again and again like a
litany.

We are finally left with one single exploitable eas

90-1 / # 25 Moignelée-Sambreville - Namur - betweeh3 and 17/8/1990 - ~ 22.30 - E

3: M. David T., 15 ¥ years, his grandfather, a heag, M. Marcel T.

Pleasant evening, clear skies, no wind.

While chatting with a neighbor on the terrace of grandparents’ home, David noticed
towards the E a distant yellowish-white form. Itsmaot standing still, but animated by a
whirling counterclock motion. He immediately callbi grandfather who went in search for
a camera. When he came back with it, the phenomeadriaded away by extinction, before
it reappeared further to the left. It emitted fdlashes, each one separated by 4 seconds from
the previous one. After that, the phenomenon faaledy a second time, then a third time
before moving on again to the left. It finally colefely disappeared.

Observation duration: ~ 4 minutes

Inv. G. Gréde and D. Moinil.

VOB1, 412-413

CR=3, SR=3; ND

Pan-D

476
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VIIl. My comments on the Moignelée-Sambreville case

Investigators believe the three witnesses to beestnand credible. Unlike the Petit Rechain
picture, there is a foreground to be seen on thetyls. The clear horizontal streak seen on
shots #1 and 2 is a rope used to play badmintsrhdight compared to the building in the
background on shot #1 shows that the photograplasr wery close of it. On shot #2, the
photographer has slighlty moved forward. Also natéhe lower left corner the presence of
branches, weed or shrub.

Mr. Moinil is a professional photographer. FolloginVOB1,412 "having carefully
examinedd the original negatives and engaged varigtovery tests on site [he believes] that
the pictures cannot be those of a short distancal stbject [model]" for the following
reasons:

1/ Foreground (the greenhouse less than 10 m frawanythe witness, the horizontal wire
fence) is blurred, which means that the cameraseten infinity and therefore the object was
necessarily at greater distance than 20 m.

2 | The flash was set to 1/30th of a second, cgusireplication of certain details.

3/ The sideways illumination of the spheres ($e# £4) cannot have been caused by the
flash, as would have been the case with a nearegtob

Even if, seen the circumstances, the falsificattmems to me excluded, | (FBE) find
regrettable that the date is not known more prégitiee absence of azimuth ("in the direction
of E") and the absence of any information on thespgie presence and what the illuminated
portion of the moon was.

The, possibly due to a feeble wind, rotation hypstt seems compatible with the hovering of
a weather balloon. I do not know if investigatoravé questioned that possibility.
As it is not explicitly stated that the phenomeneas silent, the assumption of a possible
plane seems equally feasible. Apart from theseatedguthree possibilities, 1 do not see any
others.
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Despite these very light restrictions, the Moigeeambreville pictures become now what |
consider as the only available candidates capdbkptacing the Petit Rechain.

VOB1 ends with: "(...) we are foreseeing additioresearch (...) to substantiate these
preliminary findings" (413).
Has this analysis been carried on since then? Perenio doubt it.

XIl. How the 89-93 Belgian Ufo wave began

Michel Van der Elst Francois Verhoeven Franck Boitte J L Ver Michel d Luci Clerebaut

/|

‘ ¢ : J Eupen 3 déecembre 19{39

SourcGren EchoMondy Dece?ﬁber 4,1989, p.6
The wave reached its peak on November 29th 1989.aBU explained and as Table Ill demonstrates,
it had started unnoticed a good month before. Wirefiuesday 30, | heard on the TV News release
about the von Montigny-Nicholl gendarmes repeatbdeovations on the previous day, my first
reaction was that it was a hidden camera gag foeva de Funes styld es Gendarmes de Saint
TropeZ remake.

SOBEPS Chief Investigator J.L.Vertongen phoned heefollowing day, telling me SOBEPS was
drowning under a pile of notifications awaitinglie investigated and asking me if | 'd be willing to
participate?

When yes, a gathering was to be held on the GB ie8ppermaket parking lot around twelve a.m. on
December 3rd Sunday. That's when the above picivas taken and I'm very proud of it.
The seven people there were what was left of thBESTS Investigation Team at the time. Let's rather
say six, as the lady's - who later on was to becamesecond wife - experience in investigating ufos
was zero.

It was theGrenz Echaeporter who took the picture who asked her todtan it.

Seen the criticizing and humbug that would folldwege early investigations, it is enlightening téeno
who was there, and who was not. Except J.L. Vedorand me, most of the other people there had no
or little UFO investigation experience. For examieM. Bougard and Clerebaut were respectively
SOBEPS President and General Secretary. Their maupation dealt with public relations and
administrative tasks and didn't dealt with fielgiéstigations.

Xll. Overall conclusion

It comes as a surprise that among these 1,282 Grig€ out of which, without having counted
them, | estimate ~10% were Close Encounters less 100 m away from MW, we are unable to find
one single photographic document or more widelyakiog "trace” clearly indicating the presence of
an unconventional object. The whole by SOBEPS cwté"evidence" - including a photo taken by P.
Ferryn with two other SOBEPS members at RamillieApril 1, 1990 - are of distant objects. They
are blurred, indistinct, ambiguous, lending thewselto every possible interpretation and/or
misidentification. The Ramillies picture only showsarly invisible teeny dots where, are we to
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believe the witnesses' description, the silhoueftea huge silent low flying platform had been
expected to appear. In order to this discrepan@BEPS analyst Pr. Meessen has proposed an
explanation involving a sophisticated physical naatgdm which unfolds as below : "realizing" (how?)
it was being filmed, the UFO emitted (why?) infdudiation beams that destroyed the silver grains
impression on film by what is called the "Herscéiééct”.

But it also has been advocated that, even if dgtpabsent, that effect would have been far tookwea
to blurr or erase the photograph and the pictupeesents nothing else but the one of a regular or
possibly experimental (Ferryn's opinion) airplamehis way to land on the 18 km distant Beauvehain
or further distant Zaventem airport.

In an email dated October 30, 2012 he adressetimé&erryn wrote:

"Beauvechain airport was at the time not propedyigped to support Boeing 747 landings. Please
note | never boasted the picture | took illustraaed'extraterrestrial platform”. | actually stillonder
what kind of earthly or unearthly aircraft | photaghed."

The almost noiseless hovering could have resuttedis plane had cut its engines to spare fuel,iand
actually was moving much higher than estimatedheywitnesses. Additionnally, it was only recently
revealed that if one draw a straight line betwelem azimuth where the UFO appeared to the
witnesses's position, it directly leads to BeauaéthAirport. Neither Bierset, Beauvechain or
Zaventem were not consulted on the possible preseha landing airplane at the time of the facts.
Here is the map | finally managed to design aftecimpositioning-orientation difficulties for this
observation. As usual with important cases, no # written and archived.

| stress again that the SOBEPS reporting procefduesaw every report to be accompagnied by a map
of Belgium indicating witnesses' situations and tuégectory.

A recommendation as a matter of fact seldom felill

Deutschiand

Ramillies, Brabant wallon, 01.04.1990

1 : Position des témoins
2: Bierset

3 : Beauvechain

4 : Zaventem

Sd380S .

\ Trajectoire supposée de l'ovni
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More generally speaking, Ferryn wrote me on Octdh&011:

"The Petit Rechain photograph was the only ondefwhole Belgian wave - and even of the whole
Belgian ufology - which reveals the famous"masgiedr lights so frequently described in both
SOBEPS books."

This lack of documents is very frustrating to argomilling to tackle the problem from a really
scientific point of view, and match the eminentigiklsioned remark of the then director of GEPAN,
M. C. Poher: "Of all the UFO pictures | examinatatich have not proven to be deliberate fakes, I've
never seen a mere single one where an unidentifigstt appears with a sharp and close definition."
He made this declaration during a casual break ersation with participants of the Second
International Workshop on UFOs organized, like tinevious year, with the participation of many
European ufologists such as the late P. Guerin dayrnplist J.C. Bourret and the Grenoble
municipality support, on June 16-17, 1976.

What finally is left of the 89-93 Belgian Ufo wavéhe residue is a rather impressive body of
anecdotal, often strange and thrilling incidentattin my opinion only "prove" that definitely
"something strange" happened in the eastern paBeltfium along the German border during this
period and especially between October and DeceriB®9. After that, the events became over-
mediatized, leading to an almost hysterical clintdt8JFO hunting" in a gdlible and easy to confuse
public.

As Dolan's second Ufo book clearly documentssttiking to realize that at the same time, thanmgtt
Soviet Empire had its share of equally unexplaisigtitings, as if the two continents which had been
for more than fourty years engaged in a cold wat ¢im a few occasions theatened to turn into a very
heated confrontation, had during that whole peldedn under the close scrunity of a Fleming's kind
of SPECTRE behind the scenes organization.
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