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vember 1989 and June 1990 have given us an im-

pressive body of new data. We have even been
able to study in detail material from both military and ci-
vilian ground radar screens. Moreover, an in-depth ex-
amination of on-board radar data from one of the F-16s
sent up by the Belgian Air Force during the night of
March 30-31, 1990, is currently under way. As far as |
know, this is the first such opportunity in the world, but
much remains to be done. I shall therefore only give an
overview of this research. I shall outline what we are
doing and briefly describe our methods.

I shall also include some remarks on the unwarranted
generalizations that are still too frequently encountered
(from skeptics) and on the reactions of eyewitnesses in
the current socio-psychological climate in European
ufology. Finally, I shall present a few reports of sightings
made in Belgium and abroad. One case in particular, the
enormous lozenge-shaped object that flew over the
outskirts of the town of Eupen on December 1, 1989, is
representative of the quality and importance of the new
information. In assessing reports it is important to be
aware of what has been happening in other countries, so I
shall include a few foreign cases that suggest the wave of
sightings may not be over.

T he sightings that occurred in Belgium between No-

Ground investigations

At the beginning of December 1989 I joined the SOBEPS
(Société Belge d’Etude des Phénomenes Spatiaux) inves-
tigation. It was vital to familiarize myself personally with
the number and quality of the eyewitness reports. I con-
centrated almost exclusively on the Eupen region, of
which I am a native. I hoped that my fluency in German
and my profession as a physicist would help loosen
people’s tongues. I have noted that many eyewitnesses,
and particularly the most reliable ones with important
social responsibilities, are reluctant to discuss what they
have seen because of irrational socio-psychological
pressures.
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The evening of November 29, 1989, was decisive,
because two Eupen police officers had the courage to
describe on television the UFO they had painstakingly
observed. There were several other sightings that same
day. I shall be compiling a list of them in the book that
SOBEPS is planning to publish. I have discovered a
series of eyewitness accounts that form a coherent
sequence in time and space that day. The sightings made
by Mr. J (more on which later) provide one example of
what can be learned from these witnesses. In my opinion,
data of these kinds, when taken together with the whole
body of sightings worldwide, pose a challenge to the
scientific community and to every thoughtful person.

Journalists have had an especially important role.
Some of them have performed their work conscientiously,
but others were simply secking sensational stories. Yet
more felt obliged to lead a personal crusade against the
gathering of eyewitness reports. I will cite just one
example whose immediate effects I observed.

A few days after December 18, 1989, a gendarme in
the Eupen area refused to tell me what he had seen,
probably because on that date a local daily paper had
published an article which asserted that the “most plau-
sible explanation” for UFO sightings was that the U. S.
Air Force was secretly testing F-117A plancs over
Belgium. This article was preceded by the impressive
headline “Explanation from Washington,” and the sub-
heading referred to a “hysteria” of UFO sightings. [ was
sent a copy of this paper the same day and immediately
inquired into the matter, since these stories also form an
aspect of the UFO phenomenon.

It turned out that the “explanation” was only specula-
tion, put forward by the Flemish paper Het Laatste
Nieuws. 1 phoned the journalist who wrote the article that
triggered off a ramor which is still causing much ink to
be spilt. He explained that he had just read an article on
the F-117A and wished to pass on such information to his
readers. To make his article more interesting, he had
suggested (gratuitously, with no reference to the actual
sightings) that there might be a possible connection with
recent sightings in Belgium. In the meantime, I had
learned from Lt. Col. De Brouwer, Chiel of Operations of
the Belgian Air Force, that the Air Force had sought
information from the American Embassy to help them
explain the reports. This should not have been necessary
if the sightings were caused by secret exercises, as De
Brouwer routinely would have been informed of any such



overflights. Instead, he took the trouble to secure accurate |
information about what the many Belgian eyewitnesses
had really seen.

Learning that an official American disclaimer was to
be published, I telephoned the Eupen journalist to tell
him the news and to ask him to publish a correction as
soon as possible. When I asked him why he had spoken
of “an explanation from Washington™ and characterized
the eyewitness accounts of local people as “hysterical,”
he responded, “I am against all that.” I appreciate his
candor, but that does not square with the regard for
objectivity one expects of journalists. Such attitudes
constitute disinformation and serve to dissuade eye-
witnesses; they make the scarch for truth more difficult.

The search for more objective
information

Having convinced myself of the reality and importance of
the wave of UFO sightings in our country, I concluded
that it would have been scientifically irresponsible to
ignore this wave without trying to find out what had
turned up on our country’s radar screens. [ did not know
how to gain access to the data, but I felt that reason
would eventually prevail. Since early December 1989 1
had been in contact with Lt. Col. De Brouwer at the
Headquarters of the Belgian Air Force, requesting that
any radar documentation be preserved for a thorough
scientific study. Shortly afterwards I sent a similar written
request 1o Guy Coéme, Minister of National Defense.

I also met the head of the air traffic control at
Zaventem, the Brussels airport. I learned that he and his
associates preserve recordings of radar data for several
weeks on magnetic tape in the event of any inquiries
relating to air safety. I therefore addressed a written
request to Mr. Vandenbroucke, the General Manager of
the Airlines Administration, for permission to videotape
certain excerpts. These would be restricted to sequences
selected on the basis of the number of fairly close-range
and reliable UFO sightings. The goal was to verify
whether there had been any suspicious radar traces before
or after the sighting times, given that the UFOs were
doubtless below the radar coverage at the time of very
low-altitude sightings.

Although the response was delayed, a call to Van-
denbroucke brought immediate cooperation. I convey my
warm thanks to him and to the Chief Engineer and the
technical radar personnel of our national airport for their
effective support, which proved useful. In consequence I
have been able to film and analyze more than 180 hours
of data from the Bertem radar installation, which serves
Zaventem airport. In brief, two surprising and significant
discoveries emerged from this material. I shall describe
them later. One of these discoveries concerned the fact
that echoes of unidentified origin often moved along

linear trajectories of limited length. This perplexed me. I

continued to collect as many data as possible, refusing to
adopt any particular hypothesis. Furthermore, it was vital
to analyze these data quickly so that I could assimilate
their essential characteristics and determine what was
worth studying more closely. In fact, [ was involved in a
race against time, since the magnetic tapes were retained
only for a few weeks. Any potentially important material
that I failed to save would be lost forever.,

I also hoped to gain access to the military radar
documentation, although I knew this would be more
difficult. An increasingly close and productive collabora-
tion had developed with Lt. Col. De Brouwer and with
Lt. Col. Billen, Chief of the Glons radar installation.
They shared my profound conviction that an in-depth
study was required, both to understand better the UFO
phenomenon and to elucidate the mysterious phenomenon
that I had discovered, probably of atmospheric origin.

During this stage of the investigation an important
event occurred. I knew that the Belgian Air Force
planned to scramble F-16 fighters in cases where UFO
sightings were reported by reliable cyewitnesses with
additional confirmation by other evidence. These condi-
tions seemed to have been met during the night of March
30-31, 1990. Although I was notificd at an carly stage,
had to wait for the Air Force’s preliminary evaluation of
the data before learning anything more.

For my part, I kept Lt. Col. De Brouwer informed
about my research on the data from the Bertem radar. He
saw the benefit of checking these data against those from
the military radar at Semmerzake. I was accordingly
authorized to go there and obtain extracts from these
tapes. The information regarding the events of the night
of March 30-31 remained inaccessible since an Air Force
investigation was underway, but we were making
progress ali the same. The Semmerzake data were more
accurate and detailed than those I already had.

Consequently, I was able to compare the data from
the Semmerzake military radar with those from the
Bertem civil radar, whose echoes are instantaneously
transmitted to Semmerzake. They are subject to even less
filtering than on the air controllers’ screens at Zaventem
airport. I could thus establish the coordinates and other
characteristics of each individual echo. The analysis was
laborious but made it possible to decisively confirm the
preliminary conclusions drawn from the video films taken
at Zaventem,

After the release of the Air Force report in the
summer of 1990, there were irrational rcactions on the
part of some French media. Lt. Col. De Brouwer re-
sponded by supplying more information, hoping to
demonstrate that the situation was more complex and
better documented than many supposed, and that it
merited further analysis. He resolutely followed an open-
minded policy. Some journalists had labeled the military
“The Great Mute”; by contrast, Lt. Col. De Brouwer
maintained that “we have nothing (o hide in this matter.”
I can attest to his deep honesty and courage.
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