19 December 1964 Fatrfuxent R NAS Md Notes from file WFATB 7/1/€9

Carried as Rader Ancmalies.

Dates was in confusicn since no repert of it went out right avay and
since it was re-orted as Dec 29 at first., But in file, in backpocket
is Navy Steedletter shewing transcript of taped conversaticn between
PAx fiver and DCA ARTCC that dates it positively at 20552 (1555EST) on
Dec 19. The above times are ti es of the taped conversation. No name
of Pax person calling, btut he was c¢learly impressed by the strength

of the returns ("I never saw ons give such a big radar return. They
give a radar return on this radar scope about the size of a pencil
eraser.”) DCA/ARTCC tells Pax that they're not gettin: them down
ghhere at DCA and Pax th n remarks that Pax is getting it only on

the short range radar, net on their long range resdar

File lms TWX dated 9 Jan 65 that seems to be initial formal report.
vax on CFNal8A radar, using MITI. Two observers excellent credibility,
one observer doubtful, Susnected electronic freak, File gseems to
make clear that no distinct turns were observed. largets came in

and faded. Thus paths Sujka indic=ted to me aren't borne ocut by this
meterial. Clearly if interference, this was odd interference, and of
type that neither EDP nor JDF the two experienced men had seen.

Veather is given as ceiling unlimited (C.7 cirrus), and tims 1505 local,
toth of which contradict Sujka's statements.

Altr of Jan & €5 to Navy frerm an RWSchumann Jr. seems to indicate that
the twe senior observers tended to write it off as electronic and hadn't
reported it. One gathers that Maj. Marston Jacks queried Pax on it
when AP story came out, primarily because scme DC radioman queried

USAF on it. This seems to have led to inquiries at Pax that led to

the report. Or so I Lkere piece it together.

Says the FPS-37 radar was checked to verify the unknowns but revezled
nothing. That's signifimntly negative unless there's some odd circumstance
invelved., If -eal ahould have appeared oc the other set. Repart does
specify that the CIN-18 was in good opemqting condition, and had been
routinely checked one day previcusly.

Important is point that sll tracks were radiels -- contradictiag Sujka again.
Says the cbhservems stated they'd never scen interflerence like this before
nor ever gseen radar targets simile tc the ones seen here. ﬂpeada given

as 48C0-6000 kuots.

Study of this casefile seems to suggest that this one is moot. Interference
not elearlly encugh ruled out. BRadials suggest it, ss does lack of correspond
ing return c¢n long-range set and absence of similar returns on other stations
Sujea wrong on time of day and wreng or why no visual. MNothing in report

re any tower check on visual,



