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Unidentified Aerial Phenomena -

scientific research

An examination of aspects of Unidentified Aerial Phenomena (UAP) from a scientific perspective.

Thursday, January 29, 2015

Cold case review - Moe, Victoria - My analysis

Introduction:

This is the fourth in a four part series of posts about the classic 15 February 1963
incident near Moe, Victoria. In this post I attempt an analysis of the observation.

Comments and analysis:

1. This is a very puzzling case. I have, for some reason, always had the impression
that the event lasted some minutes. It is clear that it did not. At most it lasted 15 to
16 seconds (McDonald 1967). The only other estimate of duration available, is that
when it hovered. Brew himself said, this phase lasted 4-5 seconds. (VFSRS 1963.) It
is therefore a short duration event.

2. The absolute size of the object is given by Brew as 25 feet by 9-10 feet. These
estimates appear to have been made when the object was at its closest approach,
estimated at 75 feet. An angular size of some 18 degrees is implied by these figures.
This is equivalent to 36 full Moons side by side in the sky. However, these estimates
of Brew's, may, or may not be accurate. Maybe it would be better to say that the
more certain information is that the ratio of the object's diameter to its height
(minus the top "antenna") was roughly 3 to 1.

3. The shape of the object, as shown in both the RAAF and VFSRS investigations,
does not agree with the shape expected to be seen if the RAAF's tornado-like
phenomenon suggestion is adopted. A tornado, in whatever form, would be
expected to be taller than wider, shaped like a cone or rope shape.

4. The sound heard is another interesting aspect, variously described as "swishing,
burbling-type sound" (RAAF); "swishing" (VFSRS) and "diggerydoo" (McDonald.)
Both Charles and Trevor report hearing this loud and unusual noise at the same
time.

5. A further unusual aspect is the possible correlation of a headache to Brew when
"gazing at the perspex canopy." (VFSRS).

Is the RAAF's explanation viable?

6. What then are we to think of the RAAF's suggested tornado-like phenomenon? At
first glance, the reported structured object; the headache; the noise and the shape,
all appear to disagree with this suggestion. The RAAF report states that the CSIRO
meteorological people were in some agreement with such an explanation.

7. The fact that the object descended from the cloud base; was moving in the
direction of the wind (as stated by Brew but different from the RAAF); and was
rotating in part, anti-clockwise; and went back into the cloud base in a few seconds,
at first had me thinking "funnel cloud."
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Funnel cloud?

8. A "funnel cloud" is a funnel shaped cloud of condensed water dropletes
associated with a rotating column of air. This funnel extends from the base of a
cloud and does not reach the ground like a conventional tornado. Photographs of
"funnel clouds” which I perused on the Internet reinforce the fact that the funnel is
linked to the clouds and it does not detach from the cloud.

9. Brew described his object as descending from the clouds to a height of 75-100
feet and then going back up into the clouds. His estimate of time for the stationary
phase is 4-5 seconds.

10. Two hours later, the weather observer at Yallourn stated the type of clouds
visible then and there were "Fracto-Stratus." "These low gray clouds are small, thin,
unorganized tatters that typically condense in the moisture beneath nimbostratus
or cumulonimbus clouds." (Click here). The bases of these clouds are usually found
near the ground to around 6,500 feet." Funnel clouds are usually associated with
cumulonimbus or cumulus clouds.

11. A check on the Internet revealed a general concensus that sounds associated
with funnel clouds are "similar to buzzing bees, or a rushing waterfall-like sound,
roaring sucking sound." (Click here.)

12. Points favouring a funnel cloud as an explantion for the object seen
at Moe, are:

1. They form in similar weather to that reported at Moe.

2.They do rotate.

3. They do appear grey in colour.

4.They have associated sounds similar to that described by the Brews.
5. They are of short duration, seconds to minutes.

6. They move in the direction of the prevailing wind.

7. They are most likely during the summer months, e.g. February.

8. White or blue glows have been reported in association with them.

Points against a funnel cloud:

1. They do not detach themselves from their associated cloud base.
2. Their description in the literature, does not match that reported by Brew.

However, you can see why the tornado-like phenomenon appealed to both the
CSIRO and the RAAF .

Another possible meteorological explanation?

13. Interestingly, my review of the meteorological information on tornados and
tornado-like phenomenon revealed that there might be an even better fit for the
object seen at Moe.

That is, a "gustnado”, which is short for a gust front tornado. Gustnados were
not know about in 1963. The Australian Bureau of Meteorology describes them as
follows:

"The gustnado has been accepted as a 'type of tornado' but is really a brief, intense
vortex that forms on the leading edge of gust fronts. Scud and debris or dirt may be
seen but a condensation funnel is usually absent. They will last from a few seconds
to several minutes and are strong enough to cause minor damage. They are
distinguished from a true tornado by their location under an advancing dark cloud
bank, or shelf cloud ahead of the rain core. Although the air is rotating, this event is
grouped more appropriately with straight-line winds (downbursts and
microbursts)." (Click here.) The BOM website has an interesting
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photograph,, which shows a gustnado, taken in Melbourne, Victoria. The gustnado,
if tipped on its side would appear as a grey, rotating, discoid form. (Click here for
photo.)

The column is not connected to, nor has it developed from the cloud like a tornado
or a funnel cloud. A gustnado lasts for from seconds to a few minutes.Unlike a
tornado the rotating column of air does not extend all the way to the cloud base.
They may only extend to 10 to 100 metres above the ground with no apparent
connection to the cloud.

The Bureau of Meteorlogy's website Storm spotters Handbook says they have an
anti-clockwise rotation. Like other funnels they may generate noise and light.

What did Brew see?

14. After reading all four posts in this series, which provides detailed information on
the event, and the information provided on tornado-like phenomenon, you will
have to make up your own mind what it was that Charles Brew saw on the morning

of 15 February 1963.

Posted by Keith Basterfield at Thursday, January 29, 2015 [a¥]
Labels: Cold case investigation

5 comments:

Anthony Mugan January 29, 2015 at 11:06 PM

Thanks for the interesting series of posts. Ultimately I would argue that there is
insufficient evidence to form a definate conclusion but, particularly as it was
essentially a single witness case in terms if the main elements of the sighting, the
rare natural phenomena you describe must be a possibility.
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The worst part about having had seen one is the not knowing whether Australia has
better technology than is publicly known or someone else does. It is a pain not
knowing whether I am supposed to feel safe or scared. Not to mention how much it
sucks only being able to theorise what powers it and where it came from. My only
hope is that the government knows more than it lets on, I just think the lies lie on
the side of them not knowing why there hasn't been contact and not wanting people
to panic, rather than there being technology beyond what we currently utilise when
what I saw would revolutionise air travel. I had to google what I saw years later to
find out people have seen similar and many explanations proffered as to what it was,
before I found out it could be alien. The more I think into it the more it makes sense.
Drones sampling wildlife explains abductions and returns, following that train of
thought makes it a logical possiblility. Sometimes I wonder if I would have seen it if
I didn't instantly believe it belonged to the Australian military or if it would have
been invisible to me like the English ship was to the islanders until the witch doctor
pointed it out. There is nothing like what I saw at Amberly Air Base, I looked
everywhere as a cadet. My plan was to climb the chain and find out what it was, or at
least find out if it was a known craft and if not be in a position that without the
evidence I would still be believed. It's still an option, although there are new
avenues. That's the thing though, I don't need everyone to believe me only the
people with the power to do something about it, if only so I can stop thinking that if



all the fakes put the scientific community off, that I have to single-handedly fix it
somehow. If it was alien then I am kinda annoyed that they can gleam all our
technology and the best we get is to chase our dreams and let the thought (assuming
those in a better position than I know the truth) that if it is possible to cross those
vast distances then we must be able to do it to. I plan to leave a note to be passed
down because if they know we are here, screw the developmental consequences, life
happens, I would like to study their culture, watch their live arts assuming they have
such, they should make contact in my lifetime, if not they get a note asking how they
could have been so stupid as to have been seen and then let me die without the
answers. All this assumes the craft I saw wasn't technology that someone isn't
making money off, or is, I don't know any more, were getting shafted though. You
might be wondering what I saw if you got this far, It doesn't matter, I have no proof,
I was so in awe I didn't even yell to my dad in the car (much to his disappointment),
just stood and stared as it came from one horizon to disappear in the other.
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Jan Aldrich April 28, 2015 at 1:46 AM

Milk production is of interest. The decrease also noticed in the Belle Glade, Florida
agriculture research station, 1952 CE case and several other farmers since. "Farmer
Brown" took the media attention so none of the scientists had to be involved there.
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