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Overview

Since 198%etails about UF@eports in Canada haugeen solicited from all known and active
investigators and researcheirs this countryfor analyses and comparison with other
compilations. Before that time, individual researchassiallymaintained their own files with

little or nocommunication toothers. Even todayt is known that someepresentatives of

major UFO organizatis often do not regularly share or sharase data, and the parent
organizations themselves tend not to do much analyses with the data they do receivmjgiith
this is changing. Recentlypwever, MUFON finally has been publishing results from analyses of
UFO data it has collected, and this has been useful in comparisons with other data sets
(Spencer, 1993).

After favourable responses from the publicatiohits previous Canadian UFO Surveis,

former Ufology Research of Manitoba (now Ufology Reseatetided to continue the

systematic collection of raw UFO report data in Canada and prepare yearly reports for general
circulation. ltwas believedhat the dissemination of such data would be of great advantage to
researchersn the hope of better understanding the UFO phenomenon.

This is not to suggest that statistical studies of UFO data are without their limitations and
problems. Allan Hendry, in his lamdrk bookThe UFO Handbopgointed out flaws in such
studies and asked:
... do UFO statistics represent a valid pursuit for more knowledge about this elusive
phenomenon, or do they merely reflect frustration that none of the individual reports are
capabé of standing on their own two feet? (1979, p. 269)
Hendry offered six questions to ask of statistical ufology:
1) Does the report collection reflect truly random sampling?

2) Have the individual cases been adequately validated?

3) Are apples andranges being compared? Are NLs necessarily the same kind of UFO as
DDs?

4) Are differing details among cases obscured through simplification for the purpose of
comparisons?
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5) Does the study imply the question: "Surely this mass of data proves UFOS exis
6) Do the correlations really show causality?

The Canadian UFO Survey was undertaken with these and other critical comments in mind.

The Collection of Canadian UFO Data

Many individuals, associations, clubs and groups claim to investigate @&@srerand

otherwise solicit reports from the general public. However, very few of them actually
participate in any kind of information sharing or data gathefimgscientific programs. Many

are only interest groups, perhaps based in museums, planetesjchurch bamments or
YSY0SNEQ K 2vitéallyhotHing \Wth tRe2case reports they receive. Indeed, because
there is no way to enforce standards in UFO report investigations, the quality of case
investigations varies considerab§ome researchemo not maintain useable case files and do
not retain quantitative criteria in their investigations (for example, alien abduction or contactee

groups).

This presents an interesting problem for scientific studies of UFO data. Whereas it would
appear that here are a number of very active ufologists and ufology groups around the world,
some exist, it seems, only to garner media attention and massage delicate egos, without
actually doing any research ordepth investigation of cases. This is certainly alpa of the
non-professional nature of the UFO field, where post office clerks and truck drivers can claim
expertise as well as astronomers and psychologists. This may be frustrating to serious
researchers, but must be accepted as an artefact of the stibjea.

Thissituationhas led some researchers to note that UFO investigation, as an art or aspect
FLILJX @Ay3d AOASYUAFAO YSUK2R2t 2383 Aa aRSIR®E

Further complicating this problem was the cessation of the collection of UFO reports by the
National Researc@ouncil of Canada (NRC). The NRC routinely received UFO reports from
private citizens and from RCMP, civic police and military perspwitél the understanding that
many reports of UFOs can be positively identified as meteors or bolides, and the tratking
such reports could lead to the discovery of a meteorite falfact, the combination of
photographic tracking networks and the receipt of eyewitness reports combined onsitdaa
occasion that allowed significant meteorite find in Innisfree, Altia on February 5, 1977.
However, the NRC noted that although thesitly cameras record a large area of the night sky,

They haveneverseen what is usually called an Unidentified Flying Object and surely this
negative evidence should be considered iy a@iscussion about the reality of UFOs.
Ol FfEtARIE SG fd G¢KS LYyyAaFNBS Jotdald2 NR (S
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the Royal Astronomical Society of Canadd. 72, Feb. 1978, p. 18.) [emphasis in
original]

Included among the NRC reporteanany observations of meteors and fireballs, and these had
been added into the&€Canadian UFO Survdgtabase sincé began in1989. However, in 1995,

due to budget restraint and the lack of continuing research in meteoritics at the NRC as a result
of retirements, deaths and other staff changes, the NRC announced it would no longer be
accepting UFO reports asmatter of course. As a consequenBCMP reportingf UFOs and
fireballs to the NRC summarily ceased at that time.

Thisshift away from relativelgood public access to official UFO reports to little or no access

has resulted in an increase in Access to Information (Al) requests filed by ufologists with various
government and military agencies in Cana@dese are the Canadian equivalent of the

American Freedom of Information Act request$hese have yielded some UFO cases, but the
process is very timeonsuming, costly and may not uncover all the cases needed for study.

As a consequence of these factors, what has been adopted for this presdgtista

requirement for an "official" status regarding UFO reports. If UFO sightings are reported to
groups or individuals who do not share their case data with serious researchers, those sightings
are effectively lost to scientific analyses. The reportg/raccumulate in impressive numbers
claimed by some organizations, but without the data being available for study, they are of no
value whatsoever.

Therefore, for the purposes of this and other scientific studies of UFO data, only those UFO
sightings whib have been made to contributing and participating groups, associations,
organizations or individuals can be given any kind of official status. Cases reported to any other
group, association, club or individual cannot be considered officially reported.

These factorhavemade collection of Canadian UFO data rather challenging. Certainly, because
of the changesnd variationin the way in which reporta/ere receivedor obtained, it is difficult

to make direct comparisons between yeakowever, the data olained for the present

analysis is still useful in understanding the nature of UFO reports in Canada, and can shed light
on the nature of UFO reports elsewhere in the world.

UFOs as Vital Intelligence

A significant reason why UFO data should be colleatetistudied is found in official directives

of the Department of National Defence regarding the actions of all pilots in Canadian airspace.
In documents relating to CIRVIS (Communications Instructions for Reporting Vital Intelligence
Sightings), both civans and military personnel are instructed that:
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CIRVIS reports should be made immediately upon a vital intelligence sighting of any
airborne, waterborne and ground objects or activities which appear to be hostile,
suspicious, unidentified or engagedliagal smuggling activity.

Examples of events requiring CIRVIS reports are:

- unidentified flying objects;

- submarines or warships which are not Canadian or American;

- violent explosions; and

- unexplained or unusual activity in Polar regions, alwared airstrips or other remote,
sparsely populated areas.

[DND Flight Information PublicatierGPH 204. Flight Planning and Procedures, Canada
and North Atlantic, Issue No. 57, Effective 0901Z 20 May 1999]

In other words, it is considered in the besterests of everyone to report UFO sightings, and
certainly of interest to the Department of National Defence. The annual Canadian UFO Survey
looks critically at UFO sightings and assesses their nature.

UFO Reports in Canada

For this study, thevorking definition of a UFO is: "an object seen in the sky which its observer
cannot identify."

The number of UFO sightings officially reported each year in Canada throughout the past 25
years was initially comparatively smal.1989, 141 UFO reports veeobtained for analysis. In
1990, 194 reports were recorded. In 1991, 165 reports were received and in 1992, 223 cases
were examinedBut h 1993 ,a significant jump t@89 reports vas realized. The following years
were lower againi89 reports receivechi1994 and 183 in 1995.

UFO report numbers remained at about this level until about 2000, when a markedly upward
trend began, lasting until the present. In a fiyear period, there was about a fourfold increase

in the number of UFO reports, from 19992604. Curiously, the number of reports seemed to
reach another plateau at this time, lasting until the very unusual high level in 2012. Overall,
however, there has been an increase in UFO report numbers since the Canadian UFO Survey
was initiated in 1989.

The number of reports received in 1993 represented a significant increase over previous years.
The largest contributor to this increase was a single fireball event on October 30, 1993. That
evening, a spectacular object and a sonic boom was reportedeoglly hundreds of people
throughout Canada. More than 120 individual reports were filed with astronomers, RCMP,
police, the NRC and other agencies. The implication of this case is that statistical tabulations of
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UFO characteristics in 1993 were skewealsygnificant amount. Report numbers for 1994 and
1995 once again reflected the previouslgtermined Canadian average.

(The most interesting implication of this event was that the UFO reports from October 30, 1993,
actually reflected a real event thatd occurred. This lends some credence to the belief that

GKSY | !'Ch A& NBLR2NISR> I NBIf 2025004 KFra oSS
imagination. Therefore, it can be said that UFO reports usually imply actual observations of
something outof the ordinary) (See Appendix)

UFO reports were obtained from contributing investigators' files, press clippings and the files of
the National Research Council of Canada (NRC). The NRC routinely receives UFO reports from
private citizens and from RCMgtyic police and military personnel. Included among the NRC
reports are many observations of meteors and fireballs, and these have been added into the
UFO report database since 1989. Many of the reports were obtained via electronic mail and
Internet newsgoups and when social media became widely used, reports have also been
received via Facebook, Youtube and Twitter dfidally, some declassified documents of the
Department of National Defence contain reports of unusual objects in Canadian airspace, and
these also have been included in the database.

There wee several reasons for including IFOs such as fireballs and bolides in the UFO report
database. First, previous studies of UFO data have included meteor and fireball reports. In
many instances, obseevs faiedto recognize stars, aircraft and bolides, and therefore repart
them as UFOs. That is why some UFO investigators often spend many hours sorting IFOs from
UFOs. Historically, analyses of UFO data such as American projects Grudge, Sign aukBlue B
all included raw UFO data which later resolved into categories of UFOs and IFOs. Another
reason is that observed objects are sometimes quickly assigned a particular IFO explanation
even though later investigation suggests such an explanation was usvted:

Issues with UFO data

Five Close Encounters of the Fourth Kind (CE4) were included in the data4695L99E4s are
0KS aSyadient & R gzZOdadegwhichavereceivel wide attention in the media. Some
researchers have speculated that tigands of such abductions occur each year, based on
various surveys and theumber of witnesses (abducteesoming forward. Since abductions are
often reported long after the fact, exact times and dates are meaningiedsisually
unobtainableas UFOdta.{ A YA f | NI & = rieingli€sDftes drdiclo@ladzoSoasoured,
other data such as colour, duration and even location may be impossible to ascEotai@.
skeptics suggest that abductions maylbe LJa @ OK2f 2 3 A Ol fpheddmerors Rar (G K| y |
these reasonsywe would argue thaCE4s do not seem appropriate for inclusio UFO
databases. And, if abduction incidemeially are true close encounters, their complexity decrees
that their inclusion in a raw data listing might be inappropriate as wed.féw that were
included were accepted only because they were reported to an official reporting, bddgh is
usually not the case for such incidents
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Cases contributear obtainedafter annualanalysesvere done were not included in their
& S| NI &or viete the ahalyses regenerated. A lelegm project is to enter this collection of
excluded data for a future study.

IFOs

Studies of UFO data routinely include reports of meteors, fireballs and other conventional
objects. In many instances, observéas to recognize stars, aircraft and bolides, and therefore
report them as UFOs. Witnesses often report watching stationary flashing lights low on the
horizon for hours and never conclude they are observing a star or planet.

Some UFO investigators spemany hours sorting IFOs from UFOs. Historically, analyses of

UFO data such as the American projects Grudge, Sign and Blue Book all included raw UFO data
which later were resolved into categories of UFOs and IFOs. Sometimes, observed objects are
quickly asigned a particular IFO explanation even though later investigation suggests such an
explanation was unwarranted. The reverse is also true.

The issue of including IFOs in studies of UFO data is an important one. One could argue that
once a sighting is elgined, it has no reason to be considered as a UFO report. However, this
overlooks the fact that the IFO was originally reported as a UFO and is indeed valid data. It may
not be evidence of extraterrestrial visitation, but as UFO data, it is quite usefiulist be
remembered that all major previous studies of UFOs examined UFO reports with the intent to
explain all cases (but not quite succeedingOs are definitely part of the UFO report legacy.

IFOs are problematic in that they are not interestingrost ufologists. In fact, some UFO
investigators readily admit they do not record details about UFO reports that seem easily
explained as ordinary objects. This may be a serious error. The UFO witness may be
conscientiously reporting an object that is ns$ous to him or her: the exact definition of a

UFO. Therefore, even latéght, anonymous telephone calls that are obviously reports of
airplanes or planets should be rightly logged as UFO reports. It seems reasonable that all UFO
reports be included istatistical databases and in later studies on the phenomenon, regardless

2F GKS OFLasSaqQ fI1GSNI NBOflFaaAFAOIGA2Y A& LChao

Results of Data Mining: Reports

A total of 14,541 cases were recorded during the past 25 years of the Canadian UFO Survey.
This is araverage of 582 UFO reports per year, although the yearly numbers have been steadily
increasing across time, from a low of 141 in 1989 to 1,180 in 2013. HiaaNearly high was

in 2012 when 1,981 UFO cases were recorded.
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Number of UFO Reports (1989-2013)
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Year Number Average
1989 141 141.0
1990 194 167.5
1991 165 166.7
1992 223 180.8
1993 480 242 4
1994 189 233.5
1995 183 226.3
1996 258 230.3
1997 234 236.2
1998 14 232.0
1999 259 2343
2000 263 236.8
2001 34 2474
2002 483 264.2
2003 673 201.5
2004 82 328.4
2005 769 3543
2006 738 375.8
2007 794 399.8
2008 1004 430.0
2009 831 4333
2010 968 4382
2011 986 461.9
2012 1981 5235.3
2013 1180 5514
Total 14617

wSadAg Ga 2F I RGBELREHEAYIY d

A frequent query from media and UFO buffs regarding geographical distribution of cases is the
f20F0A2y 2F ! Ch aK2GalLlRdaé¢ ¢ 0K2aSAlHaigh OSa 6KS
there are several places in Canada with such a reputationwsgsnot revealed through the

annual studies. One definitive result is the fact that UFO sightings are related to population

density. Essentially, the greater the population density, the higher the number of reports. This

is logical in that since it is UB@htings that are being studied, and not UFOs themselves, it

makes sense that the more potential UFO witnesses available, the more reports will be

generated.

Because of this, more UFO sightings were reported from metropolitan centres. However, this
wasnot completely related to population. Witnesses were invited to note the nearest town or
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city as a location; in many cases, a suburb of a city was indicated, necessitating some
geographical grouping.

The cities with the largest number of cases were:

Cities

Toronto 623
Winnipeg 521
Vancouver 504
Calgary 431
Edmonton 324
Montreal 287

However, when we add in suburbs of metropolitan areas, we get a slightly different result:

Metropolitan Areas

Vancouver 1,393

Toronto 1,127

Winnipeg 536

Calgary 472

Edmonton 395

Hamilton 348

¢tKS t20FGA2Y G+l yO2dzOSNE Ay Of dzRSa bS¢g 2SaldYAy
{AYAfI NI @Y a¢2NRyG2¢ AyOf dzRS aldaraaldzaAl = b2

Note that the distribution of UFO reports is not direattated to population. If this were the
case, the list would reflect the cities with the highest populations: Toronto, Montreal,
Vancouver, Calgary, Edmonton and Ottawa.

Results of Data Mining: Witnesses

The number of witnesses of UFOs has risen tines, reflecting the number of reports each

year. Obviously, if there are more UFO reports, there will be more witnesses. More significant is
the calculation of the average number of witnesses per UFO sighting, which has remained
remarkably stable.

The number of witnessgser yearhas ranged from 291 in 1989 to 1,895 in 2013. But the
average number of witnessg®r yearhas ranged between a low of 1.33 in 1998 to a high of
3.13in 1996. The overall average is 1.84 witnesses per Thseandicateshat the typical UFO
experience has more than one witness, and supports the contention that UFO sightings

9
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represent observations of real, physical phenomena, since there is usually a corroborator
present to support the sighting.

Number of Witnesses by Year
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Average Number of Witnesses by Year
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Results of DataMining: Colours

In cases where a colour of an object was reported, the most common colour was white (29 per
cent), followed by orange (21 per cent) and then 'multicoloured’ (17 per cent). Since most UFOs
are nocturnal starlike objects, the abundance ofitlobjects is not surprising. Orange is often
associated with the appearance of Chiaéenterns, sent aloft during celebrations. It should not

be surprising that daylight discs are most commonly described as black or silver.

Other colours such as redlue and green often are associated with bolides (fireballs). A

ASLI NI GS oNBF{R2¢6y 2F ! Ch arA3aKdGAy3da y2a4SR |
per cent), then white (24 per cent), then blue (16 per cent) and orange (15 per cent).

Most Nocturral Light cases were white (29 per cent), then orange (21 per cent) and
multicoloured (17 per cent). Point source UFOs were also mostly white (31 per cent), then
orange (24 per cent) and multicoloured (19 per cent).

The 'multicoloured’ designation is prahatic in that it literally covers a wide range of
possibilities. Some studies of UFO data have adjusted the category of colour to include both

11

ax



25 Years o€anadiarlJFO Reports

"primary" and "secondary" colours in cases where the observed UFO had more than one colour.
The multicoloured leel has been used, for example, when witnesses described their UFOs as
having white, red and green lights. For the present study, the Colour classification refers only to
the primary colour in the witness' description.

Breakdown of Cases by Colour

ALL SIGHTINGS COLOUR OF NOCTURNAL LIGHTS

Colour Number Colour Number
Black 340 Black 6
Blue 517 Blue 318
Brown 24 Brown 2
Other 17 Other 21
Gold 43 Gold 21
Green 578 Green 329
Grey 199 Grey 7
Multi-coloured 1303 Multi-coloured 885
Orange 1906 Orange 1085
Pink 27 Purple 11
Purple 21 Red 621
Red 1084 Silver 21
Silver 382 White 1504
White 2601 Yellow 299

Yellow 512
COLOUR OF

COLOUR OF FIREBALLS POINT SOURCE LIGHTS

Colour Number Colour Number
Other 5 Other 10
Blue 90 Blue 157
Green 142 Gold 12
Muliti 14 Green 103
Orange 83 Grey 3
Red 41 Multi-coloured 701
White 131 Orange 855
Yellow 40 Purple 7
Red 464
Silver 8
White 1135
Yellow 201

Results of Data Mining: Duration

12
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The category of Duration is interesting in that it represents the subjective length oftime

witness believes BIFO experience lasted. Naturally, these times are greatly suspect because it
is known that people tend to misjudge the of time. Howeversome individualgan be good

at estimating time, so this valuwoes havesome meaning. Although an estimate of "one hour"

in a particular caseay be in error by several minutes, it is unlikely that the correct value would
be, for example, one minute (diesgarding the claims of "missing time" during the abduction
category of experiences). Furthermore, there have been cases when a UFO was observed and
clocked accurately, so that we can be reasonably certain that UFO events can last considerable
periods of time.

The averag®uration of a sightingvascalculaB R | & ( KS & dzY Yduratbrsy 2 F | f
divided by the number of cases with a stated duration. The resulting Velsdéeen as low as 7

minutes in 19945, but has been as long agemarkable 26 mutes! This is very long time for

a witness to be observing an unusual object in the sky.

The average Duration of all sightings was 16.8 minut@8lseconds). Considering Unknowns
only, the Duration drops to 14.2 minutes (850 seconds).

In total, 25.76 per cenbf al sightings were briefer thanOlseconds, an8.85 per centvere
between 1 minute and 2 minutes in duration. But 12.65 per aeste longer than half an hour
in duration.

Unknowns show a different distribution. Only 17.78 per cent vadrerter than 10 seconds.

And 9.78 were longer than half an hour in Duration. In general, Unknowns were of moderate
Duration: neither short nor long. This gives some insight into their nature; a case of extremely
short Duration might not have enough contdn be considered truly Unexplained, butang
Duration case would likely be explainable as a star or planet.

Previous analyses have shown that lahgation sightings tend to occur in the early morning
hours, from about midnight until 6:00 a.m. It isgpable that the majority of observations at
this time are those of astronomical objects, moving slowly with the rotation of the Earth.

It should be noted that Duration data by itself is not wholly useful in analysing UFO behaviour.
Hendry describes Dation data this way:

Duration is a powerful feature of identity when it refers to extremely short and long
events, but is otherwise mostly a reflection of the witness's behaviour during the event,
coupled with the fluctuating behaviour of the objects wiagd. (1979, p. 249)

Extremely short duration events are usually fireballs or bolides, while very long duration events
of an hour or more are very probably astronomical objects. In between, there can be no way to
distinguish conventional objects from UFSadely with Duration data. (Hendry also cites a

Canadian study by an Ontario UFO group which timed aircraft observations and found that the

13
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duration of such sightings varied between 15 seconds to more than 8 minutes.) ddeseot
seemto be a clear retionship between the number of reports and the Duration of UFO
sightings.

Duration of Total Sightings
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Duration of Unidentified Cases

Results from Data Mining: Source

UFO data used in this study were supplied by or obtained through dozens of different groups,
organizations, official agencies and privatdividuals. Many of these groups and individuals

have ceased investigation or collection of UFO sightings. Since the annual surveys began in the
late 1980s, more and more cases have been obtained and received via the Internet.

Of all the cases collectddr the study during the past 25 yeaesfotal of one quarter (25 per

cent) came through a combination (alliance)Sightings.conandthe former Houston, BC,

Centre for UFOs (HBCCUFIDe two had a total adibout 32 per cent in 2010 and 35 per cent

in 2011, but up to 45 per cent in 2012 and down to 24 per cent in 2013. The decline in 2013 was
due to HBCCUFO scaling down its actauity has announced it will be ceasing operation

15
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13.60 per cent came from the private and nprofit National UFO Reportin@enter (NUFORC)
in the USA. NUFORC has afte telephone number for reporting UFOs and a large sightings
list created through voluntary submission of online report forms by witnesses.

About 11.54per cent of Canadian cases were reported to the langgnizationthe Mutual
UFO Network (MUFON), which has a good online reporting system.

About 6.18per cent of all UFO sightings reportedaere communicated directly to Ufology
Research or the former Ufology Research of Manitoba.

A significant 5.83 pecentof all cases came as a result of information obtained throsmirces
O2yaARSNBR 32 O3S NY Y STTransporeChdaddlte Ddparthant of Naionak y Of dzR
Defence, the National Research Council of Canada and the Royal Canadian Mounged Polic

It should be noted that the preparation ahnualSurvegis quite challenging. Few UFO
investigators or researchers actually submit case datafedogy Researghrequiring

considerable searching of online sources. And, although many sites post atimnrabout UFO
sightings, very little actual UFO investigation is being conducted. In fact, it could be said that the
science of UFO investigation has nearly become extinct. This does not bode well for an area of
study that is under constant criticism kigbunkers wishing to prove the unscientific nature of

the subject.

Results of Data Mining: Type Versus Month

Daylight Discs were most common in the Summer months of June, July and August (40.71 per
cent). Nocturnal Lights were much more evenly distrdauthroughout the year.

16
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Comparison of Type of Report With Month
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Results of Data MiningShape
For the purposes of the 2ear study, reported UFOs were grouped irtght basic shapes:

f ¢NAIFYy3IESa 0AyOftdzRAY3I +Qa&au

f .22YSN}Iy3a O0AyOfdzRAYy3I ONBaOSyidas ! Qa IyR ¢
1 Spheres (including balls andbs)

1 Discs (including circles, donuts, rings, round and saucers)

1 Cylinders (including bars, barrels, bullets, capsules, cigars and pencils)

1 Fireballs

1 Point Sources

1 Other (including things like hexagons, swords, boxcars, winged craft, etc.)

The shapeof LISNDSAOBSR 2062S00G RSLISYyRa 2y Ylyeée FI O0G2
I OdzA ez GKS Fy3atS 2F @GASgAy3IS (GKS RAaGlIYyOS 27
descriptive abilities. Nevertheless, in combination with other case data such as duratior, shap

Oty 06S | 3I22R OfdzS G2¢6FNR& | | ChQa LlaarofsS S
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While there was no definitive proof of this, there seemed to be a general decline in number of
reports of triangles and discs over the past 25 years. There wpantioular turning point

where thisoccurred, and there certaiplwereyears where there were exceptions. With

triangles for exampleheir numbersalmost alternate from one year to the nexane year the
numbers are up, the next down, then back up again, then back dowrthBig seemed tcstill

be an overall downwardrend for these particular shapes of UEOs
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Triangle
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Results of Data Mining: Strangeness

The assigning of a Strangeness rating to a UFO report is based on a classification adopted by
researchers who noted that the inclusion of a subjective evaluatfdhedegree to which a
particular case im itselfunusual might yield some insight intoelsighting For example, the
observation of a single, stationary, starlike light in the sky, seen for several hours, is not
particularly unusual and might likelyahe a prosaic explanation such as that of a star or planet.
On the other hand, a detailed observation of a saustesped object which glides slowly away
from a witness after an encounter with grskinned aliens would be considered highly strange.

The nunibers of UFO reports according to strangeness rating show an inverse relationship such
that the higher the strangeness rating, the fewer reports. The one exception to this relationship
occurs in the case of very low strangeness cases, which are relagéively humber compared

to those of moderate strangeness. It is suggested this is the case because in order for an
observation to be considered a UFO, it must usually rise aboae &oclevel of strangeness,
otherwise it would not be considered strangeait
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Using a scale of 1 to 9, in which 1 is not very unusual at all and 9 is outstanding and bizarre,
most UFO reports have a Strangeness below 5, meaning that most cases are of a relatively
prosaic nature. Each year, cases rated 7 or higher, combinédahigh Reliability, are
considered as High Quality Unknowns.

During the past 25 years of the Canadian UFO Surveys, the average Strangeness rating has
decreased slightly, from about 4.25 to about 3.5. This is possibly due to the decrease in the
number ofClose Encounter cases and an increase in the number of sightings which are simply
lights in the sky, with often simple explanations.

Average Strangeness Rating

=y A

1989 1990 1991 1992 1994 1995 199% 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
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Strangeness Vs. Reliability
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Results of Data Mining: Conclusions

The breakdown by Evaluation (or Conclusion) for the entire set of gésdsd results similar

to those of individual years during the last three decades. There were four operative categories:
Explained, Insufficient Information, Possible or Probable Explanation, and Unknown (or
Unexplained). It is important to note that aaskification of Unknown does not imply that an

alien spacecraft or mysterious natural phenomenon was observed; no such interpretation can
be made with certainty, based solely on the given data (though the probability of this scenario
is technically neverezo).

In most cases, an Evaluation was made subjectively by both the contributing investigators and
the survey data handlers and analysts. The category of Unknown was adopted if the
contributed data or case report contained enough information such thairaventional

explanation could not be satisfactorily proposed. This does not mean that the case will never be
explained, but only that a viable explanation was not immediately obvious.
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Since 1989, the average proportion of Unknowns has been about 1&péeper year. In the

25-year analysis, this was 12.63 per cent. This is a relatively high figure, implying that almost

one in six UFOs cannot be explained. However, there are several factors which affect this value.

The level and quality of UFO report @stigation varies because there are no explicit and
NAI2NRdza adl yRIFENRAa FT2NJ ! Ch Ay@SaidAaridirzyo Ly@
consider most UFO sightings as mysterious, whereas those with more of a skeptical

predisposition might tendo subconsciously (or consciously) reduce the Unknowns in their files.

CKA&d AYKSNBYyl o0AlL&A AY ! Ch Ay@SadAidalraz2zNBQ SgI
early years of the Canadian UFO Suriteyas known that some UFO groups and invedtgs

were reluctant to provide UFO report information for parochial reasons, so allowances were

made in years such as 1991 and 1992 for limited data to be accepted for the annual surveys.

SOl dzaS AG o6l a YIRS Of SI NJ { Kobrmatidh €e8e ngtA 1y SadaSaQ
required by UFOROM for the annual surveys, some contributors of UFO data chose to code the
cases themselves and send lists of reports. Unfortunately, this led to some contributors greatly
exaggerating the levels of strangeness and bditg of their reports, skewing a small quantity
of data in the early yearslowever, this was avoided in later years by having UFOROM
researchers revaluate cases contributed for the annual studies, setting uniform baselines for
criteria in all categoss.

During the first few years of the annual surveys, an evaluation of Explained was almost
nonexistent. At first, contributors tended to ignore UFO sightings that had a simple explanation
andsometimesdeleted them as actual UFO data. Hence, the only tép0rts submitted by
somecontributors tended to be higistrangeness cases.

Once this was realizedowitributors were then encouraged to submit data on all UFO reports
they received, so that a more uniform assessment and evaluation process couldibedeal
Because many IFO cases such as fireballs and meteors are initially reported as UFOs, the
Explained category was considered necessary for a full review of UF@atdtaAmerican

studies of UFO dat@uch as Projects Grudge, Sign and Blue Bookided such cases, so
presentday comparative studies should include such data as well. Furthermore, since there are
no absolutes, the subjective nature of assigning Evaluations is actually an interpretation of the
facts by individual researchers.

Over the ourse of the past 25 years, cases with Probable or Possible Explartaians
increased in number, drawing the increase from all other categories (Explained, Insufficient
Information, and Unexplained), which decreased with time.

(Note: The process of evaditing UFO sightingsigeally @mplex, involving a series of steps

that take into account errors of observation and unpredictable but natural phenomena. Checks
with star charts, police, air traffic control operators and meteorologsstsuld beperformed

Where possible, witnesseshould be mterviewed in person and sketch@®r photographs of the
area shoulde examined. The interdf UFO investigatiors to eliminate as many conventional
explanations as possible before allowing an evaluation or concljsio
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Breakdown of Total Reports by
Conclusion
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Conclusion (1989-2013)
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Results of Data Mining: Unknowns

As the number of cases reported each year has increased with time, so has the number of
Unknowns. However, the percentage of Unknowns relative to the number of cases each year

has decreased with time. This percentage was at atinadl high of 23.38 perent in 1989, but

has been as low a&47 per cent in 2012. The average percentage during the past 25 years is

13.65 per cent.

This percentage should not be surprising. It isketwn that most UFO sightings have
possible or probable explanations, andktk are many cases which are classified as having
Insufficient Information. A small percentage is easily and definitively explained. The fact that
there is a remainder of unexplained cases is not a proof of alien visitation, but simply that some
reports caonot be resolved. An analogy is homicides under criminal investigation. Some remain
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evidence does not point to a specific culprit or cause with enough authority teeraa

conviction.
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# of Cases Per Year Unexplained
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% of Total Cases Unexplained
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Breakdown of Unexplained Cases
by Province
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Duration of Unidentified Cases

180

160 +

140 +

120 +—

100 +

80 +

3

1to5 11to20 61t0120 181to 601to > 3600
300 1800

29



25 Years o€anadiarlJFO Reports

Breakdown of Unknowns by

Strangeness
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