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Overview
In 1989, Ufology Research (formerly UFOROM: Ufology Research of Manitoba) began soliciting UFO case data from all known and active investigators and researchers in Canada. The goal was to provide data for use by researchers as they try to understand this controversial phenomenon. 


No comparable studies were in production by any other research group in North America. Recently, however, similar programs have been identified in several other countries such as Sweden, where UFO report data is analysed by the Archives for UFO Research, and in Italy by Centro Italiano Studi Ufologici. 


Thus, 2008 marked the 20th year of collecting and analysing Canadian UFO report data. Every year, the surveys, report and data tables were made available to all researchers who contributed in this national study. In the 1990s, when the Internet became more universally accessible, the annual Canadian UFO Survey was made available online. Eventually, printed copies were not distributed to researchers, who were simply able to examine the yearly analysis on the Web. (Ufology Research has made annual studies from 1989 to the present available at: http://survey.canadianuforeport.com).

It should be noted that the annual Canadian UFO Survey is not a true statistical analysis, since correlations, p-tests and regressions were not performed on the data. The purpose was simply to obtain a “snapshot” of UFO report characteristics and to lay the groundwork for later research. However, as the data has been entered into a standard database, some rigorous statistical analyses can be done in future studies.

The 2008 Canadian UFO Survey Results

To get an idea of what the annual studies were like, it is useful to look at the kind of results obtained in a given year. For example, the 2008 Canadian UFO Survey found there were 1004 UFO sightings reported in Canada in 2008, approaching a value of three each day.  This was an all-time record high number of reports in one year for Canada. A provincial breakdown showed that the provinces of Alberta, New Brunswick, Nova Scotia and Ontario each had provincial all-time record high numbers of UFOs reported in 2008. 


The most interesting result was that in 2008, about ten per cent of all UFO reports were judged unexplained. This percentage of “unknowns” falls to less than one per cent when only higher-quality cases are considered. This percentage is a matter of controversy among some ufologists, who assert that the percentage of unknowns is much higher.


Other significant findings were that the average number of witnesses per sighting is about two and that the typical UFO sighting in Canada lasted approximately 18 minutes in 2008. These will be discussed in detail later in this paper.


Besides the record high number of reports in 2008, the study found that almost half of all UFO sightings were of simple lights in the sky. In addition to disc-shaped objects, witnesses also reported triangles, spheres and boomerangs. 

Results of this study showed that many people continue to report unusual objects in the sky, and some of these objects do not have obvious explanations. Many witnesses are pilots, police and other individuals with reasonably good observing capabilities and good judgement. 

There was no simple explanation for the record high level of sightings reported in 2008. A number of theories can be suggested: more UFOs are present and physically observable by witnesses; more secret or classified military exercises and overflights are occurring over populated areas; more people are unaware of the nature of conventional or natural objects in the sky; more people are taking the time to observe their surroundings; more people are able to report their sightings with easier access to the Internet and portable technology; or even that the downturn in the economy is leading to an increased desire by some people to look skyward for assistance.

Although the largest percentage of reported UFOs is simply lights in the night sky, a significant number were objects with definite shapes observed within the witnesses’ frame of reference. Only a dozen or so cases each year are “close encounters”—close-range encounters with strange craft popularized in movies.

Popular opinion to the contrary, there is no incontrovertible evidence that some UFO cases involve extraterrestrial contact. The continued reporting of UFOs by the public and the yearly increase in numbers of UFO reports suggests a need for further examination of the phenomenon by social, medical and/or physical scientists.

Raison D’etre
Why bother to collect UFO reports? In one sense, the answer may be as simple as “because they’re there.” Polls by both professional and lay organizations have shown that approximately ten per cent of all North Americans believe they have seen UFOs. Given the population data available, this implies a very large number of UFO reports. In Canada alone, this would be more than three million cases. 


If UFOs are trivial matters and are “not real”, as some claim, then one might ask why such a large percentage of the population is labouring under the delusion of seeing things that are “not there.” If, on the other hand, UFOs represent a “real” phenomenon, it can be argued that the data should be examined for insight into its nature. In either situation, it can be argued that UFO reports deserve and merit serious scientific attention.

In general, the public equates UFOs with alien visitation. However, it must be agreed there is no incontrovertible proof that this is a real connection.

The UFO reports collected and analysed in the annual surveys are the only data upon which Canadian studies of UFOs can be reasonably based. As UFOs are a worldwide phenomenon, the results of analyses of Canadian UFO reports can easily be applied to cases in other countries. In effect, this is the empirical data for research in this field. If one wants to know what people really are seeing in the skies, the answer lies within these reports.

The Collection of UFO Data
Some groups, such as the Mutual UFO Network (MUFON), solicit reports and dispatch regional investigators to interview witnesses about their experiences. This has not always been the case. Consistent levels of UFO sighting investigations have not been maintained throughout the history of UFO report investigation. 


In the 1960s and 1970s, it was common for UFO groups to be very active in investigation, training and discussion of sightings. At one point, the Center for UFO Studies (CUFOS) even had good cooperation from police across the USA in having a “hotline” for officials to call about new UFO cases brought to their attention. Networks of able and ready investigators from many groups including CUFOS, MUFON, APRO, NICAP and others like GSW were relatively efficient in getting field studies done on most states. But by the millennium, investigations had fallen to a relative handful of dedicated individuals.


In recent years, websites have been developed for the public to report UFO sightings, some claiming to be major UFO research groups. In reality, these do little more than publish witnesses’ accounts without thorough investigation and rarely refer witnesses to investigators or researchers in their area. While witnesses may be applauded for their courage in giving details of their UFO sighting to a webmaster, without proper investigation their reports may be of relatively little use to serious UFO researchers.


Because there is no way to enforce standards in UFO report investigations, the quality of case investigations varies considerably between groups and across provinces. Quantitative studies are difficult because subjective evaluations and differences in investigative techniques do not allow precise comparisons. UFOROM’s requests for data from Canadian UFO researchers and investigators, and the transcribing of information from others’ websites, unfortunately allow input of only basic information for analyses. 


This had actually been predicted by UFOROM at the time the first survey was undertaken. It was understood that because of varying quality of investigation and the disagreement among ufologists as to the nature of the phenomenon (e.g. pro-ETH vs. others) only the basic data for a sighting was to be collected. This meant only explicit data such as date, time, location, plus additional information, if possible, on the observed characteristics of the object(s) seen.


Even this data can be usually obtained independently of cooperation from “lone gun” ufologists. Most Internet postings of UFO report information are incomplete and do not show any actual case investigation results, often forcing an evaluation of Insufficient Information. Case data which can be obtained from such sites usually includes things such as date of the sighting, the time, duration, number of witnesses and their location—facts which are not subjective and can be used in scientific studies before interpretation.
Methodology and Limitations of the Study

The call went out in 1989 to all known Canadian UFO investigators and researchers. Letters requesting data for analysis were sent to all known Canadian ufologists believed to be actively investigating reports and notices placed in some ufozines such as The Swamp Gas Journal. Names and addresses were obtained from UFOROM files, mailing lists and from ufologists already in contact with UFOROM. In 1989, twenty-five such letters were sent out. In 1990, with additional names and addresses added to the list, over fifty letters were mailed. About the same number were mailed in 1991 and after. 


Although the first year saw some good cooperation from individuals and groups across the country, after the first year, the response from ufologists became sporadic. It soon became apparent that only a small fraction of “active” ufologists were actually investigating cases and maintaining useable records. Surprisingly few UFO groups and individual researchers expressed interest in participation in a scientific analysis of UFO case data. Individual researchers in Canada maintained their own files, with little or no communication with others.


This presented an interesting problem. Whereas it appeared that there were several very active ufologists and ufology groups in Canada, some apparently existed only to garner media attention and massage delicate egos, without actually doing any research or in-depth investigation of cases. This is certainly a product 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. Some researchers do not maintain useable case files or retain quantitative criteria in their investigations (for example, some contactee groups). This may be frustrating to serious researchers, but must be accepted as an artefact of the subject area.


Despite this, UFOROM decided to continue the systematic collection of raw UFO report data in Canada and prepare yearly reports for general circulation. It was felt that the dissemination of such data would be of great advantage to researchers and perhaps lead to some insight into the nature of the UFO phenomenon. The potential benefit to understanding the UFO phenomenon was thought to outweigh problems in the collection of data.


The collection of case data was limited to basic information so that individual UFO investigators could still retain some “propriety” of cases reported to them. Names and contact information for witnesses were not considered essential for the study. The concept was to understand the nature of what was seen and reported, not necessarily to investigate or re-investigate the cases ourselves. Although the number of contributing groups was low, UFOROM was privately encouraged by serious UFO researchers to continue analyses of UFO data.


Statistical or numerical studies of UFO data are valuable in their examination of what “really” is going on. Looking at the raw case data, one gets a very different picture than what would be realized through only a casual interest or through a survey of what is widely reported in the media.


However, such studies need to be conducted with awareness of the limitations and problems. Allan Hendry, in his book The UFO Handbook (1979), pointed 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 capable of standing on their own two feet? (p. 269)

This was a very valid point. As we shall see, when the reports for an entire year are examined in detail, very few appear to be “real” UFOs. Statistical studies of unfiltered data can be labelled as attempts to “make a silk purse out of a sow’s ear,” in effect using scientific methodology to study a dubious phenomenon.


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 and oranges being compared? i.e. Are nocturnal lights necessarily the same phenomena as daylight discs?

     
4) Are differing details among cases obscured through simplification for the purpose of comparisons?

     
5) Does the study imply the question: “Surely this mass of data proves UFOs exist?”

6) Do the correlations really show causality? 

The Canadian UFO Survey was undertaken with these and other critical comments in mind. Readers are left to judge for themselves the value of these statistical analyses.

UFO Reports as Data

For the purposes of this and other scientific studies of UFO data, UFO sightings that were reported to groups, associations, organizations, websites or individual ufologists were considered as data in this study. This may be at odds with some definitions of the term UFO, which is often considered a synonym for “flying saucer” or “alien spacecraft.” The dictionary definition of UFO is simply an aerial object that is not identified by the observer. Some scientific definitions, for example, that of J. Allen Hynek, add the additional qualifier that the observed object also is unexplained even after some investigation to rule out some misidentifications:

UFO Report – a statement by a person or persons judged responsible and psychologically normal by commonly accepted standards, describing a personal visual or instrumentally aided perception of an object or light in the sky or on the ground and/or its assumed physical effects, that does not specify any known physical event, object, or process or any psychological event or process.  (The UFO Experience (1972), pp. 3-4)

Given this definition, it would be hard to find many UFOs among standard data at all. By this definition, a great deal of background work is required before the term can be applied. Usually, for example, an object observed by a witness is considered by most people (including researchers) to be a UFO long before a check on the witness’ character is prepared! (Despite this, Hynek found that a remarkable 33 per cent of flying saucer reports in Project Sign were unexplained, and 23 per cent of Project Grudge data.)

This is clearly not how the term is used in common discourse, nor is it so on any website devoted to the collection of UFO reports. Therefore, it should be stated at the outset that the analyses given here are regarding UFO reports, not necessarily UFOs themselves.

The collection of Canadian UFO data is challenging. However, the data obtained for analysis yields results that can be compared with other studies. This is useful in understanding the nature of UFO reports not only in Canada, but can shed light on the nature of UFO reports elsewhere in the world.

UFO Reports in Canada
The following table shows the number of reported UFOs per year since 1989.

	Year
	Number
	Average/Year

	1989
	141
	141.0

	1990
	194
	167.5

	1991
	165
	166.7

	1992
	223
	180.8

	1993
	489
	242.4

	1994
	189
	233.5

	1995
	183
	226.3

	1996
	258
	230.3

	1997
	284
	236.2

	1998
	194
	232.0

	1999
	259
	234.5

	2000
	263
	236.8

	2001
	374
	247.4

	2002
	483
	264.2

	2003
	673
	291.5

	2004
	882
	328.4

	2005
	769
	354.3

	2006
	738
	375.8

	2007
	794
	399.8

	2008
	1004
	430.0

	Total
	8601
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The number of UFO reports per year has varied annually, depending on a number of factors. However, there has been a general trend towards an increase in yearly UFO report numbers throughout the past 20 years. There were noticeable peaks in 1993, 2004 and 2008. The average number of UFO reports in Canada per year has been increasing since 1998. This clearly contradicts comments by those who would assert that UFOs are a ‘passing fad’ or that UFO sightings are decreasing in number. 

There are a number of reasons why the yearly numbers of UFO reports have been increasing. First, the collection of UFO reports has become technically easier with time. No longer relying on “snail mail” and hard copy databases, the Internet has made it much easier to obtain information about UFO cases across the country. Second, anonymous UFO reporting widgets on UFO websites has made it very convenient and easy to “file” a UFO report. A third factor might be the proliferation of satellites in orbit and the increase in air traffic over North America, both leading to reports of UFOs.

The possibility that there is increased public awareness about UFOs can be debated. On the one hand, more resources about the subject are accessible with the Internet, but the number of UFO-related TV shows and movies is declining rather that increasing at this time. Even the infamous X-Files TV series finished its run many years ago, and still the UFO report numbers increase. 

Recently, the British Ministry of Defence claimed that an increase in the number of UFO reports in Wales was due to two TV series, Dr. Who and Torchwood, being filmed there. They also claimed that they received more UFO reports in 1978 than any other year, relating it to the release of the movie Close Encounters of the Third Kind. However, since that movie was released worldwide, such an effect would have been noticed more globally, which was not the case. The causality of popular entertainment generating UFO reports is thus not firmly established. (Source: http://www.ufoupdateslist.com/2009/apr/m12-001.shtml)
The increase in the numbers of UFO reports with time likely does not have a simple explanation. It could be related to a growing awareness within the general population that there are agencies which collect UFO reports. It could be that there really are more UFOs physically present in the sky. It could be that the collection of UFO data is becoming more efficient. It could be that there are more private websites allowing or inviting people to report their UFO sightings. While media have been noted as playing a definite role in UFO waves (a national increase in UFO sightings), media coverage of UFO reports has significantly declined over the past decade while the number of reports has risen. Perhaps a cultural factor is at work as well, where “aliens” and UFOs are now well-entrenched within the societal mindset and are accepted as more probable than fiction. This question by itself is deserving of scientific study. 
Debunkers might suggest that a drastic decline in critical thinking among the general populace might be a factor not only with respect to UFOs, but also paranormal phenomena like ghosts, crystal-gazing and spiritual communication. It is indeed possible that a lack of faith in or respect for the scientific community might play a role in these fields, as would a decline in basic scientific knowledge as measured by educators.

UFOs and IFOs
UFO data routinely includes reports of meteors, fireballs and other conventional objects. In many instances, observers fail to recognize stars, aircraft and bolides, and therefore report them as UFOs. Witnesses often report watching stationary pulsating lights in the sky low on the horizon for hours and never conclude they are observing stars or planets. 

Some UFO investigators spend many 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 that later were resolved into categories of UFOs and IFOs. 


Sometimes, observed objects are quickly assigned a particular IFO explanation even though later investigation suggests such an explanation was unwarranted. The reverse is also true. 

One 1993 case can serve as an example: Case NRC 93-030, from the National Research Council of Canada, formerly the official investigating body for UFOs in Canada. The incident occurred on February 26, 1993, in Cambellton, New Brunswick. It involved a triangular formation of 11 lights in which moved slowly through a fog layer and was observed for 45 seconds by a witness. The official label assigned the report was “possible meteorite.” Given the information available on the case, it is probable that the object was not in fact a “meteorite,” but it is impossible to give a definitive explanation at this time.

Since many UFO reports can be explained and reclassified as IFOs, this simple fact alone attests to the reality of the objects seen. UFO reports actually reflect real events which occur. When a UFO is reported, in most cases a real object has been seen that was not just a fantasy of a witness’ imagination. 

Fireballs and Bolides Reported as UFOs
Fireballs and bolides are often reported in Canada as they are throughout the world.  A spectacular one over Canada on November 20, 2008 was captured on several video cameras and triangulation of literally hundreds of fireball reports (many of which were reported as UFOs) allowed the discovery of meteorites about 25 kilometres SSE of Lloydminister SK. The fireball first appeared approximately 80 kilometres above and just east of Lloydminster and traveled southeastward towards the Battle River valley fragmenting spectacularly in a series of explosions. The meteoroid entered the Earth’s atmosphere at a 60-degree angle and lasted about five seconds from 17:26:40 to 17:26:45 MST with a large explosion at 17:26:44. In addition to being caught on numerous video and security cameras, the event was witnessed by tens of thousands of people who saw it streak across the sky, saw its brilliant blue-white flash or heard the explosion. The incident generated many UFO reports to various individuals and agencies.


A similar but more controversial event occurred at 21:39 CST on October 30, 1993. That night, a brilliant object was seen streaking through the night sky by literally hundreds of people in Alberta, Saskatchewan, Manitoba and Ontario, with some observers in North Dakota and as far away as Indiana. The event lasted less than ten seconds and most observers described the object as greenish-blue in colour, though some thought it was orange-red. Because of its trajectory and appearance, the object was assumed by scientists to have been a fireball or very large meteor.

It appears that the burn started over eastern Alberta, headed east across Saskatchewan and terminated somewhere over Manitoba. Dozens of people near Dauphin, Manitoba, were jarred by a tremendous “sonic boom” that some compared to “a car hitting the house.” The noise followed the passage of the object by approximately two minutes. Witnesses in eastern Manitoba generally

saw the object somewhere to their west, so it may have fallen over Lake Manitoba.


A complication of the investigation is that a check with NORAD revealed that a booster rocket from a Russian space mission had apparently re-entered the Earth's atmosphere over Canada at almost exactly the time of the fireball observation. It was thus postulated that observations were consistent with that of the space hardware re-entry and that there had not been a meteoric event.


However, the predicted impact point or the rocket booster was near Nova Scotia, and there were no reports farther east than northwestern Ontario. Thus, we are led to the conclusion that by an amazing coincidence, there were actually two nearly simultaneous events! In addition, if the booster was low enough to create a sonic boom over Manitoba, it could not, under any circumstances, survive to the Atlantic Ocean. And what could be made of the outlier reports in the United States? Finally, it is most curious that no observer saw both events. It would seem logical that at least one person would have seen two objects, given the large number of witnesses and recorded observations.


Is it possible that a rocket booster re-entered the Earth's atmosphere at the same point and the time as a meteoroid? Although the statistical probability of such a unique tandem event is not zero, it is very unlikely. Something very remarkable and still not completely explained was seen by hundreds of people that night.


The large number of fireball reports is proof of the contention that if something is actually in the sky, especially a brilliant object at night, people will report it. This speaks volumes about the accuracy and veracity of witnesses to nocturnal UFOs and suggests that people have become more comfortable with reporting observations of unusual objects in the sky. Another factor with regards to fireballs is that organizations such the Canadian Space Agency appear to be more visible to the general public and through media are requesting and receiving fireball information. 

Method
Data for each UFO report was obtained by Ufology Research from participating researchers across Canada or from mining data sources for UFO case information. Once the Internet became a prevalent means of communication and accessible by the general public in the mid-1990s, existing databases, web pages and other online sources of UFO sighting information were searched for Canadian reports. 

The information then was coded by members of Ufology Research, entered into a Microsoft Excel database and numerically analysed.

An example of the coding key is as follows:

Example: 2008  01 09 1530 Vernon BC DD 900 silver  2    ps  6   5  UFOBC  p  four objs. seen 

Field:           1     2   3     4         5       6    7     8       9     10   11 12 13     14      15    16

Field 1 is a default YEAR for the report.

Field 2 is the MONTH of the incident.

Field 3 is the DATE of the sighting.

Field 4 is the local TIME, on the 24-hour clock.

Field 5 is the geographical LOCATION of the incident.  

Field 6 is the PROVINCE where the sighting occurred.

Field 7 is the TYPE of report, using the Modified Hynek Classification System.

Field 8 is the DURATION of the sighting, in seconds (a value of 600 thus represents 10 minutes).

Field 9 is the primary COLOUR of the object(s) seen

Field 10 is the number of WITNESSES

Field 11 is the SHAPE of the object(s) seen

Field 12 is the STRANGENESS of the report.

Field 13 is the RELIABILITY of the report.

Field 14 is the SOURCE of the report.

Field 15 is the EVALUATION of the case.

Field 16 includes any COMMENTS noted about the case.

Missing and Incomplete Data

Several problems were encountered in acquiring and using the UFO data as submitted by Canadian ufologists or collected otherwise:

1) In some provinces, intense localized flaps effectively prevented investigators from following up individual reports. Instead, some only noted that, for example, several dozen reports were received from a certain area during a particular month. In these situations, the meagre report data (often just a note that an anonymous person had left a message on an answering machine saying that an object had been seen, but no other details) could not be satisfactorily added to the database. (The number of such “lost” sightings is not insignificant; it has been speculated that hundreds of reports each year might be lost in this manner.)

2) Few Close Encounters of the Fourth Kind (CE4s) are included in the database, and those that are should probably be deleted. CE4s are better known as “abduction” cases that receive wide attention from the public and the UFO community. CE4s are also not in the original Hynek Classification scheme. Some researchers have speculated that thousands of such abductions occur each year, based on various surveys and the number of witnesses (“experiencers”) coming forward. Since abductions are often reported long after the fact, exact times and dates of UFO sightings may be meaningless as UFO data, if recalled at all. Similarly, since witnesses’ memories are allegedly clouded or obscured, other data such as colour, duration and even location may be impossible to ascertain. Indeed, if, as some skeptics suggest—that abductions are a psychological rather than a “real” phenomenon—then CE4s are obviously not appropriate for inclusion in UFO databases. And, if they really are true close encounters, their complexity decrees that their inclusion in a raw data listing might be inappropriate as well. 
3) It should be noted that most UFO cases go unreported; there may be ten times as many unreported as those which get reported to public, private or military agencies. And, as relatively transparent as military and government agencies in Canada appear to be with regard to UFO reports, it should not be assumed that all military UFO sighting reports have been passed on to Ufology Research for study.
4) Some reports are received after statistical analyses had been run. This is unfortunate, but emphasizes the need for ufologists to respond promptly to requests for data. Although it was widely known that data collection for the annual study began in January of each year, many ufologists delayed sending their data or ignored repeated requests for data submissions. In addition, many people report their UFO sightings long after the fact, and it is not uncommon for old cases from years or decades before to be noted on current UFO websites. A retrospective collection of all such UFO reports may be necessary to find these cases and add them to the database. One notable example is the remarkable Yukon case of December 11, 1996, hailed as among the “top ten” UFO cases of all time. Details of the incident were not discovered until 1999, and hence were not part of the original 1996 Canadian UFO Survey.
Numerical Analyses of the Data
Distribution of UFO Reports Across Canada
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An examination of how UFO reports have been distributed across Canada shows some interesting variance. Canada has ten provinces and three territories (Northwest Territories, Nunavut and Yukon). The most populous provinces are Ontario, Quebec and British Columbia, and since UFO report numbers are related to population, they have the most reports. However, as can be seen, the correlation is not perfect. In fact, British Columbia has far too many reports compared with Ontario, based on population alone. There are also far too few reports from Quebec, which in this study has less than Alberta. 
The predominance of British Columbia can be explained by the presence of not one but two very active UFO groups actively soliciting UFO reports from the public, and their resultant media attention. This situation is unmatched in any other province or territory. The unusual low numbers in Quebec are almost certainly a result of a language barrier that prevents efficient flow of information between the francophone and English communities.

Many of the sudden changes in UFO report numbers within provinces has to do with increases and decreases in activity by local investigators. The Houston BC Centre for UFO Research was formed in the mid-1990s, and this resulted in an increase in the numbers of UFO sightings reported. When it offered a 24-hour toll-free telephone number for reporting UFOs, advertised within the province, sighting numbers increased. 

There was a brief flap in the Northwest Territories in 1996 and 1997, and an increase in reports in Nova Scotia beginning in 2000. The Northwest Territories flap appears to have been a real phenomenon that was localized and intense during those years. It is not known why Nova Scotia had a slight bump in reports. 

In 2002, report numbers went from double digits to triple digits for Ontario, a curious finding since Ontario did not have an organized or well-advertized UFO group during most of the 20-year run of this analysis.
Another numerical analysis performed on the data was a subset count of cities and towns as geographical locations of UFO sightings. Some groupings were necessary to combine cities with suburbs and bedroom communities that were identified as the locations of sightings but were actually within the confines of a larger urban area.

The metropolitan city with the largest number of sightings in Canada was Vancouver, British Columbia, with 977 reports. This number included reports from suburbs such as North Vancouver, Surrey, Langley, Burnaby, and others. Second in line was Toronto, Ontario, with 614 reports, including cases from Mississauga, Richmond Hill, Scarborough and other neighbourhoods.

The next three cities in order were Winnipeg with 338, Ottawa with 276 and Montreal with 223 reports. Winnipeg is likely an artefact of data collection bias, since Ufology Research is based in that city. Ottawa’s presence in the top five is a bit unusual as its population does not warrant such a high placement.
Monthly Trends in UFO Reports
Monthly breakdowns of reports during each year tend to show slightly different patterns. It has been generally assumed that UFO reports peak in summer and are lower in winter, presumably due to the more pleasant observing conditions during the summer months, when more witnesses are outside.
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In general, UFO sightings were clustered in groups of two or three months within a year. These months were not necessarily the hottest months of the year, but very often the months when many Canadians have summer vacation (July and August). It was not uncommon, however, to have peaks in sighting reports at other times of the year. One example of this was 2005, when monthly variation was less uniform.

In an historical analysis of 480 Manitoba UFO cases in UFOROM's MANUFOCAT, a distinct June peak and December trough was found. Analyses of 13,000 cases in Project Blue Book found a similar June peak and December trough, though Hendry (1979) suggested that this was a statistical artefact. Further studies are needed to understand the monthly distribution of UFO data.

UFO Report Types
An analysis by report type shows a similar breakdown each year. Most UFO reports are of simple lights in the night sky, indicated by the overabundance of Nocturnal Lights (NLs). This is consistent with other studies of UFO case data. The percentage of cases of a particular type remains roughly constant from year to year, with some variations. 


As an example of yearly variation in UFO report data, Nocturnal Lights comprised more than 68 per cent of all cases in 2006 but only about 44 per cent in 2008. Overall, Nocturnal Lights comprised approximately 60 per cent of all cases during 1989 to 2008. 


This agrees well with the meta-analysis conducted by Hendry (1979), which found that NLs comprised 70 per cent of the cases studied. But, because he was using the original standard Hynek classification system, he did not have the present category of Nocturnal Discs (NDs). These were probably distributed between NLs and DDs in his study. 


The category of Nocturnal Disc was created by UFOROM for differentiation within its own report files.  Similarly, the category of EV (Evidence) is also an ad hoc creation, and may not be applicable by other researchers. Normally, Evidence would include such physical traces as “crop circles,” “landing rings” and “saucer nests.” It was decided to treat these as separate from UFO reports in later Surveys.


In 2008, there was a large increase in the number of UFO reports in which an object was seen at night that that a shape or structure—Nocturnal Discs (NDs). 

If we combine both Nocturnal Lights and Nocturnal Discs (so that we get all UFOs observed at night), almost 82 per cent of all UFO reports fall into this broader category. This underlines that the vast majority of UFO reports are lights of no or minimal structure observed at a distance greater than 500 feet, allowing a significant possibility of misidentification of conventional objects. Daylight Discs, also seen at distances of more than 500 feet, were only 14 per cent of the total.
Less than four per cent of all reported UFO cases were Close Encounters (of all kinds: CE1, CE2 and CE3), emphasizing the reality that very, very few UFO cases involve anything other than distant objects seen in the sky. This is an important statistic, because the current popular interest in abductions and sensational UFO encounters is based not on the vast majority of UFO cases but on the very tiny fraction of cases which fall into the category of close encounters. The endless speculation of what aliens may or may not be doing in our airspace seems almost completely unconnected to the thousands of sightings actually reported as UFOs.
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For those unfamiliar with the classifications, a summary follows:

NL (Nocturnal Light) - light source in night sky

ND (Nocturnal Disc) - light source in night sky that appears to have a definite shape

DD (Daylight Disc) - unknown object observed during daytime hours

C1 (Close Encounter of the First Kind) - ND or DD occurring within 500 feet of a witness

C2 (Close Encounter of the Second Kind) - C1 where physical effects left or noted

C3 (Close Encounter of the Third Kind) - C1 where figures/entities are encountered

C4 (Close Encounter of the Fourth Kind) - an alleged “abduction” or “contact” experience


The category of Nocturnal Disc was created in the 1980s by UFOROM originally for differentiation of cases within its own report files, and has been adopted by many other groups worldwide.


The category of PH indicates the sighting was entirely photographic, without any actual object seen visually. Many reports listed as NL or ND or DD may also have associated photos or video, so this should not be considered exclusive.

The category of EV/UX (Evidence/Unexplained Ground Trace) was allowed early in the course of the Canadian UFO Survey if a physical trace was reported in the absence of an associated UFO sighting. Originally, popular opinion was that such effects were indicative of a “landed” UFO, although this was never proven. Physical traces discovered following the observation of a UFO would normally be included as a CE2. Crop circles and “agriglyphs” were also included in the late 1990s, but without definitive associated UFO relationships, they were not considered as data after 1998. It is interesting that with the advent of crop circles, physical traces have all but vanished from the data set as UFO artefacts.
Hourly Distribution
The hourly distribution of cases usually followed a similar pattern every year, with a peak at 2200 or 2300 hours local and a trough around 0900 hours local. Since most UFOs are nocturnal lights, most sightings will occur during the evening hours. Since the number of possible observers drops off sharply near midnight, we would expect the hourly rate of UFO reports would vary with two factors: potential observers and darkness. 

Duration
The category of Duration (given in seconds) is interesting in that it represents the subjective length of time the UFO experience lasted. In other words, this is the length of time the sighting lasted as estimated by the witness. 


Naturally, these estimated times are greatly suspect because it is known that people tend to badly misjudge the flow of time. However, some people can be good at estimating time, so this value has some importance. Although an estimate of "one hour" by a witness in a particular case may be in error by several minutes, it is unlikely that the true duration would be, for example, one minute. Furthermore, there have been cases when a UFO was observed and timed very accurately, so that we can be reasonably certain that UFO events can last considerable periods of time. 

The average duration of UFO sightings in Canada, averaged over 20 years, was found to be about 17 minutes. This value has stayed within approximately the same range over the decades. This significant length of time suggests some simple explanations by itself. 

The duration of a sighting is one of the biggest clues to its explanation. Experience in studying UFO reports has shown us that short duration events are usually fireballs or bolides, and long duration events of an hour or more are very probably astronomical objects moving slowly with Earth’s rotation. Previous analyses have shown that long-duration sightings tend to occur in the early morning hours, from about midnight until 6:00 a.m., and this is consistent with the astronomical theory.

A graph of the ranges of duration shows that there are several peaks in the distribution. First, most sightings have durations less than five seconds. Since a significant proportion of UFO sightings are nocturnal lights, this could indicate that many meteors, fireballs and bolides are responsible for a good percentage of UFO sightings.

The next significant bump in numbers is between 21 seconds and one minute. We know that many satellites progress across the bowl of night with durations of between 30 seconds and one minute. It is also true that many aircraft observations have durations within this range as well. But the most important thing to note here is that most sightings have durations long enough that witnesses can get a good look at the objects under observation. This in theory should allow most people to identify apparently anomalous objects relatively easily.
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Duration data by itself is not wholly useful in analyzing UFO behaviour. Hendry describes Duration 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 watched. (1979, p. 249)


Hendry also cites a Canadian study by an Ontario UFO group that timed aircraft observations and found that the duration of such sightings varied between 15 seconds to more than eight minutes.
Colour
In cases where colours of an object were reported by witnesses, the most common colour across both decades was “white.” Since most UFOs are nocturnal starlike objects, the abundance of white objects is not surprising. This is because the colour of stars is not usually appreciated by the casual observer. Many of these reported UFOs are certainly stars or planets, which flash a variety of colours when seen low on the horizon. Aircraft also are frequently described as having more than one colour of light, such as flashing coloured wing lights. However, seen from a distance, aircraft will often be visible only as moving white lights.


The next most common “colour” was “multicoloured.” This designation was used whenever a UFO was reported to have either changed colour during the observation or had a variety of coloured lights. 


Next in order were orange, red, green and blue. These colours often are associated with bolides (fireballs). In fact, a common description of a bolide is that it resembles a “blue-green teardrop” streaking through the sky. 


The lesser colours are most often associated with daytime observations. Daylight Discs are often described as silver, gold, bronze, copper or black in colour.

	Colour
	Number

	White
	1902

	Multicoloured
	850

	Orange
	606

	Red
	517

	Green
	386

	Blue
	358

	Yellow
	324

	Silver
	288

	Black
	204

	Gray
	145

	Gold
	31

	Brown
	15

	Pink
	14

	Purple
	14


Witnesses
The average number of witnesses per case between 1989 and 2008 is approximately 2.00. This value has fluctuated between a high of 2.4 in 1996 to as low as 1.4 in 1990.

This indicates that the typical UFO experience has more than one witness, and usually two. This supports the contention that UFO sightings represent observations of real, physical phenomena, since there is usually a corroborator present to support the sighting. This can also be interpreted to mean that witnesses feel more confident about reporting their sightings if they had the UFO experiences while in the company of another person.

Total Number of Witnesses

	# Witnesses
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	>10

	Number
	4545
	2247
	612
	285
	131
	55
	27
	25
	11
	40
	61



Average number of witnesses per report:  1.88


Total number of witnesses in cases where the number of witnesses for a particular sighting noted in the report is known:  14,939
Shape
Witnesses’ descriptions of the shapes of UFOs vary greatly. Throughout the two decades of UFO report data, about 42 per cent were of “point sources”—that is, “starlike” objects. The next most common shapes were “fireballs,” with about 15 per cent and “balls” or “spheres” at about ten per cent. The classic “flying saucer” or disc-shaped object comprised only about 5.5 per cent of all UFO reports, contrary to popular opinion. 

The shape of a perceived object depends on many factors such as the witness’ own visual acuity, the angle of viewing, the distance of viewing and the witness’ own biases and descriptive abilities. Nevertheless, in combination with other case data such as duration, shape can be a good clue towards a UFO’s possible explanation.

	Shape
	Number

	Ball/Globe/Round/Orb/Sphere
	764

	Fireball
	1091

	Boomerang/Crescent/Chevron/V/U
	112

	Bar/Cigar/Cylinder
	316

	Disk/Saucer
	412

	Irregular
	678

	Oval/Egg/Elliptical
	251

	Point Source
	3130

	Triangle
	510

	Diamond
	28

	Rectangle
	30

	Circle
	64

	Square
	17



A note should be made about the grouping of “ball” with descriptors like “globe,” “round,” “orb” and “sphere.” An attempt was made to standardize the descriptions so that like shapes were categorized together, but standardization was effectively impossible because data sources collected data independently. Obviously, allowing the witnesses to dictate the categories was impractical, so this adjustment was necessary. The same was true of “boomerang” shapes, “cigars” and “eggs.” (This also could have been done for “diamond” and “square.”)

Although the archetypal “saucer” is still in the public mind, the reality is that it is low on the list of reported shapes. In fact, the “modern,” X-Files-style triangle was reported more often than the saucer.

It has been speculated that with the exception of a few shapes, many can be grouped together assuming the objects under observation were actually saucer-shaped. A saucer seen at an oblique angle could be an oval, and seen edge-on would be a cigar. Seen at a right angle, the saucer could be a circle, interpreted as a “ball” or “sphere.” Without more information and data on objects seen from different angles, this can be only a speculative exercise, of course, but it does show the problems in using witnesses’ judgement of shape as data in UFO studies. 

Some shapes are problematic unto themselves. What does an object described as a “circle” really look like? Does the witness mean the object was spherical? Flat and disclike? A doughnut or toroid? This again points to a need for investigators to ask enough questions so as to leave no doubt what the witnesses were observing.

Strangeness
The Strangeness rating for a UFO report is based on the idea that a subjective evaluation of the degree to which the case is deemed unusual might yield some insight into the case itself. For example, the observation of a single, stationary, starlike light in the sky, seen for several hours, is not particularly unusual and might likely have a prosaic explanation such as that of a star or planet. On the other hand, a detailed observation of a saucer-shaped object that glides slowly away from a witness after an encounter with grey-skinned aliens would be considered highly “strange.”

The numbers 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 relatively few in number 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 above an ad hoc level of “strangeness,” otherwise it would not be considered strange at all!

The average strangeness rating for UFO reports during the past 20 years was only 3.99, where 1 is considered not strange at all and 9 is considered exceptionally unusual. Most UFOs reported are of objects which do not greatly stretch the imagination. Hollywood-style flying saucers and encounters with aliens are, in reality, relatively uncommon in UFO reports.

Reliability
The average Reliability rating of Canadian UFO reports during the past 20 years was 5.32. This indicates there was approximately the same number of higher quality cases as those of low quality. Low reliability was assigned to reports with minimal information on the witness, little or no investigation and incomplete data or description of the object(s) observed.  Higher reliability cases might include actual interviews with witnesses, a detailed case investigation, multiple witnesses, supporting documentation and other evidence. 


Since data for many cases are taken from websites and second-hand postings (or anonymous self-postings), there is usually no significant investigation for most UFO sightings. Unfortunately, well-investigated cases comprise only a small fraction of all UFO data, a fact that makes posted UFO case data have limited value.

Reliability and Strangeness ratings tend to vary in classic bell-shaped curves. Most cases are of medium strangeness and medium reliability. In other words, there are very few cases that were both highly unusual and well-reported. These are the “high-quality unknowns” which will be discussed later. However, it should also be noted that there are very few low-strangeness cases with low reliability. Low-strangeness cases, therefore, tend to be well-reported, and this allows investigators to posit explanations.
Again, some cases with lower reliability ratings suffer only from incomplete investigations, and that they may well be more mysterious than those on the list of Unknowns. 

Sources
UFO data used in this study were supplied by many different groups, organizations, official agencies and private individuals. Since this annual survey began in the late 1980s, more and more cases have been obtained and received via the Internet.


In the entire database, the Houston, BC, Centre for UFOs (HBCCUFO) had the lion’s share of reports, with about 20.5 per cent of all reports. Launched in the 1990s, it is a very popular website found through Google searches; many people rely on it for UFO information and submit their reports there via a web form. It lists cases from not only British Columbia, but other provinces across Canada and from all the United States and other countries around the world. (Although its investigative capabilities are obviously limited by geography.)


Another independent UFO organization in the same province, UFO*BC, generated 11.4 per cent of all reports. Affiliated with MUFON, it investigates cases and maintains a very accessible and useful online database of UFO reports in British Columbia.


The excellent database managed by Peter Davenport, the National UFO Reporting Center (NUFORC) was also a major source of Canadian UFO reports, providing 15.5 per cent of all cases. It has a toll-free telephone number for reporting UFOs and a large sightings list created through voluntary submission of online report forms by witnesses.
Approximately eight per cent of UFO reports in the study came from information obtained through official government sources such as Transport Canada, The Royal Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP), the National Research Council of Canada and the Department of National Defence.  The inclusion of UFO sightings reported to government agencies enhances the reliability of data in the study and allows some comparisons with civilian data.
Seven per cent of reports in the database came through Ufology Research, and about four per cent of cases were reported to the Mutual UFO Network (MUFON), which has an efficient reporting system. One can speculate that if there were a well-advertised toll-free number and accompanying website for reporting UFOs in each Canadian province, perhaps yearly report numbers would increase dramatically. 

Evaluation (Explanations)
The breakdown by Evaluation did not vary much over the years. There were four operative categories: Explained, Insufficient Information, Possible or Probable Explanation, and Unknown (or Unexplained). The evaluation for each case was not taken from submitters’ views, as these were found to be less than objective, made subjectively by either or both the contributing investigators and the compilers of this study.


Initially, the annual survey was conducted as a group study. An invited group of participants (mostly ufologists) got together and grouped the year’s worth of reports into rough categories. Then smaller sub-groups looked at each case and selected the “best” reports. These “best” cases were then collected and the group as a whole evaluated them into the categories noted above.


Over the years, the annual evaluation group became smaller and smaller until only two or three individuals were responsible for reviewing all the cases each year. While this was a considerable workload as report numbers increased, it also allowed consistency in evaluation as only a few people would be judging the quality of reports.


The category of Unknown was adopted if there was significant information or data available and/or if the contributed data or case report contained enough information such that a conventional explanation could not be satisfactorily proposed. This does not mean that such a case would never be explained, but only that a viable explanation was not immediately obvious. Cases are re-evaluated periodically as additional data or information is brought to attention or obtained through further investigation.

The level and quality of UFO report investigation varies because there are no explicit and rigorous international standards for UFO investigation. Furthermore, investigators’ biases will play a role in their investigations and evaluations of cases. Investigators who are “believers” might be inclined to consider most UFO sightings as mysterious, whereas those with more of a skeptical predisposition might tend to subconsciously (or consciously) reduce the Unknowns in their files. 
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The percentage of reports classified as Unknowns varied somewhat during the past 20 years. It has been as much as 18 per cent in 2002, but as low as 8.5 per cent in 1991. The cumulative percentage of Unknowns is about 14 per cent. 

We can recall that Hynek noted much higher percentages of unexplained cases in his studies of Sign and Grudge during the 1940s and 1950s. When the 13,000+ Blue Book cases were examined, only five per cent were listed as unexplained. One possibility for the wide variation in unexplained cases can be realized when we look at another analysis done as part of the Canadian UFO Survey.
HQUs

We will use 2008 as an example. In 2008, the percentage of Unknowns was just under ten per cent. This relatively low value might not be all that surprising, because the data in 2008 included a large percentage of cases that were considered to have Possible or Probable Explanations. (In fact, in 2008, this category was the highest it had ever been in 20 years.) This meant that the information available for these cases did not allow for more definitive evaluation. In all likelihood, these were cases collected from the Internet for which only cursory investigation (by telephone or email) was noted, if at all. Hence, cases that might have been otherwise considered unidentified were by necessity downgraded.

There were 99 Unknowns out of 1004 total cases in 2008. If we look only at the Unknowns with a Strangeness of 6 or greater and a Reliability rating of 7 or greater, we are left with only seven High-Quality Unknowns (HQUs) in 2008—less than one per cent of the total.  In previous years, values closer to three or four per cent were noted. 

This low number of HQUs should not be surprising. First, a large percentage of UFO reports have explanations. Second, most UFO sightings are not adequately investigated, either because of lack of investigators or logistics. This is especially true in Canada where only a handful of dedicated ufologists are entrusted with investigating cases in a country about the same size as the USA, for which there are many more investigators available. In some provinces, there may be only one individual to cover an area greater than the size of Texas, with much less accessibility.

It should be emphasized again that even HQUs do not imply alien visitation. Each case may still have an explanation following further investigation. And of those that remain unexplained, they may remain unexplained, but still are not incontrovertible proof of extraterrestrial intervention or some mysterious natural phenomenon.

Comparisons with Other Analyses of UFO Data

It is most instructive to compare the Ufology Research analyses with those of other organizations, particularly the National Sighting Research Center (NSRC) of New Jersey, headed by Paul Ferrughelli.  The NSRC results were reported in a brief series of publications called National Sighting Yearbooks. For a few years, NSRC collected UFO reports from newspaper clippings, UFO publications and MUFON case files, and analyzed the raw UFO data.  Because of the difference in data sources, a comparison with the Canadian UFO Survey will not be valid.  However, it is still useful to compare the two studies.


The 1992 NSRC study found a total of 197 UFO reports. This number was slightly less than that of Canada for the same year.  Because of its larger population, it is likely that the USA had many, many more sightings that were never accessed through the NSRC's sampling technique.


The NSRC study revealed that there was no clear trend in the monthly distribution of UFO reports in the USA, but peaks were found in June and December. Grouping the American and Canadian studies together for that year yielded a monthly distribution with troughs in mid-summer and mid-winter, with slight variations month-to- month.  It is possible to speculate that with adequate report sampling, there would be no monthly variation in the number of sightings, except for major flaps which would be more noticeable in an international survey. This is somewhat counter-intuitive and suggests that UFO reporting is independent of climate and seasonal variations. That is, people do not see more UFOs in summer because they spend more time outdoors during that season.


Like the Canadian study, the American data was unevenly distributed throughout the country. Most reports came from just two states, Florida and Indiana. The Florida flap was likely due to the Gulf Breeze reports which received a great deal of media attention at the time. The distribution of sighting duration was nearly identical to the Canadian study. The average duration of a typical American UFO sighting was between three and nine minutes, much shorter than the average of the Canadian UFO Surveys.


For the hourly distribution of UFO cases, the NSRC study found a symmetrical distribution with a pronounced peak at 9:00 pm local time and a trough at around 9:00 am local time. This is in complete agreement with UFOCAT studies by Hendry (1979) and others cited by him. Canadian distributions are normally about one hour later in each peak, but are otherwise identical in distribution. It is possible that there is a "Daylight Savings" effect within the time data. Breakdown by Hynek classification yielded identical distributions within both American and Canadian studies, with NLs being overwhelmingly predominant.


A major difference between the Canadian UFO Survey and other studies of UFO data is that Close Encounter cases appear to be over-represented in the NSRC study. CEs comprise an incredible 30 per cent of the NSRC data and nearly 50 per cent (!) of the cases in David Spencer's MUFON UFO Report Database for 1993. There is no question that some screening and/or selection were occurring in the studies with high proportions of CEs. 

Hendry (1979) noted that CEs comprised 13 per cent of the Blue Book unknowns and 14 per cent of his own unexplained cases. (There were only four unexplained CEs in the 1993 Canadian study.) Throughout 20 years of the Canadian UFO Survey, only 3.5 per cent of all reports were Close Encounters.

In summary, Ferrughelli's analyses of American UFO data yielded results similar to the Canadian studies, despite the differences in collection procedures.
Discussion

What does the UFO data tell us?

We can now take another look at the questions posed by Hendry about the quality of UFO data:

1) Does the report collection reflect truly random sampling?

The randomness of the UFO sample is of course dependent on whether UFO reporting is itself random. Can we be sure that UFO witnesses represent a true cross-section of the population or is there some bias in favour of those who “believe in UFOs” and therefore may report IFOs as UFOs? Are there other biases involved? We can be reasonably certain, for example, that not all military observations of UFOs are routinely made available to civilian UFO researchers. Are these cases somehow different from civilian-reported cases?

2) Have the individual cases been adequately validated?

In a perfect world, each UFO case would be documented fully and thoroughly investigated by trained researchers with unlimited time and expenses, as well as through perfect cooperation with civilian and military authorities. In reality, though, this hardly is the situation. UFO investigation is often done by untrained UFO enthusiasts with little free time, working in isolation from official sources of useful information. Many UFO investigators do not have backgrounds in astronomy, meteorology or aviation, each of which would be useful in evaluating reports of unidentified flying objects. This is fortunately being addressed by MUFON through its STAR program and training courses. However, for the Canadian UFO Survey data, there was no way to ensure that all cases contributed were “adequately” validated.

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

We do not know the answer to this question. However, since nocturnal objects constitute the vast majority of UFO cases in the sample, this may not be a problem. We can also ask if all nocturnal objects are themselves homogeneous. Is UFO data concurrently valid with itself?

4) Are differing details among cases obscured through simplification for the purpose of comparisons?

This is true to a certain extent. A witness who chooses red as a primary colour of a UFO with red and white lights may have made an error of judgment. So, in some categories, this would be a valid concern. In others, such as date and location, this is not a problem. However, when evaluations of cases are made, subjective interpretations will certainly cause some difficulties.

5) Does the study imply the question: “Surely this mass of data proves UFOs exist?”
No. The present study only shows that people in Canada are reporting sightings of unusual objects every year, and that some of these objects have no simple explanations.

6) Do the correlations really show causality?

No. No correlative studies were performed on the data.

Finally, we note that although a numerical or weighed relative score in the evaluation of UFO report data was not used, it is believed that there is enough consistency within the 20-year longitudinal study that the results can be shown to be consistent with other studies and that the data has yielded some useful results. It would interesting to re-examine all 8,500+ Canadian UFO reports using, for example, the Ballester-Guasp UFO report evaluation instrument currently used by MUFON, which generates a quantitative score for comparison among sets of UFO reports.

Conclusions

These findings support the view that UFOs represent a real, continuing phenomenon that refuses to go away. In Canada, more and more people are reporting UFOs each year, from all provinces. Yearly numerical analyses of UFO reports show variations that give insight into the nature of the UFO phenomenon as a whole. 


Although started as an experiment in UFO data collection, the Canadian UFO Survey has yielded some interesting results over the years. After 20 years of UFO report collection and study, this longitudinal analysis is useful in helping to understand the characteristics of UFO sightings.


Because the data used in the study come from a wide variety of sources, it is likely they accurately reflect a true snapshot of what is being reported as UFOs across the entire country of Canada. On the other hand, because of this same variance in data sources, there are limitations as to what can be inferred from the analyses.


If UFOs do not represent alien visitation as is popularly conceived, the numbers of reports demand that the phenomenon deserves scientific study, if not as a physical phenomenon, then one of a sociological or psychological nature.
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Appendix

Significant Canadian Cases During the 20-Year Longitudinal Study of UFO Reports

The Okanagan Arch

On July 28, 2003, two very unusual objects were observed in the night sky by literally hundreds of witnesses in southern British Columbia, many of them in the central Okanagan Valley.

At approximately 12:45 am, a “moon-sized” object was seen flying over the region. The object traveled from the northwest to the southeast, changing direction in some cases to move over local mountains, and dropping into valleys. When it did this, the object traveled briefly to the west then made its turn back on course to the southeast. 
Shortly thereafter, a beam of white light appeared overhead, arching across the sky at about 1:00 am and persisting until at least 2:00 am. People who watched the strange and puzzling event said the arch looked “as bright as a fluorescent tube” and said it went from horizon to horizon like “a white rainbow.” The beam sat almost stationary in this position for approximately an hour before dissipating. Almost everyone who witnessed the beam of white light said they had never seen anything like this before. The fact that hundreds of witnesses reported the events is testament that something physically real was observed. In some cases, both objects were reported by the same observers.

The Giant Yukon Saucer

The best-documented and most well-investigated recent Canadian UFO case was the multiple-witness event of December 11, 1996. It is unfortunate that because the event was not learned about or investigated until several years later, it was not included in the annual Canadian UFO Survey for 1996. 


Around 7:00 pm on December 11, 1996, four people were traveling north nearing the town of Carmacks when they saw a group of lights in the northwest above some nearby hills. They pulled off the highway to get a better look, where they saw the lights appeared to be on a larger unseen object moving across the sky. The object was very large, covering an estimated 60 to 90 degrees of sky, and moved ponderously across their view, vanishing suddenly after approximately ten minutes.


At the same time, in the town of Carmacks, another family was at home and saw a row of lights that at first reminded them of a 747 jet airliner, slowly moving over trees to the northeast. The silent object, estimated to be at least 100 feet across, had four large red and yellow lights in a row, with smaller orange and green lights trailing.


Driving north along the Klondike Highway from Whitehorse to Carmacks, another witness saw a bright white light over the far end of the lake. When he reached the northern end of Fox Lake, he could see that the light seemed to be on a larger object and was partly illuminating a curved surface. He lost sight of the object briefly but then saw three rows of rectangular lights slowly moving over the crest of a hill on the east side of the highway away from the lake. 


Two more witnesses left Whitehorse about 7:30 pm heading for Carmacks along the Fox Lake road. They were nearing the Fox Lake campground when they looked saw a large, football-shaped object with a rim of lights, hovering over the lake. 


In total, there were 22 independent witnesses to this remarkable event across the Yukon and Northwest Territories that night. Investigators were told that no military or commercial aircraft were in the area at the time of the sightings. 

Ebenezer’s Ice Cream Cone

At about 7:00 pm on Wednesday, August 22, 1990, a witness near Bellefond, New Brunswick, saw a “very bright object, 4 to 5 feet long” and “clear in colour.” He reported it to the Royal Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP), which sent a report to the National Research Council of Canada.

At 7:15 pm, a witness in Morristown, Nova Scotia, happened to look up into the early evening sky. Morrissey saw a “very bright, circular object” moving in the sky for an estimated four to five minutes. The sighting was reported to CFB Greenwood, and the BOC (Base Commander) filed the report with the Canadian Department of National Defence (DND). Copies of the report were sent in turn to other military agencies including NORAD. 

 In Prince Edward Island from 7:50 pm to 9:15 pm, an eyewitness saw a “glowing white object which landed in woods.” She and all her family watched the strange object, which they described as “like an ice cream cone.” Remarkably, once it “landed,” the object was reported as “still glowing at 0300Z,” two hours later!
Charlottetown RCMP confirmed that they had received more than a dozen calls about the Ebenezer object and had sent two constables to investigate. They noted that one officer “could see it in the distance, but then he just lost sight of it.” 

Spurred by the possibility that the object was in fact a meteorite which may have fallen, a group of 30 amateur astronomers with the Charlottetown Astronomy Club searched the area the next morning, but found nothing of interest.

Clive Perry, president of the club, was doubtful the UFO had been a meteor.

“I wouldn’t think it would be a meteorite when it glowed so long,” he said. “It pretty well had to be space junk or parts of a satellite. That’s about the only thing that could have come down unless you want to talk about little green men with buggy eyes.” 
A Hole in the Ground

On April 1, 2001 at 10:30 pm, a farmer manager and several children from the Rosedale Hutterite Brethern Colony near Etzikom, Alberta, were startled to see a brilliant fireball falling straight down and appearing to impact the Earth only a few miles away. The incident was discussed briefly with others, then dismissed.
On April 16, 2001, another farmer 13 miles south of Etzikom was preparing his land for seeding when he discovered a circular, crater-like formation, which he was certain had not been there before. Soon, news spread throughout the community as local newspapers carried stories about the two events which seemed connected. the occurrence. Many people visited the “crater” and speculation flourished as to whether it was caused by aliens, a meteorite or something else entirely.

On May 1, a geologist from the University of Lethbridge visited the site and conducted interviews with the witnesses. He took photographs of the site, measured it carefully and took soil samples.  He found that the crater was a circle 15 cm lower than the surface of the field, with an inside circle diameter of 2.4 metres, surrounded by a mound of dirt 40 cm high, and an outside circle diameter of 3.6 metres. He also noted four curious indentations inside the crater, which some had speculated were caused by “landing gear” of a UFO. The ground inside the circle was cracked and sere, very different from the smooth powdery nature of rest of the area. Finally, he found some odd, reddish-brown particles of dirt on the mound surrounding the circle.

He concluded that the crater was most likely caused by “a meteoroid, fragment of a meteorite, a small rock or metal solid object which plunged and fell into the earth from outer-space with great force, at very high speed (probably 150 - 650 km/hr depending on the material of the meteoroid and height from which it fell) and extreme kinetic energy.” 

However, if the Etzikom formation is a meteor crater, it is extremely unique. Most geology textbooks illustrate meteor impact craters such as Crater Lake in Oregon, the Ungava Peninsula in Quebec or the impressive Barringer Meteor Crater in Arizona, which is a major tourist attraction. But the Etzlikom crater was only about ten feet wide. 

To add to the puzzle, Dr. Alan Hildebrand of the University of Calgary, Canada's leading authority on impact craters, the scientist whose research received international attention when he concluded that dinosaurs died off after a major cataclysmic impact event, expressed his opinion to investigators that he did not think the Etzikom crater was made by a meteorite.
But if it’s not a meteor crater ....

The Prime Minister and the UFO

A brilliant fireball was seen across western Canada and east into Ontario on Sunday night, March 21, 2004. It was seen by witnesses on the ground and in the air, including observers on the private jet carrying the Right Honourable Paul Martin, Prime Minister of Canada.
Ufology Research of Manitoba (UFOROM) confirmed a report that the pilot of the Prime Minister’s aircraft reported an unidentified bright object to air traffic controllers in Edmonton while flying near CFB Suffield on Sunday night, March 21 at 7:56 pm local time. It is not known at this time if the Prime Minister was advised of the incident, or in fact was also a witness to the event.

The report, made available to Ufology Research through Transport Canada, noted that pilots of three aircraft, including an Air Canada flight, a Westjet flight and the government jet, all reported seeing “a very bright light falling from the sky, with smoke trailing.” In addition, pilots of several other aircraft flying near Westaskiwin, Alberta, also reported seeing the object. One of these pilots was said to have described it as “the brightest fireball he’d ever seen.”
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