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Untitled:1 Label :Phyllis
Acquisition Time : 12:18:41

Elen W At (4

C K 10.85 19.38 1.0835
0K 8.23 11.91 1.0628
ALK 76.25 65.43
SiK 2.39  1.97
cak I.ZII l.lz
Fek 2.87 1.19
Total 100.00 100.00
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August 26, 1990

5637 Karric Square Drive.
Box 162
Dublin, Ohio 43017

Mr. Bennie Foggin
Lot 24

13109 Lockbourne Eastern Road
Ashville, Ohio 43103

Dear Mr. Foggin:

Thank you for your interest in our UFO research project. At the
we are very Interested In gaining knowledge of experfences such
noted in your letter by the use of face-to-face Interviews, We
talk with you as soon s possible. Please drop us a note with your te
number and a brief description of the experience. You will then be:

as soon as possible.

Again, your Interest IS apprecfated. We look forward to meeting wtmyou
and learning of your experinece.

Sincerely,

Wz
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From: "Nick Reiter" <avalonbiker@yahoo.com>
Date: Monday, February 04, 2013 9:24 AM
n" i bus.rr.com>

To: "bfoggil
Subject:  Art's results in an email form

OK, Ben, you should

be able to see eve
dq nald

know why the

Talk to you tonight...

ICP and ICP-MS Services

origi

ANALYTICAL REPORT

Prepared for: Nick Reiter

rything here as it appears in the report. Don’
t didn't go through.

Date Reported: February 1,2013

Comparison of “Exova” results to ICP and ICP-MS Services results

All results are reported in parts per million (ug of element per g of sample)

Element Exova ICP and ICP-MS Services
Lithium
Beryllium 0.23 0.24
Boron <10. ¥
Sodium <50. See ICP Emission R
Magnesi 3,100. 2,500.
Al Major (>100,000
Silicon <2,000. : See%ram(>m1m'm§)ﬂ
Phosphorus <8. See ICP Emission Report
EStain <50. See ICP Emission Repor
Calcium <50. See ICP Emission R
Scandium Internal Standard 0.4
Titanium 310. 310.
Vanadium 7. 5.
Chromium 40.
fron 700. Ses ICP Emi
— 2 mission
,900. 2,100, ‘

iIn Object (cutting from edge)

Results continue on the following page.

Element Exova
Strontium 0.17 22
Yitrium 1.2 0.9
Zirconium 24. 20.
Niobium 0.81 045
Molybdenum 53 7.8
Ruthenium <0.02 <0.01
Rhodium <0.04
Palladium <0.1 <0.01
Silver 5.3 33
Cadmium a7 4.5
Indium Internal Standard 0.03
Tin 29. 26.
Antimo 6.0 55
Tellurium <0.1 <0.05
Todine <30. <10.
Cesium <0.02 _<,0.01
ium 0.35 ;
v 34 25 51|
Cerium 7.7 7.0 |
Pra mium 0.57 073 =)
Neodymi 23 23 |
Samarium 0.31 10.29 T il
Europium <0.02 ] <0.01 |
Gadolinium 0.52 0.3! |
Terbium Internal Standard 0.0!
sprosium 0.39 0.26
Holmium 10.07 0.05
Erbium [0.19 0.12
| Thulium | <0.02 0.0
Ytterbium | <0.08 1 0.01
| <0.4 | 0.01
| 0.98 1057
| <0.06 [ 0.01
s 148 191
Rher}lum 1 <0.3 [<0.01
[Osmlum ! <03 [<0.01
t

4731201

Iridium
Platinum
Gold
Mercu
Thallium
Lead
Bismuth
Thorium
Uranium

| <0.08 :g-g:
<0.1 L
. <0.01
<0.2 0.04
<08 0.24
400. 300.
2. 7.3
69 041
.97 0.84

ICP and ICP-MS Services

ANALYTICAL REPORT
SAMPLE SUBMITTED 8-16-12

Prepared for: Mr. Nick Reiter

All results reported in parts per million (pp!

Page 3 of 3
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All results reported in parts per million (PPM) 7 CP-
3.

Element

1. ICP-OES elemental analysis

MS elemental analysis

sotope abundance analysis

-

. —
Sample submitted in August, | Sample submitted in March,
|0z S| 013

; Ca 840, 230.
Element Concentration Fe 10,400. 700
% %0 120,
Ca 600 = 5 ki
7 10.
Fe 11,000 S o0 e e - S ammlGam
K 100 Si 29,000. 7,900.
Na 100
Element Sample submitted in | Sample submitted in Ratio of 2013
August of 2012, ppm | March of 2013, ppm sample to 2012
a.smge
| Magnesium_ 2,500. 2,000.
Titanium 310. 240. 77
Vanadium 65. 65. 00
| Manganese  |2.100. ,200. 05
Nickel 250. 15, 86
[ Copper ___[2500. 560, 88
Zinc 1.500. 330, 89
Tead 300, 260. 87
All results are reported as percent abundances.
Isotopic Abundance Terrestrial i
Sam) Foggins sample ted Value
Ni-58 68454018
i 4540, 68.01+0.14
Neeo 26.02+009 26.2340.10 o
s 1.12£0,005 1.14£0007 113
352%0. v
+0.07 3.68+0.02 3.59
Sr-84 0.56
= 56 +0.002 043 + 0,06 0.56
S 9.85+002 9.78+0.18
87 5 : 9.88
99+ 0.03 6.940.37
Sr8 8260 £0.04 28320 100
i i 82.83+0.40 8258 |
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Microstructural Analysis of Samples Received from Bennie Foggin

R.Olson, L. Martins, M. Topolski

Project Notes

We received samples of aluminum from Bennie Foggin labelled “Ohio Ed’s metal sample” (hereafter
labelled SM006) and “Rendlesham Forest Sample” (hereafter labelled SM007). The Ed's metal sample
was a small chunk less than about 1 cubic centimeter. The Rendlesham sample was a collection of
relatively fine shavings with size on the order of 1-mm. We have no knowledge of the history of Ed’s
metal specimen. We were well aware of the Rendlesham story given its significant media exposure over
the last couple of decades, but have no knowledge of this particular sample or how it was collected.

Specimen Notes

Samples were mounted in epoxy, initially ground using SiC paper to reveal a cross-section of the
microstructure, then polished using water-based diamond susp anda hl i
polishing wheel. Samples were then cleaned using ethanol in an ultrasonic bath and coated with a
conductive coating of Au-Pd to prepare for analysis via Scanning Electron Microscopy and Energy
Dispersive Spectroscopy. Samples were analysed using a Tescan Vega 3 SEM equipped with an Oxford

XMax-N EDS. All images were captured in backscatter mode.

Results and Discussion

The analytical results for all spectra are included in two summary tables below. The first is provided in
weight percent, the second in atomic percent. The first seven spectra (1-7) pertain to Ed’s metal
analyses, and the final ten spectra (8-17) pertain to the Rendlesham analyses.

Ed’s metal

Figure 1 shows a low magnification image of the surface prepared for analysis. Sites A and B were
analyzed in detail. Figure 2 is a close-up of site A, where a large section of the alloy was scanned by EDS
to obtain an estimate of the average composition. This material has a fairly simple composition. The
relatively low amount of silicon is likely the result of impurity, not an intentional addition. Itis difficult
to process aluminum (Al) with silicon (Si) and iron (Fe) contents below about 0.4 wt%. We did not see Fe

at this level in spectrum 1, but did pick up a precipitate in spectrum 3 with a high Fe content, so it could
(Mg) ion of 0.35

be we simply did not pick up the trace Fe in spectrum 1. The magi
Wt% is likely an intentional addition. Mg is a very common additive in Al alloy. A small amount of
oxygen (0) was pick up, likely trace amounts of oxides in the alloy resulting from processing issues. The
only other element we detected at this level was silver (Ag), which is a very unusual component.
Historically, Ag is associated with copper (Cu) based alloys of Al. Al-Cu alloys were highly used in WWII

7/19/2015

:‘t’r'e‘:'srcc':::;;:;i: w.as discovered they suffered frcfm stress cc.Jrrosion. Ag was then used to enhance the
R esistance of the'se alloys. It alsf) improves high temperature properties. We do not

silver might play in non-Cu bearing alloys. At a level of 1.06 wt %, this was likely added
to the metal.
Figure 3 is a close-up on one of the main precipitates we observed. It also shows the location of an EDS
scan of the Al matrix, plus location of where we analysed the precipitate. Note the Ag is found in the
matrix material again at a level of 1.30 wt%, so it is homogenized with the Al. This suggests the Ag was
added at the melt stage. In conventional Al making processes, this would be a relatively expensive step,
so itis likely an intentional addition. The Mg is again present at 0.36 wt%. The precipitate shows high
level of Si and Fe, likely there due to trace levels of these elements in the alloy.
Figure 4 is another analysis from site B with a different type of precipitate. Spectrum 4 again shows the
Mg, but we did not pick up the Ag. There is a small amount of porosity present here and we see
evidence of some type of oxide containing mostly Al with Na, Mg, Si, Cl and Ca, likely an aluminum oxide
impurity that caused the porosity.
Figure 5 shows a couple other precipitates at site B. Spectrum 6 has a high oxygen content, likely an
oxide impurity. Spectrum 7 has high Si and Fe content similar to precipitate observed in Figure 3, but
picked up a little Ag.
Overall, we can say this specimen is not composed of a common aluminum alloy. The Ag and Mg appear
to be intentionally added, whereas the Si and Fe contents are likely at impurity levels. There is also the
evidence of some oxide impurities likely introduced during processing.

Rendlesham Forest

Figure 6 is a low magnification image of the cross-section of two as-received shavings. Some porosity is
present, but we do not know if these were a result of mechanical and/or thermal stresses induced
during the formation of these shavings, or were present in an original component from which these
shavings originated. Subsequent images represent images taken from Sites A and B.

Figure 7 is a higher magnification image of Site A. The enclosed area in Figure 7 represents the area
used to measure the average composition of the alloy. The Si content is relatively high at 19.47%,
suggesting this alloy might have been used for casting. The Fe content is at a typical level for trace
impurity. Mg and Cu levels are likely due to addition, but could be impurities.

Figure 8 is a higher magnification image of Site A revealing details of precipitates. Spectrum 9 shows
results of the Al matrix, low level of Mg at 0.22 wt% and Si at 1.37 wt%. Spectrum 10 shows results of
bright precipitate containing high levels of Si and Fe, but also smaller amounts of Mn and Cr. Another
interesting feature of this microstructure is the slightly lighter regions dispersed through the metal
matrix, as indicated by the spot denoted Spectrum 12. These are regions of Si metal contained within
the Al metal matrix. It appears these regions also contain a lot of porosity, likely a result of how the

silicon solidifies within the aluminum matrix as the material cools.

Page 2 of 15
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" SEMHV:200kV |
ew field: 3.95 mm |

SMO007 70x | SELEE Corporation

Figure 6: Low magnification image of Rendlesham Forest shavings. Subsequent images where obtained

at sites A or B.
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SMO07 - Site A+

250um g

Figure 7: Higher magnification image of Site A.

Summary of Energy Dispersive Spectroscopy Results - $WEIGHT
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Figure 10: Higher magnification image of site B.

Fleuire 8: Higher magnification image at Site A. Summary of Energy Dispersive Spectroscopy Results - %WEIGHT
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Figure 9 shows a close up of Site B, where we again see high concentration of Si and small_ampims}gf Fe

and Cu, similar to results found in Figure 7. But here we also see evidence of Ag again? This ] ’
confirmed in Spectrum 14 shown in Figure 10. The composition of the brighter precipitates (¢ als T a s TN It was Only
and 16) show similar high concentration of Si and Fe with smaller amount of Fe. The composition AR L didn” t 80 &ﬁexl(;m d

lighter regions represented by Spectrum 17 confirms silicon metal within aluminum matrix.

this (4000 series alloys). None we know of use Ag in any eapaclty

Regarding the use of Ag, we did uncover an Apr 2010 article




surface Spot #C1 (EDS map)
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Element  Line Mass% Atom%

_——

C 5.52+0.04 10.83+£0.08

o) 11.86£0.14 17.46+0.20

Al 70.74+0.81 61.75£0.71

Si 11.88+0.54 9.96+0.45

1 100um 1 100um 100.00 100.00
- Cut surface: Cut (inside surface, but exposed to environment for some time).

- High Al (70.74vt%): Consistent with an aluminum alloy or aluminum matrix material (Al¢ -

- High O (11.88t%, 17.46 at%): Suggests an oxide layer fe.§i &% O2YY2y 2y | f
lack significant O.

- C (5.52m%, 10.83 at%): Indicates carbon contamination (e.g., hydrocarbons from SEM chamber, sample handling) o
carboncontaining composite (e.g., Al with carbon fibers or graphite).

- Si(11.88vt%): Matches 4xxx series {&l £12% Si) or higlsi casting alloys, used for wear resistance and castabili



surface Spot #C2

IMG1(1st)

] 100um 1 100um ] 100um

Element Line Mass% Atom%

C K 6.18£0.05 12.57+0.11
o) K 4742012 7.24+0.18
A K 77.00£1.07 69.69+0.97
Si K 12.07+0.70 10.50x0.60
Tota 99.99 100.00
Cl
Oum [J 100um 14 s
Adxxx Series EA&) Composition 5c12wt% Si, balance Al, minor Mg, Cu, Ni (e.g., 4043: ~5% Sl 14 32,
o
4047. ~12% Si). 2%

ASt 11.88wt% aligns well with 4032 (~12.2% Si) or 4047 (~12% Si)

AAl: 70.74wt% is lower than 4xxx (~885% Al), but oxide and carbon reducents.
AO: 11.86wt% suggests f i A:®= 2:3 atomic, ~52.981% Al, 47.0Wt% O). If ~11.8%t% Oisfrom fii h A G O2Yy
~13.33wt% Al, leaving ~57.44t% Al for the alloy, still low.

AC 5.52wt% is not in 4xxx alloys; likely surface contamination (e.g., hydrocarbons) or a composite.

Averdict 40320r 4047with an! f i hf &andcarbidn contaminationis the closest match.



)iIscussion of cut surface:

ABest Candidates 0 N2 viediét):

A390 (Casting Alloy, Oxidize@omposition: ~17% Si¢%% Cu, 0.5% Mg (negligible here),
balance Al (~78% Al).Adjusted: With 4% O froml i ho O2 y & dm¥o\AY) and “B% C
contamination, it approaches your composition (Al ~70%, Si ~12%).

4032 (4xxx Series, Oxidizedfomposition: ~12.2% Si, 1% Cu, 1% Ni, balance Al (~85%
Al).Adjusted! fii hl Yy R [/ witSaRgEaySvith ~70% Al, 1BikUsesForgings, welding
rods. 8
Al-SiCComposite:Composition: Al matrix (e.g., 6061 or 4xxx) witlg2@W6SiC(Si:C= 70:30
wit%).AdjustedSiCcontributes Si (~8L4%) and C (€8%), plus i B YIF G OKAy 3 &
composition.UsesAerospace, automotive, Ilghtwelght hrg;trength parts. 1131 A LR A

Most Likely:A390 with! € i hl y R OF Nb 2y O2 sSidorvpbsite, giverehigzsi, 2 NI Fiy b gl
O, and C. S S RS

Cl

Relevance to any Extraterrestrial origin (not Grok): g.ﬁ, gag 1

Al-SiCor AESIC alloy is most interesting possibility from a novel material perspective. We uséﬁ’

nanostructures, in particular carbon (graphene nanoplates, carbon nanotubes) for conductivity, .=

electromagnetic absorption, radiation shielding. It is hard to image those with an SEM if the '

indeed sub 10 nm.

The next step is to polish the cut surface so that the microstructure is better reveals (not the

rough cut surface from the diamond saw).

Next: Top (exposed surface). Itis a different color, etc.



Element

Line Mass%

C K 11.12£0.16 28.21+0.40
(0] K 12.12+0.18 23.07+0.34
Na K 0.56+0.05 0.74x0.07
Mg K 1.08+0.06 1.36x0.07
Al K 7.63x0.13 8.61+0.15
Si K 1.12+£0.05 1.21x0.06
P K 0.15+0.02 0.14+0.02
Cl K 0.20+0.02 0.17£0.02
K K 0.33+0.04 0.25+0.03
Ca K ¥ 2.50+£0.09 1.90+0.07
Mn K ¥ 0.93£0.10 0.52+0.06
Fe K ¥ 61.57+0.69 33.58+0.37

Spot #S1

Spot heavy in Fe content.

-
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i < < ¥ e
SED 150kV WD 100mm  Std.-PC40.0 HighVac. [@1x1,200
NOR

150kV. WD 103 mm  Std.-PC400 HighVac. [81x450
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IK Spot #S1

3 10um 1 10um
Si-K

J 10um 1 10um
Ca-K

P-K Cl-K

] 10um ] 10um 1 10um

- Spot heavy in Fe content.

1 10um ] 10um J 10um



Spot #S2

SED 150kV WD 10.5 mm Std.-PC 40.0 Hrg.hVac. [B1x55 I 200 pm s
NOR




