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Analysis 
As supplied by email the evidence consisted of an original photograph taken in the graveyard, two 
zoomed images taken from the original photograph and two photographs taken the next day, one from 
roughly the same place as the original photograph and the other from another location. 

A zoomed area of the relevant part of the 
original photograph is shown on the left 
and appears to contain a figure standing 
behind the gravestone in the centre of the 
image as marked by the red arrow. This 
figure appears to be looking to the left and 
has a visible head and with a slightly bent 
left arm. As images go it is a very good 
one in the sense that the figure is readily 
visible without the necessity of having to 
overtax the imagination. 

Looking at the picture taken from roughly 
the same location the next day does not show the same figure as can be seen in the image above right. 
The same gravestone can be seen in the background along with the shrubbery to the left but no figure. 

Two comments can be made about the images above. The first is that the original image is of fairly 
poor quality and that the camera has moved during the exposure. This is shown in the image below left 

which is a small part of the whole photograph. In this image the gravestone 
which just appears on the edge of the above left image can be seen in close-up 
and, as can be seen, the edge of the gravestone is strangely transparent and the 
bright line on the grass goes through the edge of the stone. The second 
comment relates to the photograph taken the next day. This later image is taken 
from a slightly different angle as can be seen by the relationship of the grave in 
the foreground when compared to the one just to the right of the figure in the 
above two images. In addition the next day image was taken at a different time 

of day so the position of the sun and hence the shadows are considerably different. It is these factors 
which have contributed to the appearance of the figure in the first image and its absence in the next day 
image.  

If you look very closely at the original image (top left) you will see what looks like flowers just to the 
right of the gravestone behind which the figure stands, as can be seen on the image on the next page.  

 

SUBMITTED EVIDENCE ANALYSIS 

Where Evidence Obtained Cirencester Church 

Name of Evidence Supplier Mags Halliday 

Date Evidence Obtained 26th January 2008, 10:07am 

 

Equipment Sony Ericsson K810I phone with 5 mega pixel camera 

Site Conditions Bright but a little overcast 



SUBMITTED EVIDENCE ANALYSIS 

Where Evidence Obtained Cirencester Church 

Date Evidence Obtained 26th January 2008, 10:07am 

 

 

Submitted Evidence 2008-01-26.doc 2 of 2 14/10/2010  15:15 

These flowers 
also appear on 
one of the 
images taken the 
next day, part of 
which is shown 
on the right as 
shown by the red 
arrow. 

If you look very carefully at the 
original image, shown below, you can 
just make out another gravestone 
marked by the cyan arrow. This 

gravestone is the one on the left whilst the original 
gravestone the figure stands behind is the one on the right 
of the image shown above right. Interpreting the angles 
between the graves on the original image and the position 
of the flowers, reveals that the tree in the image above is in 
the position occupied by the figure. If you also look at the 
colour of the tree which is in shadow in the image above, it 
is virtually identical to the colour of the figure which is 
also in shadow. In addition the shape of the tree does tend 
to correspond with the shape of the figure (both are leaning 
over. In the original image the figure vanishes just above 
its head which is where the overhanging branches are 
positioned and it is these coupled with the almost double 
image nature of the original photograph which makes the 
top of the tree trunk invisible. 

Conclusion 
It is therefore my opinion that the figure has been created as a result of the effects of the ambient light 
on the trunk of a tree in the background of the photograph coupled with the resolution etc. of the 
photograph itself. 
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