Photo Complications — Is thee a Mystely?

metime before his death in 197

oger Patterson gave René Dahindg
a 10-foot strip of 16mm film and told him
that the strip was from the second fil
roll taken at Bluf Creek on October 20,
1967. In about 1995, René came acro
the strip (little roll in a film container) and
examined the frames with a magnifying
glass. He marked five (5) images for th
purpose of having actual photographe
produced. He took the strip to a phot
facility on Granville $reet inVancouver :
BC. He then went away to visit his son i
Enderby BC. A few days later he
telephoned me and asked if | would picki
up the strip and photographs that wen s
now ready | picked up both and wheng %
back home examined a few of the firg’
frames on the strip; all | can recall if J
seeing horses. | then did photographic rissesg s

Among them were the first three see
here.
In 1998, the BBCTV documentary
The Worlds Greatest Hoaxes was aired. s
The full sequence of Patterson making g
cast was shown. | snapped photdstio¢
television setThe second roll had bee
provided by Mrs. Patricia Patterson a
has since disappeared.
Upon publishing the image of
Patterson making a cast, and one of t
images of him holding casts (first one)
stated that these images were taken at
film site. A controversy arose becausig
Patterson appears clean-shaven in
cast-making image and as a result tig
image must have been taken prior (g
October 20, 1967. He appears to
wearing the same shirt, but | am not sug®
about his jeans. ot

Furthermore for reason | camecall

(lighting?) it was stated that the images cﬂfp

Patterson holding casts had to be takel
later than October 20, 1967.

As to the cast-making photo, | dug
out the image | took bthe television set
and stated that Patterson appears to ha
adequate whiskers in this image, as see
here.

Y

With regard to the images of
Patterson holding casts, | pointed out tha
the casts appear to be still wathen you
make casts, you have to waslh af the
soil and so forthAs a result the casts are
wet for some time (depends on the
weather). | also pointed out that the tree
behind Patterson has similarities with a
tree at the film site probably selected for
the images (illustrated on the next page).

We know that the second film roll
was shipped tdrakima on October 20,
1967, and provided for viewing at the
University of British Columbia on
October 26, 1967. John Green was there
and said the second roll was shown, bu
could not remember much about it. René
Dahinden, also present, could not remem
ber the second roll screening at all.

If the three images were not on the

them in. | assume he made a copy of the
liced footage, then gave René a strif
om the copyWhy just a strip, | dont’



know. Evidently the roll provided to the {§¥
BBC had the actual spliced material anj®
this was not noticedilternately the copy
was sent to the BBC and the original i
still with Mrs. Patterson.

Having said all of that, Bob Gimlin &
does not recall taking this footage or angs
footage, but concedes that he “mug
have.” -
One of the other photos on the 1CHES
foot strip shows a footprint filled with

plaster at the film site. conceded that the cast-making image w.Shown below is the tree at the
__Trying to compare this cast to the ongoy 5 giferent source (but not totallyfilm site that | believe we see
in the image of Patterson making a cast fyseq on the “whiskers” issue). behind Patterson holding casts.
not practical becagse the prints don’ One odd thing happened some yeaThe image shows Jim McClarin
match (left foot vs. right foo). later While visiting John Green he\yalking the path taken by the

Furthermore, on the skeptical sideghowed me a film roll (cantecall what it sasquatch. The photo was taken

the resolution of the cast in the groung|;¢ about) and all of a sudden one fran
. ._a year later in a different season.
appears to be greater than the cagowed the image of Patterson holdino,”.

making photoThis might indicate that it c4ts | had him go back and asked whe 1 he wood fragment is indicated
came from a dferent sourceAs to the it came from. He had no ideahe Strictly for reference. The photo of
color of the soil, this is “relative” becaus%ystery if there is one, remains. Patterson came from a different
the actual soil has a lot of red earth/clay — 00— source.
and the “cast in ground” photo can be
adjusted to make it similar to the cast
making photoAnother question is, where
are the additional prints in the cast
making photo? | have reasoned that
they are there, then they angle to the rigl
and are blocked by Patterssiiody For
what it's worth, the adjacent top image
shows the two photos side by side:
There is a reference Big Footprints
by Dr. Grover Krantz on page 32 tha
supports a diérent source for the cast-
making photo. In referring to “fake
prints,” Krantz stated the following:

Roger Patterson told me he did
this once in order to get a movie
of himself pouring a plaster cast
for the documentary he was
making. (A few days later he
filmed the actual sasquatch.)

This being the case, then the cas
making images were available prior tc
October 20, 1967, and between that da
and October 26, 1967, Patterson splice
the images onto the second film roll
likely thinking he wanted to show how
casts were made along with the actui
footage of footprints in a series taken ¢
the film site. At this juncture | have

THIS APPEARS TO BEA
PLASTIC BUCKET.
PROBABLY USED TO
WASH OFF THE CASTS.

Christopher L. Murphy



