The full article from The
Standard, mentioned in
B&P#9, is included here
starting at page 5.
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You might perhaps wonder a little
why so much information presented on
the Sasquatch Canada website does not
receive significant scientific interest. For
sure, every now and then a professional
jumps in, makes a terrible mess, and then
disappears back into the woodwork. They
never do thorough research; just go on
preconceived notions that everything is
faked. They can’t prove anything, but in
this case, the onus is on researchers to
prove the opposite.
I recently wrote to about 780 anthropologists/professionals as asked them to
look at our book The Making of
Hominology. I did not ask for a reply, but
expected acknowledgement. The only
email I received stated, “Please don’t
email me.”
The dictionary defines “apathy” as “lack of
interest, enthusiasm, or concern,” and that’s
exactly what we have with the scientific
establishment as to hominology.
I can’t state out rightly that sasquatch exist,
but I will say that with so much evidence,
“something” exists. Some scientists have
accepted that something makes the footprints,
but that’s as far as it goes. What that
“something” might be is left up in the air.
Unfortunately, this has not resulted in anything
significant.
. Strange as it may seem, apathy has
trumped curiosity, one of the foundations of
science as we now know it. If I could think of a
good reason beyond the “political” things I
have stated in other papers I would be satisfied,
but I can’t. There seems to be something
wrong.
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Christopher L. Murphy

The pictographs confirm that Native
people thought about (and perhaps saw)
sasquatch families. As a result, Native
spiritual significance given to sasquatch
extends to all individuals. Natives did not
just think about lone “spiritual being”
sasquatch, they evidently knew that there
were sasquatch families.
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When Kathy Moskowitz Strain
brought to our attention these pictographs
in 2003, she brought a lot more to the
table than just intriguing Native American artwork. The images show what
Natives called the “Hairy Man”
(sasquatch/bigfoot) along with his mate
(wife) and child. They are in a cave on the
Tule River Native reservation, Sierra
Nevada foothills, California. The age of
the pictgographs is not known, but
certainly not under
500 years.
Up to 2003, we
certainly thought about sasquatch “off
spring” because of a
totem pole, seen here,
that shows D’sonoqua
(cannibal woman) and
her child. Nevertheless, we did not think too much about sasquatch in a family setting. Generally, it
was thought of as a lone wanderer.
Naturally, if there are adult sasquatch
then there has to be procreation and little
sasquatch. Even the “incredible hulks”
created by over-imaginative contemporary artists were once children with a
mother and father.
The artist Paul Smith had considered
“family life” as his artwork shows:

This is the front cover of an almanac
printed in Boston in 1785. The image is
stated as “an ape from Africa.” It might
just be the first printed image of a nonhuman primate published in the USA.
The fact that the “ape” is walking totally
upright and carrying a staff or walking
stick is curious. There were indications of
strange beings in North America at that
time, but we can’t speculate.
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PLASTER

This photo shows Dmitri Bayanov
with the subject of the P/G film at 8 feet
tall. This is larger than the actual subject,
but it is the average height determined in
sasquatch sightings. Dmitri is about 5 feet
7 inches tall, so this provides a bit of a
comparison if he were to meet a
sasquatch this tall.
A comparison, however, is not the
point of this discussion, which is as
follows. The enlargement of the
sasquatch was done by Scott McClean;
(the same has been done by Marlon
Davis) using a P/G film frame image. As
the subject in the actual 16mm film frame
is 1.2 mm high, this means that the photo
shows the sasquatch 2,032 times taller
than in the film frame. This cannot be
done with an image from a standard SLR
35mm digital camera. If a photo of
something is taken at 102 feet with this
type of camera and 1.2mm of something
in that image is isolated, you would only
see a blur, If you enlarged it, you just get
an enlarged blur. I don’t even think there
is a very high-end digital camera that
could provide the same results as 16mm
movie film. The reason, of course, is that
movie film is the action of light on
chemicals and they have much more
density than images on a digital sensor.
Of course, a scanner will duplicate an
actual photo (film or movie still) so one is
able to do massive enlargements.
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ARTICLE REVISION
his article discussed casts that
showed an impression of a rock.
The information previously provided
was not totally correct. A plaster cast
with a depression (caused by a rock)
can be easily and naturally created.
You just need to ensure the plaster
totally covers the top of the rock to a
thickness of about one-half inch. This
by
can be done, if necessary,
“shoring” the footprint.
The sole of a sasquatch foot is
very thick, so it essentially envelopes
the rock as seen here:
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When plaster is poured into the
print it goes to the lowest level it can
find. In this case, it flows over the top
of the rock—the rock replaces the
earth so the plaster in the print appears
as follows:

It can be seen here that when the
plaster dries and is removed from the
footprint there will be an impression
caused by the rock.
One problem might be that the
plaster will stick to the rock causing
difficulty in removing the dried
plaster print. However, if the rock is
wet, the plaster will not likely stick to
it, so best to moisten the rock.
As mentioned, the thickness of the
plaster above the rock needs to be at
least one-half inch. This thickness, or
a greater thickness, can be obtained by
“shoring” the print if necessary. Here,
the walls of the print are built up so
that the poured plaster is very thick
and quite strong when it dries.
The cast presented showing a
depression caused by a rock was
given to me by Ray Crowe. The
original cast was made by Paul
Freeman at Elk Wallow near Walla
Walla, Washington (1982). It was
given to Dr. Grover Krantz who
inspected it and reported possible
dermal ridges.
Paul Freeman was highly
experienced in cast-making. He
provided many casts to Dr. Krantz.
Such casts included footprints, hand
prints, and even a body print
(buttocks). Freeman would have
known how to get a good cast of a
footprint that indicated a sasquatch
stepped on a rock. My previous
concern in this regard was not
warranted.
Some people have expressed
concern over the number of casts
Freeman has provided. He did seem to
have extraordinary luck. He also had
sightings and provided a video of a
sasquatch, which is convincing and
has not been proven a fake.
Dr. Krantz and Dr. Meldrum give
Freeman full credibility. Dr. Meldrum
even found sasquatch footprints firsthand in the Walla, Walla region.
Freeman passed away in 2003 at
age 59. As far as I know, very little
research has been done in the Walla
Walla region since his death.
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I did receive a report and photos of a
very large “evacuation.” It was the same
as human in shape, but likely far too large
for a human (both circumference and
quantity.
As I understand, it is difficult to get
sasquatch DNA from scat because of the
DNA present of so many other animals.
As a result, scat is a bit of a loss cause. If
you can’t prove its source, then
everything becomes speculation. There is
likely more information on the Internet.
—00—
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These illustrations show how casts are
mad.
1. The foot goes into the soil.
2. A footprint of the sole registers as a
CONCAVE impression.
3. Plaster is poured into the impression.
Note that what you see is simply flat
plaster.
4. The cast is removed when dry and
turned over to reveal a CONVEX
impression of anything on the sole.
5. The top side of the foot has nothing to
do with the cast, unless there were long
toe nails, which might be marginally
seen; especially if they curved
downward.
—00—

In 2005, I met Thom Powell for the
first time at a camp-out in Sweethome,
Oregon. Thom brought a sample of what
was considered to be sasquatch scat. I
don’t show photos pertaining to this
subject because of all the jokesters.
Anyway, the sample was handed around
in an open container for each of us to have
a close look. When it came to me I went
up close and smelled it. To my surprise is
simply smelled like the forest! I am sure
you have experienced this smell; generally after it rains; you smell trees,
leaves, moss and so forth. I exclaimed
this to everyone.
There has been research on scat. John
Green reported on analysis done and
stated the following:
The report that came back was that
the material was the remains of fresh
water plants, and that it contained
eggs of parasites otherwise known
only from some North American
tribal groups in the southwest US,
pigs from south China and pigs and
people from southwest China.

Joedy Cook and other researchers in
Ohio found scat on branches up in a tree
(prior to 1999). It was analyzed and as I
recall, the results indicated that it
contained tomatoes, rodent, and bark
(cambium layer of trees, I presume). The
identification was “human.” That was
considered to be very odd; humans, other
than a “wild man,” don’t usually have
bark and rodents in their diet. There were
farms in the area, so that is probably
where the tomatoes came from.

Bob Titmus (right) is shown here
measuring the thickness of a broken-off
fir sapling. Dr. Grover Krantz is on the
left. Grover was over 6 feet tall, so the
break was at least that high. The tree at
the break looks like about 2 – 3 inches
thick. We can see the broken off section
to the left; obviously a forceful break, not
a cut.
Fresh fir does not break easily. It can
be bent to a significant angle before it
snaps. It would take quite a strong man to
bend a tree like that and then snap and
tear it to produce what we see.
There have been many examples of
this sort of thing, often with trees far too
large for a human to break. Somewhere
down the line (before my time researching sasquatch) it was reasoned that
the breaks were made by sasquatch as
markers of some sort. The only other
logical explanation is wind storms or
snow storms (heavy snow or ice on
branches), but these are often ruled out.
I have seen it written that large animals like moose or elk break tree branches
and I suppose that would include saplings.
Furthermore there are strange “constructions” of forest material and tree
branch/vegetation manipulations called
sasquatch “sign and symbol.” I can’t
explain them, nor can professionals. As
the latter don’t believe in sasquatch, the
conclusion is “something else.”
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Paul Graves is seen here with an
unusual structure he discovered in the
winter of 2008 in Washington State. I
believe the first three photos were taken
in the spring of the following year (or
later), and those with snow in the winter
of 2011. Dr. John Bindernagel who went
to inspect the structure is seen in the last
photo.
Obviously someone or something
made the structure. All of the logs,
branches and so forth have what we
might call “natural terminations.” In
other words, they were not cut with a saw
or ax. In view of this, such material was
either found in a natural state on the
forest floor and transported to make the
structure, or it was physically broken off
live trees and transported. Of course, it
could have been both. Whatever the case,
that a human made the structure appears
unlikely, especially since it is very crude.
To consider that the wind/weather
resulted in all the debris piling up on spot
is not practical. Also, a bear could not,
and would not make a structure like that.
I had Paul send me a sample of the floor
covering inside the structure (bark, twigs,
leaves). I sifted through it and found a
hair, which I had analyzed; it came out as
“bear.” This indicates that a bear or bears
used the structure.
Washington State is a major region
for sasquatch sightings. Geographically,
it is simply an extension of British
Columbia. A concern might be that if
sasquatch make structures of this nature,
then why are they so rare? Nevertheless,
few people get into remote areas and I
doubt many would report a finding of this
type.
A full and detailed report is provided
in my Virtual Museum Exhibit on this
site. It was posted about three years ago.
I don’t know of other exposure prior to
this, but certainly there was some.
Nevertheless, it has been nearly 10 years
since the structure was discovered and the
only professional interest I know of is
that expressed by Dr. Bindernagel.
I have to wonder if in the current
environment of scams, hoaxes and docufictions, little or nothing is considered by
those who might be able to shed more
light on this and other evidence.

In his book (2014), Bill Munns
provides conclusive evidence that the
subject of the P/G film is not a man
wearing a costume; it is a natural being.
Bill has extensive qualifications and
experience in this discipline and goes
beyond normal expectations in making
his point. Bill had the best possible
material to work on; high-resolution
digitized images of an unused film copy
held by Mrs. Patricia Patterson.
Twenty years earlier (1994) Jeff
Glickman, a highly qualified forensic
examiner, commenced his study of the
film. His report was completed in 1998.
Despite intensive and state-of-the-art
analysis, Mr. Glickman could not find
anything pertaining to the subject that
indicated it was a fabrication of any sort.
To the contrary, he provided evidence that
it was a natural being. He also digitized
the unused film copy.
We have now just celebrated New
Year for 2018, and if the question is,
”What has ‘professionally’ resulted?” the
answer is essentially nothing, just more
books, articles, papers, docu-mentaries, a
“professional” website and a museum
exhibit. What was I expecting? At the
very least, very intense involvement from
a major scientific institution; a highprofile inquiry by a team of scientists.
Why has this not happened? I opened this
B&P edition with a discussion on apathy,
and I close with the same thought.
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