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Continuation of photos in Dr.

John Napier’s Book, Bigfoot.

10. An enlarged section of a
frame from Roger Patterson’s

j film of a Sasquatch at Bluff Creek
s+ Northern California

Photo #10 is an enlgement of framg.
352 from the Patterson and Gimlin filﬁ :
This frame had been inadvertenfly,:
thrown into the public domain so the
was no chage for the copyrightAt the :
time the book was in progress (mid =
1970s) Mrs. Patterson would hay:
owned the copyright to all the other filja
frames.Why didn't Napier use severgdl -
of the best film frames? Either he codld
not aford it or was so dead against the
film that he did not wish to use any other
frames (probably the former).

Photo #1 was taken at Patterssn
home, about 7 miles west @ampico,
Yakima CountyWashington. Dahinde
in holding a film site cast and Pattersg
his Laird Meadow Road cast, taken |i
1964.

Photo #12 shows John Green holding oy i JOh“ Gl““ mld"{. :
yardstick ruler (3 feet or 36 inches). | : : \ I'sin. 53“1'~“[fh prxm;son |
seen that the pace of the print is ab@ B L okl i :-.B]uc( ]LCLL Mountamn, ]
that amountA six-foot man would havd 11. Rene Dahinden and Roger Patterson  Northeru C.l_l-i-ﬁll;l_m,lln'

a pace of about 20-22 inches. I think this  displaying casts of Sasquatch footprint
would have been worth mentioning.

Photo #13 shows a cast taken on Blue
Creek Mountain. It should not be
referred to as a BltfCreek cast. I8 not
wrong, but Photo #12 shows Blue Cregek
Mountain.

Photo assembly #14 was evidenily
provided to illustrate a comparisgn
between humans and Neanderthalse _
message seems to be that Neandefthal:
Man was much smaller thakRlomo |
sapiens. Here is the latest: “Evidenc
from skeletons shows that Neanderthgls 4
were smaller than modern humans, .#
usually between 150-160 centimetgrs -4
(59 inches to 63 inches) tall, but some|of
the Le Rozel footprints seem to haye
been made by someone with a height of

13. One varibtybf the 14. Cast of a human walkmg-prmt Ieft}

175 centimeters (69 inches—about| 5 hqurglass Sasquatch print  and casts of footprints of Ncandcn:haI Man.
feet, 9 inches)."The human foot seeh from the Bluff Creek area, impressed in clay and found in a scaled
would/should have been about average Northcm Cahfomm ' cave near Toirano, Italy el

(i.e., that of a male 5 feet, 9 inches tall).




it is better to be specificThere were &
two different print sizes (lengths), 13&
inches and 13 inches. | think we cd
speculate that the smaller print was th

again seen in the “below left,” referreg
to as the “peas in a pod” print. It was t
best photo taken of a print at th
location. Unfortunately a cast was ng¢
taken.

The “human footprints in dam
sand” are probably meant to provide
comparison with the sasquatch prin
There is definitely a diérence, and
John Green provided a way to distigse.
guish the two types of prints in 1969.
provided a full explanation iB&P No. | .* G s
133.Anyway, here is the material Greefr* = WS L 1
created:

BIOPOOT AMD HUAN PRINTS

JORE GRESN writes (Aprdl 29, 1969): e atopped bo moe a coupls of the
[0 at the Mnivorsity af” Washington on the way home., They had & book

Stk bl oy B B i | | 15. (above) Sasquatch prints of

dak everyona 3 ma [ 'y 22 I bollove 3 a - -
R R e B e e e owh o e s | | w0 different sizes from the Bluff
- @ P Q? Creek area. (below lcft) Another

Yyt vy %‘ﬁ:‘:ﬁ‘ﬁ:,:’g.::’é:@ variety of the *hourglass’ type, where
Broken curve 3 hitsy & d - x
the toes are like “peas in a pod’. (right)

or even atrdsht Tne? ndddle of the big t

If you app|y what is shown to thé Human fDOtPllTlt*: 1 damp bﬂlld
human prints and the sasquatch printsand (below right) the position of the

you will see that the process workstoesatthe toe-off stage of striding; note
that the little toes are bent up and the
big toe is flattened

perfectly | cannot find any reference tp
this excellent material anywhere in.Dy
Napiers book. Did he simply miss it o
ignore it? | am sure John Green would
have been a bit putfpfbut he would
not have said anything.

The last image showing “the pog:
ition of the toes at the toefoftage of |+
striding,” needs more explanation, bii
perhaps it is provided in the text. | thin}
what is implied is that the human tog-"
off process would not produce @&
footprint like the sasquatch print sedf
on the left. | certainly agree with that

prints and sasquatch prints ardehént. {2
| have speculated that sasquatch migj
arch their toes or “grab the ground” i
some cases, thus the channel betw
the toes and the sole of the fodf&= : : :
Footprints are the main tangible cprlnts is how they were made, if not by iinates hoaxing.Anthropologists dort’
physical evidence we have for sasasquatchThey are found in remote areajump into this issue.Their general
guatch so there is a lot of controversand were obviously made by a flexible footopinion appears to be that sasquatch di
on them. For certain, the bigge<The quantity quality and, massive distrib- not exist, so it does not matter how the
mystery about probable sasquatch fowution over many years fettively elim- prints were made.

Continued




Photo #16 shows Jim McClarimbigfoot
carving where it was created. It was lat
moved to the property of the locs

D
=

16. A statue of a Sasquatch.

Willow Creek and China Flats museun. Carved in redwood by Jim
| was there in 2003 for a symposium and McClarin, it is on
the following image shows Jim and me permanent exhibit at the

in front of the carving.

township of Willow Creek,
California

17. Casts of a pair of human-
type footprints of the

- Bossburg Sasquatch. Note
that the footprint on the left
suggests a severe club-foot
deformity; the print on the
right is apparently normal

Jim was among the few researchgers
to see the Patterson and Gimlin film
when it was first screened Wakima on
October 22, 1967. He later did extens|ve
work with John Green to determine the
height of the hominoid filmed.

Photo #17 shows what are commonly
called the Bossbgr cripplefoot casts
They were taken by René Dahinden|in
1969.About 1,000 prints were found and
followed. What made the prints was npt
seen. Dr Jef Meldrum states the
deformed foot is not a severe club-foot] it
is most likely a case of what is callg¢d
skew foot. His speculated bone structyire
is as follows: '

Of all the casts (about 300) that hay When I had the
been deemed scientifically acceptable, trongmaI casts for
a museum

cripplefoot casts are the most astoundin  exhibit, | took
If they were faked, we have absolutely n this photo (film
idea of how it was done—they are just to camera). I don't
good. It would be very gratifying if the ;g:i';ggt‘iﬁg
scientists and skeptics who call these prin  qriginal casts
faked would tell us and show us how th anytime soon,

prints were created. —00— but we have
copies.
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I need to clarify things a little as to thicaxe head was 10.674 inches long. this type of material it is very di€ult to
image.The question is, if the axe hea(—If the print was 13 inches long, then thiget measurements much closer than on
is “x” inches long then what is the lengttaxe head was11564 inches long. inch.

and width of the footprintAs to length, Whoever made the cast from th¢ Sasquatch footprints average 15.6

we know the relationshidND SIZE of photograph would have found the exacdinches long with a width of 7.2 inches.
the two objects in the photograph—blumeasurement for the axe head and thThe yeti is likely considerably smaller
column (BC) and red column RCyhe performed the first calculation | havethan the sasquatch, given the yeti print
formula is therefore: provided. If Shipton would have had &seen here is average.
(RC/BC)*x. ruler and measured the print, that woul | have done this exercise in what
The blue column is 4.67 inches in thithave been much bett&rhere is another might be termed “long form” simply to
photo, and the red column is 5.25 inche photo showing a boot in place of the axavoid agument on the footprint size. If
If x equals 8.27 inches (axe illustration):head, but | think the axe head is mucyou understand what | have done here an

5.25/4.67 = 1.124 better for this exercise. can confirm my conclusions, this would
8.27*1.124 =9.295 inches—length of the  To determine the width of the print,be much appreciated.
print. (Wdth is discussed later) then we have to put in another facto

We know however that the footprint Given the green line | show is the widthNOTE: (*) means multiply; (/) means
was calculated at between 12 inches aiand the print length is 12 inches, then wdivide. By the way| dont use metric
13 inches long, so the axe head had to must use the print ratio, which is (12/RCbecause most readers are in the USA.
larger than 8.27 inches. 2.2857 or (13/RC)). 2.476.

The photo was taken 69 years ago, ¢  The green line is 3.201 in the imag: —00—
axe heads have likely changed, but theso, 3.201*2.2857 7.3l inches for a 12
were diferent sizes. So now we do th¢inch length or 3.201*2.476=92 inches
reverse and let x equal 12 or 13 inches.for a 13 inch length.
4.67/5.25 = .8895This says that the axe  The bottom line is that the yeti print
head is 88.95% of x. was between 12 and 13 inches long al

—If the print was 12 inches long, then thibetween 7.31 and 8 inches in widitith
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