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n addition to Napier telling us thaf . " . \
Ia”eged R o, Nearly all higher primates walk bipedally when this

QNSRRI ERRVIWAEETGRE method of getting about facilitates some particular activ-
SR CRRUC RUEURIEIEERITEY ity, such as the carriage of food or the use of the hands
eI in offensive and defensive actions, but no primate other

modern man (i.e., up to 200,000 yea o . . . v s
ago) and any( Otherpprimate as tg W than man is habitually bipedal. As far as fossil hominids

nature of sasquatch. are concerned, it is probable that several different ver-
RO GRERIRUEY sions of two-footed walking evolved in species that have
NS IRIREERNE since become extinct. It is even within the bounds of rea-

walking evolved in species that hav .
el s son that some of these creatures thought to be extinct

ATEURCR e VRl ey, could be alive today, living in Asia and America, and
URUIPRECUC LR ZR SN Jeaving their enigmatic spoor scattered over these conti-
Moo BRI nents for the sole purpose, it would seem, of shaking our

1938 (Berea, Kentucky). s ; e R
N R e e e faith in the established principles of human evczlglgtgtl)lzg.m i

finds. More recently and more spec- .
tacular were the 1978 Laetoli footprintsOVer these continents, for the sole -pu
(site in Tanzania).The prints shown on POSe, it would seem, of shaking our fait
the far right are about 3.6 million yeardn the established principles of humag
old, so greatly outdated modekomo evolultlon.” In other Wordg, Napier seemg;
sapiens.  Note that they probably showt© think _that all foof[prlnts could be
the prints of a child walking with anhoaxes aimed at “getting one up” on the
adult, likely a woman who was quite“know—n—all" sqlentlsts.Anyway, I_thlnk
small. These prints were found about (Or. Meldrum dispelled the footprint hoax
years after Napier published his book. Hidea with his scientific paper (See B
died in 1987. #146, page 4).

| wonder if he (or any other anthro-  Shown here is
pologist) has compared these prints with an Australo-

sasquatch printsAre sasquatch prints pithecus
closer to these prints than modern humar ~ afarensis, the
prints (notwithstanding size)? hominoid

The second set of Laetoli prints from _ SCIentists
2016 seen at the bottom of the page with be"even?;%téagg
“scientific” measurements indicates a footprints
hominoid about 6 feet tall, probably a shown.
male. Generallyhominoids were not that — 00—

tall, so he was likely an exception, but wg
really dont know Nevertheless, theref
were tall hominoids. g
Next, Dr Napier throws us a little [8 : 3 SN
bone. “It is even within the bounds ofIRSREESEEEEE RS s A
ARSIl o otprints from Laetoli reported in 2016.
thought to be extinct could be alive toda
and living inAsia andAmerica ..." Step =552 mm | Step =587 mm T

Although one can certainly quote th{ * 22 inches 24 inches  L8/S1-3 10°
good doctor here, be wary of a wolf if - @?ﬂw -
sheeps clothing. Please note how th{ge @ ) 1 LB/81.5 3

sentence ends: ... and leaving the|  L8/S1-1 Stride = 1159 mm_(46.4 inches)
enigmatic spoor [footprints] scattereq Stride = 1140 mm (45.6 inches)

Step = 573 mm




r. Napier goes to considerable lengt

to explain the two sasquatch foot
print types (hour glass and human-like
He contends that there cannot be
types of feet within the same species. H
subtle inferences in his writing are tha
the houglass type prints are not rea
footprints. In other words, they arg
probably fakesThe core of his gument
is provided in the excerpts from his boo
presented on the right.

The main problem here is that som
Bluff Creek prints found by Bolbitmus,
all of the Blue Creek Mountain prints,
and the 8athcona Park print found by
Dr. John Bindernagel, are of the “hou
glass” variety Napier also states that the
Patterson and Gimlin film site casts ar
“hourglass.” | dont believe that is
correct. Both the prints and the casts fro
the prints are totally dérent to what
Napier points out as the hglass shape.
Images are provided at the bottom of t
next page.

The main issue, which does no
support Napies conclusion, is the
credibility of the people who found or
inspected the prints and made casts
them. Also, the great quantity of prints

found on Blue Creek mountain speaks {
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Hourglass print from Blue Creek Mountain,
1967, about 15 inches long.

The two types of footprints are illustrated in plates 11
to 16. The first, which I call the ‘hourglass’ by reason of
its waisted appearance, has been scen in the Bluff Creek-
Blue Creek areas of Northern California. The second—
the ‘human’ variety—has been seen and photographed
in Washington State.

The hourglass type can be recognized by six distinctive
characteristics:

1. The impressions of the five toes are separated from the
ball of the foot by a substantial ridge of soil or sand.

2. The toe impressions and the ridge that separates them
from the ball of the foot are arranged obliquely with a
forward slant from the outer to the inner border of the
foot. '

3. The big toe is approximately the same size as the little
toes (see big-toe width index in table 3, page 215).

4. A well-marked ridge divides the ball of the foot, the
fleshy pad immediately behind the big toe, into two sepa-
rate elements.

5. The shank of the foot is hourglass shaped.

6. The impression of the heel is deeper on the inner
rather than the outer side (contrary to the human type
which is deeper on the outer side).

The fundamental interpretation of these footprint
characteristics is fairly straightforward. The well-marked
ridge between the toes and the rest of the foot is a sure
indication that the Sasquatch’s toes (if this is indeed a
real footprint and not a fake) are much longer, more
ape-like, than in man. The prominence of the ridge,
which extends behind the big toe as well as the small
toes, is a clear indication that all the toes are sharply
bent during walking. The obliquity of the ridge tells us
exactly how the foot is moved during the final phase of
striding. Homo sapiens take off from the inner side of
his foot, from the big toe in fact; the hourglass footprints
indicate that the Sasquatch takes off from the outer side
of his foot. The smallness of the big-toe impression of
the hourglass tracks is further confirmation that the Sas-
quatch does not propel himself forward at the end of
each step by the powerful leverage of the big toe. All in
all, the hourglass footprints indicate a totally different
style of bipedal walking to that used by Homo sapicns,
modern man. The diffcrences between the impression of
the human foot and that of the Sasquatch are shown in

figure 2.

(Pages 120 and 121 in book)




their authenticity Nevertheless, DiGro-
ver Krantz did not use these types of cas
in his books.*

During my close association wit
René Dahinden and John Green,
never discussed Napisraversion to the
houmglass prints. In other words, it waj
not a contentious point. | know Dahinde
had Napiers book because he gave me
copy Nevertheless, it would be man
years before | could read, understand, a
be qualified to comment on what Napi
said.

In 2004, there was controversy ovd
my use of the Blue Creek Mountai
prints in  Meet the Sasquatch. Then, in
2010, the same question came up wi
Know the Sasquatch. This time | was
required to do a lot of research with Jo
Green and DrJef Meldrum to try and

clear the air on the mattdt was finally . _ 7 . . . '
decided that the prints were acceptabl Fig. 2. A normal human print (solid line) super-

We did not discuss the other “hglass” imposed on (lEft and T?H.ddl@) two variants Of the

prints. hourglass-type (broken line) and (right) on the out-
NCWEERECIE IS ey [ine of the human-iype (Bossburg). Not to scale.

ure” is no longer valid because we ha Page 121 in book)

scientifically determined the stature o :

the Patterson and Gimlin hominoid.
Nevertheless, if we take Napisr

6.6:1 ratio for foot length to height with 3
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There is one final consideration: the tracks found and

photographed by Roger Patterson at Bluff Creek after he
AN R R LAy had seen and filmed the so-called female Sasquatch. The
NSRS ENC TS ENICN  footprints are a variant of the hourglass type and as dis-
NI S LSIIREIE  cussed on pp. 92-3 are already under suspicion for the rea-

walking height figure of 87.5 inches and
add 8.5% (.085) for stoop (Krantz—8.(
to 8.5%) we arrive at atanding height
of 94.94 inches, Both -calculationd
average to 95 incheg
or 7.92 feet, or 7 feetf™
11 inches. | find thatf
quite remarkable.
As to the “howr
glass” prints casts by
Bob Titmus and Dr |
John Bindernagel |
they are definitely
different from all the
other casts. Napie
never saw the Binder
nagel print and cast
Napier died a yea
earlier than the datg
the print was found.
All 1 can suggest is
that we show a redsd
flag on both casts
Nevertheless, pleas
read on.

sons that their dimensions are not in accord with the stat-

ure estimated from the film.
Page 125 in book)

*Dr. Jef Meldrum used the Blue Creek Mountain prints and the T®B8us print in his book, but not the Bindernagel print/cast reference@.



On the left is a scan of my foot,
which | placed on my scanner (diagonall
to get the full length). | have matched it i
length to theTitmus Bluf Creek cast,
center (1958) and the Bindernagéiath-
cona Provincial park cast, 1988, right. O
course, my opposite foot would havs
been needed to match the casts, butgh
not important for this comparison.

Surprisingly the “double ball” seen
on theTitmus cast is evident on the actus
foot of the subject seen in the P/G film.
discussed this in B&R#27, page 2. |
cannot see it in the other prints/casts
have.

| am not going to gue with Napier
on these casts, but the sole of a sasqua
foot is likely very thick and when unde
pressure spreads out infdifent ways. |
can sort of imagine this happening wit
these casts. —00—

emarkably what Dr Napier states " I . R ]
here about foot “borders” for the yet The line of footprints photographed by Professor E. S.

R - a8y Williams on the Sim Gang tributary of the Biafo Glacier
RN EVENNCCRROETERG:  in the Karakorams in 1956 are shown in plate 2. An un-
not just a footprint. clear photograph of a single footprint is also available,

I have provided an image of a humagFvie provides the basis for the reconstruction shown in

foot (mine) and the foot seen in fil 5 . . . g ia
trame 61 of the P/G film. Both feet are figure 4. At first sight the single footprint looks very like

RRE T TN  the outline of a human right foot. However, on closer in-
R DR R eueRy  Spection it is apparent that the outline of the foot is dis-
UENCIU SN (TR CERSCRWIGRGE  tinctly non-human; what should be the inner border of
sasquatch foot. the footprint, if it were human, is clearly the outer bor-

LA A  der. Such an appearance could have been produced by

in sasquatch footprints. Often, there i T - voall o .
IO the track of a bear walking quadrupedally so that its left

footprint. Nevertheless, | did find hindfoot overlapped and was superimposed upon its left
footprint (far right image) where thellil{0)q<{elolauN{it=ali d-RNE: 3N
curve is identical to the curve shown i (Page 128 in book)
the actual P/G film “foot” photo.
This print was not found at the film
site, but in that general area. | se
everything to Dr Meldrum and it was
speculated that P/G film subject probal
ly made the print; It is about the sam
length as the film site prints.
As mentioned, it appears to me tha
the sasquatch foot has a very thick sol
When all the weight of the hominoid is
placed on a foot, that foot flattens out, g
you dont generally see much curving. If
for some reason, not a lot of weight i
placed on a foot, then the curves beco
apparent. | cab’comment further on the
situation as to the sasquatch. For so
reason, its feet are &frent from human
feet. —00—



