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hile doing some unrelated work, | stumbled on ather words, | could re-create the circle that forms the|iri

image of the P/G subjesthead as seen in frame 36and pupil. | made the subjestiead 9 inches high (red ba
(or 364).The image was created at leagt-15 years ago maximum for humans) and compared the circle to that
(about three computers and monitors agoyway, | now average human. It came out at 38%ydarthan a human.
have a very high resolution monitand when the image  Granted, lam far beyond the level of credible detail
popped up, the first thing that struck me was the subjetltiis analysis, so this is not for scientific eyes, but some
right eye—iris and pupilThere is enough curvature on th@nexpected things happen.
right-facing sides (about 40%) to complete the circle. In —00—

T
| SUBJECT: 16.54 MM

HUMAN: 12.01 MM IRIS AND
PUPIL

THE SUBJECT'S EYE IS
1.38 TIMES THE HUMAN
EYE (.E., (16.54/12.01 =
1.38)

AT 6 FEET TALL,
STANDING HEIGHT, A
HUMAN WOULD NEED
TO BE 8 FEET 3 INCHES
TALL TO HAVE AN IRIS
AND PUPIL 16.54 MM IN
DIAMETER.

NOTE: To see relative sizes, you must view this page at 11.0 inches high and
8.5 inches wide.




hese petroglyphs, said to represe

the “hairy man,” or what we now call
bigfoot or sasquatch, are in New Mexic@;
at the Petroglyph National Monumentf
which stretches 17 miles (27 km) alon
Albuquerque, New Mexicg'West Mesa,

a volcanic basalt escarpment thjfss:

dominates the citg’western horizoThe

following explanation of petroglyphs is

from Wikipedia:

A petroglyph is an image created
by removing part of a rock surface
by incising, picking, carving, or
abrading, as a form of rock art.
Outside North America, scholars
often use terms such as "carving",
"engraving”, or other descriptions
of the technique to refer to such
images. Petroglyphs are found
worldwide, and are often associ-
ated with prehistoric peoples. The
word comes from the Greek prefix
petro—petra, meaning "stone,"
and glypho meaning "carve," and
was originally coined in French as
pétroglyphe.

Although petroglyphs in North
America are mainly abstract in nature
some do indicate “real life” artistic talent
Unfortunately | have not found an
example of such (real life) that is know
to depict a sasquatch. Early Native peop
certainly had great artistic talent as see
in wood carvings, but wood does not lag
as long as engraved rock. | have learng
that the petroglyphs in Bella Coola B(Q
are about 10,000 years old, althoug
many petroglyphs likely go back 15,00(
years or more. “The ancestors of living
Native Americans arrived in what is no
the United $ates at least 15,000 year
ago, possibly much earlidrom Asia via
Beringia.” (Wkipedia)

It is important to note that
petroglyphs are in the public doma¥fau
do not own the copyright to images yo
take unless the photo contains somethi
that is not in the public domain (you, you
wife, and so forth). Certainlyyou own
the original image, but if you post it 0
publish it, anyone can scan it and use it
any way they wish.




hen Bob Gimlin (left) looked at my was at least 133 feet away rather than 1p2
film site model atWillow Creek, feet (creature image in a blue box).

California, in 2003, he pointed to a stum Nevertheless, even that figure (13
and said, “And thas the stump | jumped feet) is not enough to satisfy the math
from to see how far my boots woulcematics using camera and film sped
sink.” That stump is identified on theifications. Given Patterson used th
right with a red arrow (both on thestandard 25 mm camera lens, then t
diagram and model photo). creature was 151.4 feet from the camera.

Bob was comparing his boot prints tdt needs to be mentioned here that John
the creatures prints that were close toGreen measured the distance at 138 feft.
that stump. His conclusion was that thAnyway, we need to pickup about 13 t
creatures prints were impressed mucll8 feet to get to 151.4 feet. For certai
farther into the ground than his bocoPatterson and the camera could have bgen
prints. Roger Patterson filmed this actiofarther away from the log seen in th
(according to Gimlin) on the second filrrforeground (shown as 36 feet). | believ
roll taken at the film site (as stated in athis could be at least 10 feet farther aw
interview with John Green). Unfor This, of course, means that all the other
tunately the second film roll was sent bymeasurements are out by 10 feet (need|to
Mrs. Patterson to the BBC in England iibe 10 feet greater)his does not &kct
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BourseMurphy 2005 GAMERA

about 1998 and either not returned, (anything.As to the 3 feef

returned and lost. Nevertheless we cior 8 feet discrepangyhat
visualize events using the film site modecan be considered within
The dotted green line on the diagrarthe magin of error
indicates the path taken by the creatur Dr. Grover Krantz
The red circle indicates the intersectioused the 102 feet distanfe
of the creature and the camera view in his calculations. Hé
frame 352 in the film. should have checkqgd
The main question is, “What is thethings more closely
distance from the camera at the point (indeed, he should ha
creature intersection?” René Dahindeknown the formula fo
provided a measurement of about 1Cmathematically determir
feet (actually 102.8 feet, but this likelying the proximity of itemq
meant 102 feet 8 inches as Dahinden din a photographAs | have
not know the decimal system). He alsmaintained: ANTHRO-
stated that the creature passed withPOLOGISTS ARE NOT
about 10 feet of a tree that was 143 feENGINEERS.
from the camera (indicated on th
diagram with a green circle and th
distance.This indicates that the creaturt —00—




———————————— ) 25 Inches less extremities = 24 inChes |

aniel Perez wrote and told me that hin many cases, you can reasonably guethe wood fragmenftThe following is the
had satisfied himself as toat that. In the above example, | worked photo and the wood fragment is circled—
calculations made on the size of objecout to about 70%. So the subjedtieight René drew the circle.
in photographs that are in the same plaris 3.7 circles.
Daniel performed his own experimen  Now, if you know the length of the
and thus is convinced that the process circled object, in this case the woo( >
valid. fragment, then you just multiply that

disciplines) dort really seem to subject.
understand how this works. Normally  Unfortunately there is a bit of a S
just the math is presented, and it can twrinkle here because the photo (filnf&s
very tiresome if math is not your thing. frame) showing the fragment does ndi®
The application as to the sasquatcregister its extremities (it is too far away S sEe. |
issue is the wood fragment seen in tFThose extremities are circled in the above . -
Patterson and Gimlin film that the subjecimage of the fragment and they equate to R€N€ told me that the fragment seer
stepped on. It is therefore directly in thi2.25 inches, leaving 24 inches visibleV@S What he retrievedThat is the
subjects plane because it walked in iwhen that number is multiplied by 3.7 wdradment I have presented above. He the:
straight line from the fragment. get 88.8 inchesThe oficial height told me tha? Erik was gbout 10 feet frpm
It is very easy to establish a sizidetermined by NASI was 87.5 inches, Wéhe s,pllt white tree to hls_ left and behind.
relationship between the fragment and trare out by 1.3 inches (line thicknes&€nN€ measured the distance from the
subject.All you have to do is draw a adjustments would make theCamera for that tree andegtively said it
perfect circle around the fragment. Nowmeasurement exact. was 143 feet awayfhat means that the
it is locked within the circle and no matte  Naturally if you are performing a flM subject was about 133 feet awapt
its position in the circle its length remain:calculation with nice clear and crispt02-8 feet. By the same token, the wooc
the same. Even if it turned like theimages, you dom’ need to make fragment was perhaps just a couple of fee
propeller on an airplane it does noadjustments as has been done with tfioSer to the camera (say 131 feet).
change. fragment. However René measured the distance tc
That done, you now simply see hov In 1996, René Dahinden gave me H1e'wood fragment and stated 10_2.8 feet
many circles fit into the height of thephotocopy of a photograph he had takehdid not know enough at the time to
subject. If less than one circle happenof his son, Erik, at the film site in the pattfiuestion the issue.

then you need to establish its percentagtaken by the film subject, and showing —00— March 28. 2021



