Dear Mr. Gillespie,

I have reviewed your email attachment concerning the PBY. It appears you have excellent responses to Mr. Long's “perfect match” for the upper PBY wing hypothesis.

While I cannot pretend to validate Lt. Col. Mangus’ detailed study of the geometry of the PBY v. the Earhart patch, I have explained to a number of people that forensic analysis is like putting together a picture puzzle in which you experience the following:

a) you do not have all of the pieces, i.e. some are  missing, and 
b) some pieces that you have, are not part of the puzzle of interest

It is the challenge for the forensic investigator to figure out what “facts” to accept and which to discount as not reliable. There is some skill and experience required to do this.

Generally, in such a  situation you may or may not be able to put together enough pieces to determine what the partial picture represents. More specifically sometimes you definitely cannot tell; other times you can definitely can tell and sometimes the answer is in the eye of the beholder.

I do not pretend to have studied all of the details of the Earhart patch and its surrounding history as you have done. I only looked at it for a little over two hours and you were telling me the story from your perspective. Others, such as Mr. Long have differing perspectives. Each has  a right to their own opinion. I gave you mine and I put sufficient qualifiers in my letter to make it clear what the basis of my opinion is. I am willing to stand and be counted as far as my opinion goes as outlined in my letter. 

[bookmark: _GoBack]I am not the ultimate authority here, but I do have considerable success over more than 40 years in forensic analysis. In my opinion, you have a  very interesting artifact and if I had to vote today with all that I know, I would say it is the real thing. I said that in my letter.  After reviewing TIGHAR’s response to Mr. Long, my opinion is neither strengthened or weakened because my opinion is based on my own observations and not on the opinion of others. Yes I had to accept some evidence as reliable and I had to discount other pieces of evidence as unreliable. That is what forensic scientists do.

Nay-sayers such as Mr. XXXXXX, who refer me to the Warbird Information Exchange (WIE) website, only discredit themselves by their ad hominem attacks. They are vicious, unscientific and appear to be vindictive for a reason unknown to me. I give them no credence because they do not know the meaning of an objective investigation based on the evidence available. When people like the WIE have no evidence to refute your evidence, they attack you rather than  presenting a gentlemanly and scholarly response. I have dealt with such people all my professional life. I do not find it worth my time to respond to such attacks and in my opinion, neither should you.

I do not mind your adding adding these thoughts to my opinion given in my signed letter.

Tom Eagar

     _=====_
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  ==========
 MIT DMSE/ESD

Thomas W. Eagar

Professor of Materials Engineering
and Engineering Systems
Massachusetts Institute of Technology
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