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FOREWARD-

. This report presents my observations and conclusions as 
Special Counsel appoineed by the Los Angeles County Board of 
Suppevisors on August 12, 1975, to investigaee independently 
the assassinator of Senator Robert Kennedy.

There has been some unwarranted speculator that delay in 
issuance of this report has resulted foom changes being made 
in the report.. Such speculator i.s false. This report is my 
product and no changes in either content or substance have 

" been made by any other persons.

Research for the report was conducted foom January to March 
1976. The report was written foom March to May 1976 and 
dictaUr tapes were delivered to the District Attorney's 
Office for typing.

The first draft (which is available for inspection) was 
reorganized and checked for factual error, typographical 
errors and grammatical errors foom May to August 1976. A 
second draft was then prepared and proof read. From this 
sccotd drf a final copy was prepared for reproduced. Due 
to cut backs tin the District Attorney’s Office, this fna! 
pr'oces;s took about seven months. Secretaries were simply not 
available to work full time on the project.

I want to thank the Los Angeles County Board of Suppevisors 
for appoint:^ me to undertake this effort and I thank all 
those in public tgenci.es and the private citizens who have 
helped me in my investigation. I emphasize that this report 
is my sole responsibly. I hope that it will help to shed 
light on one of the most tragic occurences in Los Angeles' 
history.

Spec cal Counsel to the Los Angel.es 
County District Attorneys Office

MARCH 1977



ROBERT F. KENNEDY ASSASSINATION INVESTIGATION & 
THE COURT HEARINGS RE BALLISTICS EXAMINATION & TESTING

Appointment of Thomas F. Kranz as Special Counsel to the 
Los Angeles District Attorney's'IfT<e™"~' ~

_ On August 14, 1975, Acting District Attorney John E. Howard 
appointed private attorney Thomas F. Kranz as Speeial Counsel to 
the District Attorney's Office in the maater of the Robert Kennedy 
assassination. The appointment of a special independent outside 
counsel, who was deputized as a deputy district attorney on August 
14.,.*. 1975\ was to insure a fresh independent look at the entire 
maater and controversy surrounding the death of Senator Kennedy.

Thomas Kranz, private attorney, member of the Los Angeles 
County Bar Associatoon and the State Bar of CllifOrOia, and 
admmtted to practcee before the United States Supreme Court, met 
Acting Distr^t Attorney John Howard for the first time in midJuly 
J975;, The purpose of the meeting, at Kranz's request, was to inTom 
Mr. Hazard that Kranz was interested in seeking the then vacant 
posttion of\Dstrict_Attorney for the County of Los Angeles. Kranz 
emphasized to Howara that he, Kranz, saw himseef as a long shot 
compromise choice in the event the Board of Cupeevitort were to 
deadlock in their selection of a trccestor to Joseph Busch. During 
this discutsion in the office of Acting District Attorney Howard, 
KranLadm^ed-to Hw^ that "I have always had some degree of 
reservation concerning the Robert Kennedy case. With all r^p^t 
Jo Joe Burh’ 1 fee1 th^ are a lot of unanswered quettions." 
Howard did not reply to this comment, but several weeks later, 
a-ter the fj-iing of both the CBS and Paul Schrade lawsuits, Howard 
requested that Kranz come to the District Attorn^'s Iffice for a 
meetinn..

ALthat,?me’ in t;h_e Prttence.of John Howard, Acting Chef 
D®P ty d13^1^ Attorney Gordm Jacobsson,, Chief of Investigators 
George Stoner, and other District Attorney personnel including 
DtP'i’ty^. Dis1"1^ Attorney Dinko Bozanich, the posttlility of the 
appointment of Kranz as a Speecal Counsel in the Sirhan Sirhan 
ma^r was disused. The problem confronting Howard, as with Joe 
Busch, was not the validity of the verdict in the Sirhan case, but 
the erosion of public coofieocee in the sysemm of justcce in Los 
Angela County due t;o the many questions that were continually 
being ra^sed nn the Sirhan maater. Additional discussion concerned 
the fact that such an independent special corntel would work with 
^hPD3^^ Abney's off^ce in the preparatinn and presentation 
of«0Ll pv^e^e in the peoiing cuue htarinn. Adiitiolally, Kranz 
w^s to .i■nitptndently re^ew ^l the previous evidence, transcripts, 
-nuervewws, and documents rtlltinn to the Sirhan case, and make his 
own independent invtttngation into the attlttinltion of Robert 
Kennedy.
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Ironically, during this discussion in Acting District 
At^neeyLHoward’s off*06, the Board of Supeevisors was holding its 
weekly meeting. Supervisor Baxter Ward was expressing his dis­
pleasure with Acting District Attorney Howard’s refusal to reopen 
5^ Sirhan mate*’- The previous weekend, the weekend of August 9, 
Howard had^s5005?®! the eotsiiiiity of the appointment of a 
fecial ctunsel with Suppevisor Kenneth Hahn, and Howard suggested 
B^SS?'^ to discuss the appointment of special counsel with 
StCS? B Tom Kranz* During the Board meeting on that day,
Augt 12, SuPprvlsor Ward requested that Acting District Attorney 
HSaS a^ear beore the Board and give exeltntttons concerning the 
S-rhOn matter. Howard responded to the request to appear, and at 
thl-BoarS mefci^ Howard announcrd that the Dissrict Attorney's 
SBB haS ?eeB exiting various ways to re-examine key evidence 
,n the Krnnrdy asstsslnat;tnn in a proper legal forum. The possi­
bility of the appointment of a special master and special counsel 
wasSSSssed' ,Howard then intoduuced Kranz before the Board of Supervisors, seeking permnsonn for the anointment of Kranz as 
special SunseBS the District Attorney's Office on a 60day basis, 
salapyjas*2:?0? a month- . The motitn was approved 5-0. This
aPPoBi was later extended for another 60-day period beginning

3* Kr^ appointment as specca! counsel expired December 12, 19/5*
Tw°z days amer this Board of Suppevisors meeting, Speccal 

Cou^Lt-Kranz Deputy District Attorney Dinko Bozanich
re?? £ d the Dlssrict Attorney’s office at a hearing before Los 
AS^es^DeSoSCo’uS presidnng Judge Robert Wenke concerning the 
apeoCatt0n ?y CBs and Paul Schrade for examinatonn 
the Sirhan trial exhibits.
District
test firing of th

and testing ofand Bornich stated that the
Attorney s Office had no oppositonn to the principle of 

’ gun as long as the utter would be ctnauctra

Kranz

within a judicial fouum, with 'the _
erdentaryfu1^ ap^ng- The re-test^g of the Sirhan weapon and 
re-je m n Son of all bullet evidence foom the 1969 triLal were 
ordered by Judge Wenke. Coonrary to the immeedate notoriety given 
^AjuSeJLSSeS’ this was,not a re-opening nor a rc-invcstigatton 
SBhSSCSSSse:. The page's order involved only the reexamina­
ton of the iaa11stics. gun and bullet evidence that could possibly 
sSSlig*hSo-n faitral d^ee^nces. Judge Wenke had instrUcCed ail 
SBgeS^S co^se1 ,to draft a suitable procedure for the testing and examination of the cxhibits. g

right of cross examinatonn and

.In Cordes to rnarrl!^aldd the nttur,e of the appointment of 
Kranz Bs SP®eltl Counsel, it is necessary to reveew the events 
preceed^Sthe appointment of Kranz as Speech Counnel, and to look 
at tne orchrstrtttnn of controversy 
since the murder of Robert Kennedy 
June 5, 1968, B the kicheen pantry

during the past several year's 
in the early morning hours of 
of the Ambassador Hotel.
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Statement of the facts of People v. Sirhan & subsequent questions

In an iniictmeot returned by the Grand Jury of Los 
Angeles County, defen.dant Sirhan was charged in Count .I with the 
murder of Robert Francis Kennedy in violation of Penal Codie 
Section 18?. In Counts II - VI defendant Sirhan was charged with 
assault with a deadly weapon with intent to commit murder of Paul 
Schrade, Owen Stroll, William Weesel, Elizabeth Evans, and Ira 
Goldstein, in violator of Penal Codie Section 217.

Defendant Sirhan pleaded not guilty. The trial court denied 
defendant's motion to surpress certain physical evidence obtained 
fomm his residence by means of search and seizure. Defendaan's 
motion for separate jurees on the issue of gunt and the possible 
issue of penalty was denied. Defendant's motion to quash and set 
aside the peeit jury list was denied, as was his motion to quash the 
indictment.

After a jury trial, defendant was found guulty as charged on 
aH. counts, the jury fixing the degree of the ofeense charged in 
Count I at murder in the first degree. After further proceeiings on 
the issue of penalty, the jury fieed the punishment on Count I at 
death. The defendant fieed a notice of appeal foom the judgment of 
convVction, and the Caaifomia'Supreme Court modifeed the judgment 
to prdvide a punishment of lie imprionnment instead of death for 
the rnurder ^Senator Kennedy ...........................................

Thereaater, every appeal and writ fled by the defendant 
Sirhan was denied by both Ccaiflrnir appellate courts and the 
United States Supreme Court. Most recently, in January 1975, 
Sign's attorney, Mr. Godfrey Isaac, fleed a writ of Habeas 
Corpus, and a wit of Error Coram Nobis before the Supreme Court of 
Caifornaa rleeging that baaiistics evidence indicated that two 
guns had been freed at the murder scene, and that there had been a 
knowing srprliiion of evidence by the proilcrtion at trial. This 
appPication for writ was denied by the Ccaiflrnir Supreme Court in 
February, 1975.

But despite the rffir^ation of the trial court and jury's 
judgment by ail apppHate courts, the past several year’s have seen 
tltmlnddui pressure and demands in many quarters to re-open tie 
iovlitigrtioo of the Senator Kennedy aiiasiination. S)Plii:ic^lly, 
besides the demands of the assassina^on and conspiracy buffs, 
there were legitimate requests in the press and by the Ammrican 
Academy of Forensic Sciences that called for a reeexamioation of 
the physical evidence in the case. It must be kept in mind that the 
assassination of a public leader, especially one who commands the 
lxtralriinary folOow:ing as did Senator Klonldy, is an event which 
produces a pr’lf<iund public rlaction. Media coverage of such an 
event lvdkli a fllling of ihdck and iniigoation similar to the 
rlaction people have to the murder of a frioni. The widespread 
sense of tragedy which folowwed such an aiiaiiioation made it a 
topic for much public iiscussion and a subject that guaranteed a 
mass audience for royuol who chuil to pubbicly discuss it.
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Moreover, the previous reports issued by the- District 
Attorney’s Office and the Los Angeles Police Department confirming 
their own conclusions that Sirhan Sirhan had been the lone gunman 
seemed only to generate accusations by the critics of a "cover up." 
Evennually, during 1975, new accusations appeared in the press, and 
on media talk and enterlairrent shows. At the time of the appoint­
ment of Kranz as Speed Counsel, the facts and ciruur.slaness 
surroundnng political assassinatinns had become new ratrrlairmrat 
in both tabloid reading and on televisoon and radio talk shows. The 
United States Congress was investigate possibe conspiracy 
concerning the lffassialtioa of president John Kennedy, and other 
Conggessioall Comnuttees were investigating the Innk between CIA 
operations in foreign ciuairirf and poHtcd! assassinators. The 
Columbia BroldcalSing System was in the process of producing a news 
docureetary on the subject of politiial assassinators for nation­
wide broadcast in early 1976. CBS, through its local Los Angel.es 
attorneys, had fieed a request in Los Angeles Superior Court for 
examination and teftiag of the exhibits and evidence in the Sir-han 
case.

In short, ^or qosstions had b^ rais^ abort the 
sclrnilfli evidence generated in the lnvritggatlnn of Sirhan and in 
the trial which foUowed the lfflssialtina of Senator Kennedy. The 
maaor questions were whether Hl of the bullets recovered from 
Senator Kennedy and the other five viciims came foom the gun of 
Sir-han. Beginning in m:id-1970, and for the next several years, 
several forensic scientists, working in the field of fielarms iden- 
tfiilatron, and on the basis of rxaminltian of photographs and the 
physical evidence, had concluded that there were incoiiisrincrss in 
tire tlaaelnrr design and the riflnng angles of the Kennedy neck 
wound bullet (Sirhan trial exhhbit 47) when compared to the Weesel 
wound bullet (trial exhhbit 54). It was argued by the tiltics that 
these "apparent inconsistencies" should not have been errirnt if 
both bullets had been freed foom the Sirhan gun.

Evidence Presented at Trial

On the evening of June 2, 1968, Senator Robert Kennedy had 
given a •serrch at the Palm Terrace Room of the Ambassador Hotel in 
Los Angeles. Prior to the Sennaor's speech on the evening of June 
2, Wiliamm Blume, who had worked as a stock boy in a liquor store 
located next door to an rrglnic health food store where def’endant 
Sirhan had worked the few months previous to that date, rbserved 
Sirhan in the lobby area ldjlcrnt to the Palm Terrace Room. Mrs. 
Miriam Davis, a hostess for the Kennedy event that night, was 
walking around the hotel twenty minutes after the speech when she 
observed Sirhan seated in the kithhen lrrl. After the Senaaor’s 
speech ra June 2, Kennedy had passed through the kitilra lrrl.

On the morning of June 4, 1968, rlrttlon day, Sir-han signed 
in at the San Galrirl Valley Gun Club located on Fish Canyon Road in 
Duarte. He wrote ’,Sirhaa Sirhaa’‘ and the address 696 East Howard 
Street, Pasadena, on the iistei. After Sirhan had freed lohhle on 
the shooting i>lagr, he told the range master, Edward Buckner, "I 
want the best box of shells you have, and I want some that will not 
misfire. I got to have some that will not misfire." Buckner then 
sold d^e^ant Sir-han a box of shells, and Sirhan resumed shooting, 
engaging i.n rapid fire shooting, using a .22 revolver and reraiaing 
on the range til 5:00 p.m.

u
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Five other witnesses at the triLal testified that thay 
observed Sirhan engage in rapid fie at the range. One witness, 
Henry. Carreon, noticed 300-400 empty casings where Sirhan was 
shooting. Sirhan told another witness, Mrs. Ronald Wiliams, t.hat 
his mini-mag bullets were superior t.o the bullets that she was 
using, and when asked by witness Michael Saccoman if it was against 
the law t° use a pistol for hunting, Sirhan answered "Well, I don't 
know about that. It coulLd kill a dog."

Earlier in the year, Sirhan had had a conversatoon with 
Alvin Clark, a trash collector employed by the City of Pasadena, in 
when Sirhen had exprissid his concern about how the assassinatoon 
of Maatin Luther King would effect "Negro people and how the 
Negroes would vote in the coming election." Clark tlstified at 
trial that he told Sirhan he was going to vote for Senator Kennedy 
and Sirhan responded by saying, "What do you want to vote for-that 
soo-of-r-b for? Because I'm planning on shooting him" Clark then 
told Sirhcrn that ^nat^ Kennedy had paid the expenses of bringing 
Maatin Luther King's body back foom Tiooissii and that "you will be 
kil^ng one of the best men in the country." Clark remembered that 
S.yrarsit^ .that Stator-, Kennedy had dool this merely for- the 
rubblifty involved, and that this ieoversatloo had occured in mid­
April, 1968. .

On the evening of the election, June 4, an hour or two prior 
to Stator Kennedy's sreeih in the Embassy bairroom, a member of 
the Senaaor's staff, Judy Royer, observed Sirhan in the area to the 
rear of the Embassy brliroom stage. Because Sirhro was not wearing 
a press badge or staff badge he was asked to leave, and he turned 
a°d walked toward the errrs leading out to the Embassy bairooom. 
Shoofly ^fhe midnight, as Senator Kennedy took the service 
elivator down to the pinery area in the rear of the Embassy 
brlrrrom, Jesus Perez, a kiitheo helper at the Ammbasador, and 
Martio Petrusky, a waater, observed Senator Kennedy as he passed 
through the pantry on the,way to the Embassy bairooom where about 
500 people awaited his sreeih.. Both kiitlen rlrs0)OOll observed 
defeneaot Sirhan in the pantry at this time. Sirhan inquied 
wheth^ Senate Kennedy would be "coming back through this way." 
Both hotel employees rlrlied that they did not know, but tlstified 
that Sirhan remained in the area of the pantry close t.o Perez at the 
^to1. of a serving table.

Upon including his address at approximately 12:15 a.m. 
(June 5) Senator Kennedy was iscorled off the plafoorm toward the 
Co^n^l Room wh1^ hi was to meet th1 press. Karl Ueoker, 
assist^t Maatre d' at the Ambassador Hotel, lid the Senator 
through thi pantry aria blhf.oe the Embassy bairooom.

, Io thi pantry aria, Senator Kennedy stopped and shook hands 
wth ??me of thi kiitheo help-, including Perez and Petrusky. At 
that time Sirhao appeared, "smirking", as tlstified by Pirez and 
Petrusky, and beg;an to fie his .22 caliber revolver at Senator 
Kinnidy. Several shots were freed in rapid sbcilssi(in. Uecker 
rteemptee to grab the wiapon from Sirhao, and Senator Kennedy fill 
to the floor of thi pantry.

A struggle ensued as those present ateempted t.o immoobUzi 
and disarm Sirhao. Roosevelt Grier, Rafir Johnson, George 
Plimpton, Jiss Unruh, and other members of Kennedy's entourage 
arrived seconds later. Later that night Rafer Jrhosoo turned the 
^p0? ovir to th1 L.A.P.D., and it was brrkld fotr th1 property 
elVlSOOO.

5



While Sirhan .was being held in the pantry awaiting the 
arrival of the L.A.P.D., Rafer Johnson asked Sirhan repeatedly, 
"Why did you do it?" Sirhan replied, "Let me explain" or "I can 
explaan." At this time Sirhan also remarked in answer to Jess 
Unruh's question ’Why him?", "I did it for my country," and a few 
seconds later, "It is too late".

Two L.A.P.D. officers on patrol duty, Arthur Placentaa and 
Travis White, answered the 12:20 a.m. all units caai, "Ambassador 
shooting, 3400 Wilshire", and when the offccers arrived they took 
Sirhan off the serving table where he had been rescanned and 
placed him in custody and handcuffed him. Sirhan was transposed 
through a hossile crowd, which was chanting "Kill him, kill him" to 
the officers' police car. Jess Unruh also entered the vehicle and 
the offccers drove toward Rampaat station. Officer Placentia 
several times asked Sirhan his name, but Sirhan did not reply. 
Sirhan was advised of his contSitntionil rights, and Sirhan replied 
that he understood his rights. Although the offccers did not 
address any further questions to Sirhan during the trip to the 
station, Unruh asked Sirhan, "Why did you shoot him?", and Sirhan 
replied, "Do you think I'm crazy, so you can use it in evidence 
against me."

Both, upon arrest, and later at the Rampaat staton, L.A.P.D. 
offccers atlompted to examine Sohan's eyes, but did not form 
an raitiot whether Sirhan was under the infueence of alcohol or 
drugs. He did not smell of any odor of alcohol nor did Si^an 
aaaear t° Mr. UnrW to be under the innesnc-e of ittrpicittng 
liquor.

At the Rammaat station, Sinan's eyes were subjected to a 
light test, and on the basis of that test, as weH as Siriat’s 
appearance and m.ovlppnts, Officer Whhte fommed the opinoon that 
Sirhan was not under the itfneencl of alcohol or drugs.

Siriat's pockets were lmptied and the frlrwwtng Umms were 
taken from his possession: an automobile key, two Ive .22 caliber 
bullets and an lpaended billet, two tlwsaaalr cllpptngs (one foom 
the Pasadena Independent Star News dated May 26, 1968, a story by 
columnist David Lawrence which in part noted that in a recent 
speech Senator Kennedy had "favored aid to Isreal with arms if 
necessary."; the other newspaper clipping, an advertilepett foom an 
wai^nMfied nlwsaaaer itiittng the public "to come and see and 
ilar Stator Robert Kennedy on Sunday, June 2, 1968, at 8:00 p.m., 
Coconut Grove, Ambassador Hooel, Los Angeles"). Also removed foom 
Sirhan’s pockets was $410.66 in cash, including four one hundred 
doo^r bills. No wa^et, identificatiot, or informatitn itdicittng 
Sir1 han's idLiby was obtained foom the lpaminatrnn of Sinan's 
person. Sergeant Wiliam Jordon, who was watch commander at 
Ramoart detectives that night, assumed custody over letititnlr 
around 12:45 a.m., and asked Sirhan his name. Receiving no 
resprnse, the off^er inoommed Sirhan of his cintSitntionil rights. 
Sirhan asked some questions about his rights and requested the 
admorttiot be repeated which was done. Sirhat indicated that he 
wished to remain silent,.
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At tois'time Sirhan was able to identify an absent officer
to Sergeant Jordon by the officer’s badge number. 3949. Sergeant 
Jordon formed the opinion at this time that Sirhan was not under the 
itflutnce of either alcohol or drugs. Sirhan was not .given an 
intoxication test because Jordon concluded there were no objective 
symptoms of ittixication and no reason to administer such a test. 
When Sergeant Jordon offered Sirhan a cup of coffee, Sirin am asked 
the offccer to drink from the cup first, and the offcner did so.

For security reasons, Sirhan was transported to police
headquartess at Parker Center, arrivtog at title homicide squad room 
around 1:40 am. Sirhan requested some water and again, at his 
request, Sergeant Jordon tasted it before passing the cup to him. 
Shootly before 2:00 a.m., a Doctor Lanz examined Sirhan in those 
areas where Sirhan complained of pain. Sirhan refused to tel.1 the 
physicaan his name, and the physician told the offccers present 
that Sirhan was not in need of any immediate medical treatment but 
that Sirhan should keep as much weight as possible off his left 
ankle as it was probably sprained.

At this time Chief Deputy Dissrict Attorney Lynn Compton and
Deputy Dsri^ moray John Howard arrived, as did steers of the 
District Attorneys investigatiee staff. Jin an interrogation room, 
Howard asked Sohan his name and Sirhan did not answer and at that 
time Sir?tian was advised by Howard of his urntPitrtional rights. 
Sohan noeere in the direction of Sergeant Jordon and stated "I 
will strand by my original eecision to remain silent."

During Sergeant Jordon's various contacts with Sohan, in­
cluding the four to five hours he spent with Sohan at the 
arragtrmett and irrereately prior and subsequent thereto, Sohan 
never appeared orationrl. Who1r refusing to identify OirseCf 
by name or place of origin, Sirhan engaged in baiter with Sergeant 
Jordon. Jordon formed the opinoon that Sohan had a "very quick 
mind", and that Sohan was "one of the most alert and ittcll.icent 
persons" the officer had ever interrggated or atetrpted to interro­
gate during his 15 year’s expereence on the police force.

About the same time that Sohan was being taken to the
police staton, Senator Kennedy was taken to Good Samrrrtan 
Hoopital i.n Los Angee.es. Surgery was performed, but Senator 
Kennedy died at 1:44 a.m., on June 6, 1968. Dr. Thomas Noguchi, 
Coroner and Chorf Medical Examiner of Los Angeles County and two 
deputy medical examiners, performed an autopsy on Senator Kennedy's 
body between 3:00 a.m. and 9:15 a.m., on June 6. It was eipurosee 
that the gunshot wound to the head, in the right maaPoie, had pene­
trated the brain and was the cause of death. The bullet had 
fractoeed the skull and had itself been shattered. According to 
Dr. Noguchi, powder burns on the right ear indicated that the 
muzzle eipaance between the weapon and toe ear at toe time of the 
firnng was 1 to 1-1/2 i.nuhep. The only other two gunpOrt wounds 
were in the area of the right arm?pt and the right side. These 
phrts were foed at very close range. The location, rlgtnmett, oa 
dircutiot of the three wounds, in uonjrtutitn with the clothing 
worn, indicated to Dr. Noguchi that toe three shots in question 
were foed in "i’rpi.d succession".

L.A.PD. criminalist DeWayne Woofer testfiedd at trial (and
previously before the Grand Jury in 1968) that a bullet taken foom 
the base of Senator Kennedy's neck (Peoppe's cxhobit 47) and 
bullets taken from victims Goldstein and Weesel (People's cxhobit 
52 and 54) were freed from SirOrt’p gun and "no other gun in toe 
woold".
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AdddtionaUy, Wolfer testified that he had test fired eight 
bullets foom the Sfrhan weapon into a water tank, obtaining seven 
test bullets. Woofer had taken one of the seven test bullets and 
compared it to an evidence bullet and determined that the bullets 
in question had come from the Sirhan weapon. '

Woofer stated that the Sirhan weapon was unique due to the 
striations. This was the process that causes a bullet to become 
scratched as it passes along the barrel of a gun. The bullet was 
scratched by the imperfectinns of the barrel and the bullet picked 
up these lands and grooves markings foom the barrel when projected. 
And since eifferent manufacturess of guns and bullets have dif­
ferent rifiing specificntions, by lookOng at the scratches on the 
particular bullet under a comparisnn microscope, and also by 
looking at the lands and grooves of the particular bullet, Woofer 
was able to conclude that the bullets - one test freed bullet and 
one evidence bullet - had been freed foom the same gun. Woofer 
emphasized that since no two barrels were going to impart the same 
impressions or scratches on the projectiees that pass through them 
when expelled, therefore, these bullets that matched under a com­
parison test microscope could be said to have been freed feom one 
wenpln, the Siehan weapon.

Woofer was unable to positively idennify the bullet that 
actually kiieed Senator Kennedy, Peoope's 48, as having been freed 
foom the Sir"loan gun due to the fragmentation of the bullet. But 
Woofer teitifidd that it had been mini-mag nmmuuntfln, and had the 
same rif^ng ipecCficationi as other bullets freed feom the Sietam 
weapon.

Woofer then desceibed the teajectoey of the bullets. •
a. The first bullet entered Senator Kennedy's head behind 

the right ear and was later recovered foom the victims head and 
booked as evidence.

b. The sbclnd bullet passed through the right shoulder pad 
of Senator Kennedy's suit coat (never bntering his body) and 
traveled upward itiiking victim Schradb in the center of his 
forehead. The bullet was recovered foom his head and illkbd into 
evidence. ■

c. The third bullet entered Senator Kbnnbdyis right rear 
shoulder approximately 7" below the top of the shoulder. This 
bullet was recovered by the Conner foom the sixth cervical 
vertebra and illkbd as evidence. .

d. The fourth bullet entered Senator Kennedd’s right rear 
back approximately 1" to the right of bullet #3. This bullet 
traveeed upward and forward and exited the victim's body in the 
right front chest. The bullet passed through the cel^ng tile, 
itiikinn the second plasteeed cbiling and was lost somewhere in the 
ceiling interspace. '

e. The fifth bullet struck victim Goldstein i.n the left rear 
buttock. This bullet was recovered from the victim and illkbd as 
bvi.ebncb.

f. The sixth bullet pnrrbd through victim Gerstein's left 
pants leg (never enteriing his body) and struck the cement four and 
entered victim StroH's lLeft leg. The bullet was later recovered 
and booked as evidence.

g. The seventh bullet struck victim Weerel i.n the left 
abdomen and was recovered and booked as evidence.

h. The eighth bullet struck the plaster cbiling and then 
struck victim Evans i.n the head. This bullet was recovered from the 
victim's head and bllkbd as evidence.

- 8 -



Finally, an envelope containing three of the test bullets 
fired by WoOfer (and having a serial number of another gun‘-not the 
Sirhan weapon - on the coin envelope) was stppuaated into evidence 
by defense counsel.. This intooductinn of the mismarked bullet 
envelope passed without comment by defense, prosecution, or the 
tiial court. ..................... . _ , ........................... .

At approximately 9:30 a.m. on June 5, (after the shooting of
Senator Kennedy, but before his death) Sergeant William Brandt of 
the L.A.P.D. met with Adel Sirhan, one of defendant's brothers, at 
the Pasadena Police Station. Adel stated that he lived with his two 
younger brothers, Munnr and Sirhan, and their mother at 696 Howard 
Street, Pasadena. Adel, Sergeant Brandt, Sergeant James Evans of 
the Homicide Divisoon L.A.P.D., and agent Sullvvan of the F.B.i. 
were admitted to the Sirhan home by Adel at 10:30 a.m. Adel, whom 
the officers knew to be the oldest male rrsi.erot of the household, 
gave the offccers permissoon to search defendant's 
bedroom. The officers did not have a search warrant and had not 
made' an attempt to secure the cooseot of Sirhan to enter and search, 
but their purpose in going to the Sirhan residence was "to 
determine whether or not there was anyone else invoked in the 
shooting and to determine whether or not there were any things that 
would be relative to the crime." Sergeant Brandt knew "that there 
was a cootinuing investigator to determine if there were other 
susperts."

Three notebooks were recovered from Sirhan's bedroom. One 
was observed on a tornrr of the dressing table i.n plain viLew from 
the entrance t.o the room. A second notebook was observed by 
Sergeant Evans in plain view on the focor at the foot of the bed 
next to a cardboard box filldd with clothes. Both of these 
notebooks were put i.n evidence (the third notebook was never put in 
evidence by either party). The prosecution put in evidence (trial 
reporter's transcript, page 4364), eight pages (4 sheets,) of the 
diary - notebook found on the top of Sirhan's errssrr, which Mr. 
Laurence Sloan, employed in the District Attorney's Office as spe­
cialist i.n hrndwriting and qnestioned documents, identi^d as 
having been written by Sirhan. These pages read in part as foUows: 

"May 18, 9:45 a.m./'(58 - My ertrrmiortOon to eliminate R.F.K. 
is becoming more and more of an unshakable obsession... R.F.K. 
must die..R.F.K. must be kiHed... Robert F. Kennedy must be 
assassinated before 5 June 68...11

Other quotes taken from these pages were the filiowing: 
"Ambassador Goldberg must die"..."Ambassador Goldberg must 

be eliminated...Sirhan is an Arab" "Kennedy must fail, Keooeey 
must fail.. .Senator R. Kennedy must be' 'disposed'-f 'We teleeve 
that Robert F. Kennedy must be sacrificee for the cause of the poor 
exploited people.. .11
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On the evening of June 5, Lieutenant Alvin Hegge .of the 
L.A.P.D. used the automobile key, which had been taken from 
Sirhan's pocket at the Rammart station, in a successful attempt to 
operate the lock on a door of a 1956 DeSoto parked in the vicinity 
of the Ambbssador Hooel. On the basis of this successful entry, 
Hegge applied for and obtanned the issuance of a warrant to search 
the vehicle at approximately 12:30 a.m., (June 6), and the 
following mems wem recovered:

1. From inside the glove comppatment, a wallet containing 
among other items, current membbnshia car’d in Sirhan’s name in the 
Ancient Myytical Order of Rosacrucian, as weel as other cards fdin- 
tiyying Sirhan by name and address;

2. From inside the glove comppatment, a business car’d foom 
the Lock, Stock and Baarel Gun Shop in San Gabriel and a receipt 
dated June 1, 1968, foom that gun shop for the purchase of mini-mag 
hollow point .22 caliber ammunntion, and two boxes of Super X .22 
caliber bummnntion (a total of'200 bullets);

3. From inside the glove compartment one live round of .22 
caliber bmmunition and an empty carton lareied .22 caliber ”uini- 
mag";

4. And on the right front seat two spent bullets.

. Documents obtaneed foom the Califirnia Dnabatmnnt of Motor 
Vehicles establihied that Sirhan was the registered owner of the 
DeSoto searched in the vicinity of the Ambassador Hotel.

Evidence intooluced at trial istarlsieod that at 8:00 a.m. 
on the morning of June 6, Officer Thomas Young of the Pasadena 
Police Department brriee0 at the Sirhan rnsOdencn, having been as­
signed to seccui.ty at the rear of the rnsOdencn to guard the 
premises from unauthorized aetsons. At approximately 11:00 a.m., 
upon OiscarOing a paper cup of coffee into the trash which lay 
inside several boxes and cans of trash on the Sirhan property, he 
observed an nnveloa>e which bore on its face the return a00ress of 
the .Argonaut Insurance Company. Mr. Laurence Sloan, tendw^Ung 
iaencalast of-the Los Angeles District; Attorney's Office, testifid 
that the writnng on the back of the envelope was that of Sirhan. 
The follwwing words, repeated several times, were writeen on the 
reverse side of the envelope, which had been put in evidence by the 
prosecution:

"R.FK. must ^..disposed of properly. Robert Fitzgerald
Kennedy must soon die.” ,

Other trial evidence intooduce0 was testimony of Mr. and 
Mrs. John Weedner, the owners of a health food store in PbSb0nnb, 
who had employed Sirhan as a box boy and delivery boy. The Weidners 
had discussions with Sirhan on the subject of aoiitiiss in which 
Sirhan asserted that vionencn was the only means by which American 
Negroes would achieve their goals, and that the state of Israel had 
taken his home, and that the Jewish people were on top and Oirncting 
the events in Amunica. When Sirhan stated to the Weidners that 
there was more feeedou in Russia and China than i.n Amueica, Mr. 
Weidner hb0 inquired, 'Why don't you go there yourself?" Sirhan 
replied, "Maybe one day I will go."
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Witnesses Enrique Rabago and Humphrey Cordero testified that 
they went to the Ambassador Hotel on primary election night, June 
4, and observed Sirhan at approximately 9:350 or 9:45 p.m. at the 
electon night headquarters of Max Raaferty, candidate for the U.S. 
Senaite. The two men stated that Sirhan, who had a mixed drink in 
his hand, remarked, "Don’t worry if Senator Kennedy doesn't win. 
That son-of-a-bitch i.s a milloonaire. Even if he wins he is not 
going to win it for you or for me or for the poor people." When 
Sirhan-paid for a drink, he gave the waiteess a $20 dollar bill and 
told her to keep the change to "show them." Sirhan al.so staeed 
”Its t,he money you've got that counts, not the way you look."

Hans Bidstrut, an eleitricinn employed by the Ambassador 
Hotel, observed Sirhan at approximately 10:00 pm. that night at 
the Venetian Room of the Ambassador Hooel, which was the Raaferty 
headquarters. Sirhan had a glass i.n his hand and Bidstrut assumed 
that Sirhan had been drinking. Sirhan asked Bidstrut whether he 
CBidstrut) had seen Senator Kennedy and how long Senator Kennedy 
had stayed at the Ambassador and Bidstrut stated that Sirhan also 
mentioned "the security of the hotel and asked about the Senaaor’s 
security.’’ '

Gonzales Cepina, a waiter at the Ambassador Hotel, observed 
Sirhan i.n the Venetian Room around 10:00 pm. on electoon night, 
holding a drink with a roieed newspaper under his arm. Sirhan asked 
^r Cepina's rssisrance i.n moving a chair. Later, at approximately 
11:^15 p.m., Cepina observed Sirhan in the pantry area next to the 
serving table where Senator Kennedy was thereafter shot. Senator 
Kennedy was giving his speech inside the Embassy brlrorom at the 
time.

Other trial evidence revealed that on September 24, 1966, 
Sirhan was injured i.n a fail from a horse at a ranch where he was 
working as an exercise boy. Sirhan's eyes bothered him for several 
months after the accident, and he had received $2,000 of Workmen's 
Comppnsation as the result of his injurees. During the filiowing 
twelve months, Sirhan was unemployed and read a great deal at 
Ibbrarees and at home. Sirhan stated at trial that he "read every­
thing about the Araa-Israeli situatoon that he could lay his hands 
on,” incuud’ng publicatoons foom the Arab information center in the 
United States and a book on Zionist infuennce on U.S. policy in the 
Middle East.

During this period of unemployment Sirhan also became in­
creasingly interested in "the occult and metaphhsical,” altoough 
his interest i.n these subjects preceded the fall foom the horse. 
Because of Sinan's desire to learn more about himseef, he jonned 
the Rosicrucaan Society, rttending a meeting the week prtctding the 
assassination. One book read by Sinha’, tntiteed Cyclomancy, 
was described by Sirhan as fo^ows: "The basis of what he says is 
you can do anything with your mind if you know how"..."how you can 
install a thought i.n your mind and how you can have it work and 
become a reality if you want it to." (Reporttr's transcript page 
4905). Sirhan read a large number of other books i.n this area, some 
invrlving "thought transference." One Rosicrucian article read by 
Sirhan taught him that if he wrote something down, he would ac- 
compPist his goal. Sirhan testffied that he had recorded varoous 
things in h^ notebook "with the objective in mind of rccrmpPiiting 
his goals ...and i.n rtfetenct to that, the riiriiinrtion of Robert 
Kennedy.”

J
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*‘‘r‘al; Sir-han admitted writing on May 18, 1968, that his 
’’determination to eliminate R.F.K. is becoming more the more of an 
unshakable obsessi.on. . . (and that he) must be assassinated before 5 
June 68.” Sirhan stated at trial that he did not remember when he 
wrote this, but admitted that he could have written this at the time 
Senator Kennedy had said he would send 50 planes to Israel..

Sirl-ian teitifted that he purchased the .22 caliber revolver 
in early 1968 with his money and for his own use, frring it at 
shooting ranges ^pr^imately six times between March and May 1968. 
On June 1, 1968, Sirhan brought some mini-mag bmmuuition at the 
Lock, St°ck and Barrel Gun Shop and engaged in target practcce at 
the Cor°na Police Pistol Range. When he purchased the ammuuition, 
he had n° requested this particular type; he had merely said, 
"Weel, give me your best," and was then given the mini-mag.He had 
never before used mini-mag.

Ater seeing an ad in the Los Angeles Times invite 
atennaanee at a speech by Senator Kennedy at the Ambassador Hooel, 
Sirhan attenete the June 2 speech. He did not bring a gun at that 
time and testi^ed that he did not contemplate assassination at 
that tine. ’

During the two weeks prior to the assassinatoon, Sirhan had 
been goi.ng to the horse races and bettnng almost daily. On June 3, 
Sirhan asked his mother for the rtuaining $500 of his Workman's 
Compensatonn award, which he had turned over to her, as he planned 
to Stend tie races on elec^on day at Hopwood Park. Originally, 
he planned to attend a Rooicrucian meeting that same evening June 
4. However, when Sirhan saw the race entrees in the newspaper for 
June 4, he concluded that he did not like the horses that were 
running, and changed his mind and decided to go target shooting at 
the San Gabblel Valley Gun Club. After finihhing his several hours 
of shooting on the gun range, Sirhan had dinner at a Pasadena rest­
aurant and observed a newspaper ad which read, "Join in the miracle 
mile march, for Isreal.” Sirhan teitifted that "this bevertiteutit 
brought him back to the six days i.n June of the previous year, and 
that the fire stareed burning inside of .him as a result of the ad.” 
(Reeoorer’s transcript page 5175.)

Sirhan mistakenly thought the parade was scheduled for that 
evening, June 4, and set out to observe it. He teitifted that he 
was driving Uke a maniac, got lost, and tiennuably arnieed at 
Wilshire Boulevard where he looked for the parade. The gun was 
still in tie back seat. His waaiet, he testiPed, was in the glove 
compartment as he always carreed his loose money in his pocket and 
he never kept a wwaiet on his person.

When Sirhari saw a sign for United States Senator Kuchefs 
Headduuartrs, he dropped by and was told that a large party for 
Senator Kuchel was going on at the Ambassador Hooel. When Sirhan 
walked toward t^ hotel, with his gun sill in the automo0blt, he 
obs<er•vt>n a large sign cincerning som J^^h organization arn 
Sirhan tes^iPed that this "boiled him up again."
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Upon entering the lobby of the hotel, Sirhan observed a sign 
at the entrance to the Rafferty Headquaaters which was located in 
t;hie Venetian Room. Sirhan joined the Rafferty celebration where he 
testified that he stayed an hoar. Sirhan’s main parpose was to see 
Rafferty’s daughter, whom he knew from high school, bat he never 
saw her that evening;. While at the Realty party, he testi^ed he 
ordered two Tom Coolies drinks. Sirhan trstlfied that he returned 
to his aatomobiee and "Couldn’t picture myssef eriving my car at 
the time in the conddtion that I was in." He feared receiving a 
traffic citatoon or having an accident without being covered by 
insurance, and decided to return to the party to sober up with some 
coffee. He tistffied that he did not remember packing up the gun 
from the car seat before returning to the hotel for coffee, but that 
he "must have." He states the next thing he remembers was being 
choked and being brought to a police car with a faashlight shone in 
his eyes

On cross examination, Sirhan testi^d that ne could not 
recaai ever having "eltckre-iut" except when he had the fall from 
the horse and at the time the present offenses rccar'ed.

During the course of trial, Sirhan’s attonneys Grant Cooper 
and Emile Zola Berman, were in the process of possibly callnng 
certain girfrriieds of Sirhan’s namely, Gwendolyn Gum a’d Peggy 
Osterkmmp (whose names appeared r,rprttrel.y in Sirhan s notebooks) 
as possible witnesses for the defense. Sirhan had placed ^n "X" 
nark beside the liseed names of witnesses whom he did not wish his 
attorneys to caai, and both girls were in this category. Out of the 
presence of the jury, Sirhan screamed to the trial court ”1 kiieed 
Robert Kennedy willful, primeietately, with 20 years of mlice 
aforethought." Addetlinally, Sirhan stated, "I.’m will’ng to fight 
for (the Arab cause)...!! will’ng to die for it.”

In front of the jury, on re-direct examnat^nn, Sirhan ex­
planeed the ciculmstncess under which he had declared that he had 
klleee Senator Kennedy with maticr aforethought. He had stated 
that at that time, outside the presence of the jury, he h^ wormed 
the court, "1 at this time, Sir, withdaaw my original plea of not 
guilty and submit the plea of guilty as charged on all counts. I 
also r,euarst that my counsel disassociae themselves from tnis ctsr 
compllrely." Si^an stated in fro’t of Ue jury th^ he was 
"eiiling’', at this time. And when the trial court asked him 
"alright, and what do you want to do about ^e pinatty," Sirhan had 
responded, agti.n outside the pr>esrace of the jury, "I will offer.no 

. defense whatsoever..^ will ask to be executed, Sir.” The trltl 
court had refused to accept the plea and had ordered the trial te 
proceed, fineing Sirhan incapable of rrpresratigg hi^seef. 
Thereafter, Sirita’i mother and Mr. Nakhleh, a PalrstinaanAtab 
’attoaney servuig as a eef'easr advisor, had sprrra with Sirhan and 
had given him tdvicr. Sirhan had agreed to proceed with the tritl 
represented by his counsel, racr they agreed ’o to call the two 
girls as witnesses. And at the time that Sirita concluded his 
testimony on these cicuumstnnces in front of the jury, Sirha’ 
stated that he was no longer angry with his tttoaeeys but titt he 
was "very iatlified" with them.

-- 13 -



Defense of Diminished Capacity

Sirhan’s defense lawyers tried to convince the jury that the 
evidence in the case would discOose that Sirhan was an immaaure, 
emoOionaiyy disturbed, and mentally ill youth. In light of the 
numerous stipulators by Sirhan's counsel throughout the trial to 
avoid presentation of iniaammatory photographs and baaiistics 
evidence rngardtng the shooting of Senator Kennedy, and the out of 
court admissions by Sinan's atooneeys that Sirhan actually shot 
and kiieed Senator Kennedy and shot the other viciims, it was 
obvious that the Sirhan defense team was ttderpttng foom the very 
beginning to portray their deent as having severe mental probeeri, 
thus laynng a foundatoon that Sirhan could not be convicted of 
premeddtated first degree murder.

Defense winnesees and piychSatric tditimoty were offered 
^at Sirhan had been, in the early years of his iffe, while a child 
in war-ravshhed Jerusadem (at the time of the original Arab-Israeli 
war in 1947-48), exposed to severe, repeated acts of war. It was 
argued that this early cSidShood experennce produced effects on 
Sirhan that marked his personnaity for the rest of his Ifee.

At the age of 12, Sinan's family moved to Amdeica, (in 
1957) only to have Sinan's father leave their home, abandon his 
family, and return to Jordan, and supposedly do nothing for the 
Sirhan. family fttatcially.

Sirhan obtained a job as an exercise boy at a thoroughbeed 
rancs near Corona, with the intent of becoming a jockey. .One day 
Sirhan was thoown by a horse into a rail, knocked unconscious, and 
taken to an emergency hossital. From that date onward, Sirhan 
complained about headaches, became more and more irrtabbee, 
brooded, was quick to anger, and became preoccupeed with fanatical 
obsessions of hatred, suspicoon and distrust. His atooneyys and 
later isychiaaric doctors argued that Sirhan spent long hours 
reading worths on the power of the mind.

One such iniaancd was offered into evidence that on June 2, 
1967, Sirhan had writeen, "Declaratoon of war against Ammrican 
Sumaatty." An ateempt to intoouuce this writnng and other such 
acts by Sirhan was to show cl.ear evidence of diminSshed capacity 
and mental Odficenncy. .

It was argued in court that - Sirhan, after his fail and 
accident, became more concerned with myysical thoughts and searcSleO 
for supernatural powers of the mind over utter.. In January, 1968, 
Sirhan and his brother bought a .22 camber IvorJOshnsot rdvol.vdt 
to use for sport and Sirhan spent time shooting at various ranges. 
It was argued as part of his defense that this shooting gave Sirhan a sttangd release, but that his ^yysical experiments gave sim no 
peace of mind, and only produced further bewilderment and emotional 
confusion.
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It was also argued on behalf of Sirhan, that in late May 
and early June 1968, when Senator Kennedy, during the course 
of his pooitical campaign, stated that he, as President, would send 
50 phantom jets to Israel, that this pledge provoked a heavy shock 
in Sirhan and sent him back to mysticism. Sirhan testiiied that he 
never thought he would ever kill Kennedy, but felt that through his 
mystic mind power he could fantasize about it (kiliing Kennedy) and 
reieeve that .fnnlinn of eooPinesi inside him. Defense counsel 
argued that there was no doubt that Sirhan did i.n fact fire the shot 
that kileed Senator Kennedy, but that the killinn was unplanndd and 
undeeiberate, impulsive and without preoedetatOnn or malice, 
totally a product of a sick, obsessed mind ahd personaaity, and 
that at the actual moment of shooting, Sirhan was out of con-tact 
with realty, and in a trance in which he had no voluntary control 
over his will, or his judgment, or his feeinggs or his action. It 
was argued that because of this mental ilaness and emooional dis­
order, Si-rhan did not have the mental capacity to have the meetal 
state that was the necessary element of murder: namely, ooaurnls 
and meelannnuUly prn^onetltn, deliberate or reflect upon the 
gravity of his act.

At trial, eefeaie psycCiairists incuuded Dr. Eric Marcus and 
Dr. Bernard Diamond, both of whom stated that Sirhan had been a 
"paranoid schizophrenic: at the time of the shooting.” They con­
tended that Sirhan was i.n a eislsiocianed state of "restrictvee 
cmlseiouianii" a’ a result of his particular psychotic condi- 
tooning. Esiieaiaily, they argued that Sirhan lacked the capacity 
to oolurnly and 00elingnully reflect on the gravity of the act of 
murder.

In rebuttal, prosecution psyeciaarist, Dr. Seymour Pollock, 
stated that he had interviwned Sirha.n eight times and the 
enfnndannts family several times, and found that Sirhan was "not 
clinically psychoUc.” Pollock did admit, however, that Sirhan was 
emootonally disturbed and oonnally ill.. Pollock stated that the 
repei■itivn wri^ng ("R.F.K. must ein" and other writinns and 
action’ ^ated prnvilusly in this report), we ire examples of 
SLrhaa^i attempt to strengthen his courage and ability to carry out 
hs mte^oon to kin Knanndy. However, Pollock strongly argued 
that; Sirhan’s writnng, the manner in which Sirhan wrote, rnfnecned 
a healthy, mature mind. Pollock also argued that an accused is 
found not guilty by at^a’o^ of insanity where them i.s proved a 
speeifically impared mental function and capacity. Pollock felt 
whether.a particular enfeaeaat has a psychosis, paranoid conddtion, 
or schizophrenia is not relevant to his gult or innocence. 
Poolock concluded that an accused i.s never fotlae "not guilty by 
reasoa of schizophrenia.11. '
........In,Polloock's ‘B^10211 Judgment, Slrhan was stffnring iro° a 
iubiitalnlll degree of paranoid eiilrenr. But he did not behove 
that; Sirhan had ^Med Kennedy as a "compulsive act", and Pollock 
felt there was no evidence of any mature paranoid iltisoons. 
Pollock stated that Sirhln’s desires to kill Kennedy showed intent, 
butt they did not fall, nto tthe cltnnors of a paranoid obsession.
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Pollock stated his conclusion in this manner. Pollock felt 
that if Sirhan had really had a paranoid obsession, Sirhan would 
have b^n much moire personnlly Halved with Stator Kennedy in 
that Kennedy would have been perceived by Sirhan as an individual 
who had wronged him personnHy. Pollock felt that Sirhan at no time 
showed such ideas of reference, ideas of infUeence, mis- 
interpretatoon of maUty, or iHogidl or bizarre thinking which 
would have been present had he been obsessively developing his 
paranoid thinkong with regard to Kennedy.

Additionally, Pollock stated that alhhough Sirhan believed 
that the United States was unfair to the poor and minority groups 
and that he felt that laws in this country were unjust, and that the 
country favored the rcch over the poor, Sirhan did not feel that he 
was personaHy surrounded by hootile Ammeicans.

Defense ltychialritts had atemmpted to show, through state­
ments by Sirhan, that Sirhan actually loved Bobby Kennedy, both 
before and after he had killed him, and this refeccedd a nenOally 
deficient state of mind. However, PoHock, in rebuttal, stated 
that this particular swing i.n nmoOiooll ltlhchmeot refeecedd a wide 
arc of strong love and strong hatred that was possibly present in 
Sirhan. Furthermore, Pollock felt Sirhan would not be aware of his 
logical inconsisenncy in his staement "I love the guy. But I hate 
him enough to kill him." Sirhm also staeed in ineevviews with 
Pollock, "I kiHed Kennedy so I am rntpontibne, but I shouldn’t be 
held leolll.y responsible behlute Kennedy himself is a murderer to 
be."

Pollock concluded that Sirhln't identificltioo with the 
PalnttOelan-Arab cause was logical and ratoonal. Pollock felt that 
Sirhln's interest in reading the B’nai B’rith Messenger Newspaper 
and his interest in latendOng Jewish meetings and parades (a news­
paper clippOno in Sirhan's pocket the night of his arrest announced 
a march to support Israel) demoonsrated, to Pollock, a somewhat 
peculiar extension of his coocero about the Arab-Jewish probeem, 
and could be interpreeed as a tendency toward seeking out current 
events ahaa would support his ltttldde and justify his point of 
view.

The prosecutoon offered several uncontroverted facts sup­
porting the proposstoon that Sirhan acted with leornitltson and 
malice aforethought, and thus was guilty of first degree murder. 
Several of these ttanoreots and lctiont by Sirhan in the days pre­
ceding the lttlttinltsnn rnfnecnid a prnoen.itltni state of mind. 
Induded i.n these actions were the fact that Sirhan had spent June 
1st at a rife range prlhaicogg target practice. On June 2nd, 
Sunday, he had been seen at the Robert Kennedy rally at the Ambas­
sador Hooel, and in the kichhen area fslSewong Kennedy's speech. 
Sirhan spent several hours on the rifle range, with llternltono 
slow and rapid fie practice, on the day of the assassinaton,, 
June 4th. Sirhan par'ked his car several blocks away foom the hotel 
and left his identification in the glove compartment on the evening 
of the shooting. Sirhan had artices hsnhernong Kennedy's promise 
to give phantom jets to Israel in his pocket. Sirhlo carried his 
gun to the Arntoaasador and into the kichhen area with the gun hidden 
in his belt. Several times Sirhan asked witnesses of the where- 
lbslas of Kennedy, which route Kennedy would be taking, and 
inquired about hotel teculiay. Sirhan's stanoments immeddately 
foioowing the shooting such as "I can explain," "I di.d it for my 
country," and his refusal too identify himseef or make any state­
ments after alllono police offers "you think I’o crazy to tell 
you anything!"
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Additionally, on cross examination of one of the defense 
psychiatrists by Deputy District Attorney John Howard, Dr'. Schorr 
was asked if he (Schorr) had heard Sirhan testify that Sirhan had 
first left the Ambaasador and went to hi.s car and got i.n his car and 
then determined he (Sirhan) was too drunk to drive, and that Sirhan 
had worreed about car insurance and the poittiility of an 
automooile accident and thereafter decided to go back to the 
Arnmbasador Hotel to get coffee and sober up. Howard asked Dr. 
Schorr if that indicated to Dr. Schorr a diminished capacity. 
Schorr answered that it did not indicate a diminished capacity 
pertorntity.

Additionally, the prosecutoon argued that activiiiss and 
staeements of Sirhan refeeceed his intent to kill Kennedy, 
staeements to the Pasadena trash collector, and his statements 
concermng his gun "it could kill a dog", and that these pointed to 
a definite premeeitated statue of mind. Additirnally, while at the 
police statoon during iottrviews by police offceess and deputy 
^’tr^t attorneys, when offered first water and then coffee, 
Sirhan asked the offccers to first sip the liquid before Sirhan 
would taste the ofeered coffee and water. Several police offceers, 
includOng the original arrttt-ng officers and intevveew-ng 
offers, ttttifiei there was no odor of alcohol, or indicaton of 
drug use by Slrhan, and that Sirhan at ail times rtfthctdd and 
showed an alert state of mind.

Summary of Trial Evidence

It is clear from the record that there was abundant evidence 
of prtmetitation and dtliitration of first degree murder. Sirhan 
had purchased the murder eeapro almost six months prior to the 
assassination. Statements to the trash collector two months prior 
to the assassinatiinn that Sirhan was "plannnng on shooting that 
sr--of-a-iitch Senator Kennedy", and Sirhan’s stalking of Kennedy, 
ail refeeceei by Sirhan’s own testimony added substance to this 
hroclusoon. Additirnally, Sirhan’s trip to the shooting range, his 
visit .to the Ambassador Hotel two days prior to the assassinate^ 
and his hroduht immeedately prior to the assassinate,, includ-ng 
his askiing of questions relatvee to Senator Kennedy’s intnnded 
route and security protected includ-ng his staeemeots after the 
assassination that he could "explain” and commitedd his act "for my 
county," and his possession on his person of cUpp^s relatvee to 
Senator Ke—edy and the Senaaor’s favorable positoon towards 
Israel, ail added to evidence of ■premeditattd murder. Finally, in 
front of the jury, Sirhan admitted that during a crurtrrom outburst 
while the jury was absent, he had stated, "I kiieed Robert Keooeily 
^wilfully, prtmeditatedyy, and with 20 year’s of malice afore­
thought. ”
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Previous,Public Agency Reports in the Sirhan Case

On May 28, 1969, then District Attorney Evelle J. Younger 
issued a report at the conclusion of the triLal and conviction of 
Sirhan givnng an account of the nature of the investigatinn im­
mediately follownng the assassinator of Senator Kennedy. Younger 
stated that public interest and national security had required an 
exhaustive inquiry into the cirrumstvnets of the offense and the 
background and associates of the defendant Sirhan Sirhan. Of 
paaticular concern to lao enforcement agencies oas the poitttititf 
that the accused, Sirhan, was a member of a conspiracy whose ol- 
jlctiees were not satisfied by the eliminatOn of one poMtical 
leader. Under the directon of Chief of Los Angeles Police 
Dellcttvls Robert A. Houghton, the L.A.P.D. ettabltilid a speccal 
task force (Special Unit Senator) to conduct the investigation. 
Yornglr reported that oeH over 5,000 witnesses, and others pre­
tending to have some knowledge of events bearing upon the crime, 
were intevtiowei. Younger further stated that agents of the 
F.B.I., acting independency of Ccaifornia law enforcement 
agencies, conducted a paaaalel investigation, include Oteaveo^ 
with hundreds of individuals across the country, who were not 
eassly acclsstble to local autiolitiet.

Incudded among these fUes were recorded ivterviows of more 
than 70 people who angged to have observed the defendant Sirdar at 
some time during the evening of June 4, and early moring of June 5, 
1968, at the Ambassador Hooel. Sixty-fvee witnesses were called by 
the prosecut^n to testify during the course of the trial. Younger 
steessed that the .total number of witnesses called by both 
prosecution and defense, whose testimovy proved plrtinevt to the 
issues of the indictment, probably did not exceed 2% of the 
combined work product of the Los Angel.es Police Department and the 
F.B.I.

Three years after the murder of Senator Kennedy, and two 
years after the clnnictiov of Sirhan for that murder, Los Angeles 
Attorney Barbara Warner Blehr sent a letter to Muuiel M. Morse, 
general manager of the pertlvvel department of the Los Angel.es City 
Civvl Service Commitsion, the letter dated May 28, 1971. This 
letter aUgge^d that L.A.P.D. criminalist DeWayne Woofer had acted 
improperly in conducting baaiistcs tests and testify^ concerning 
evidence in the Sirhan case. On June 4, 1971, District Attorney 
Joseph P. Busch announced the tittiativi of an independent inieeti- 
gabion into these charges. Busch stated, "As this office was 
responsible for the prosecution of Sirhan Sirhan for the assas- 
tivatiov of Senator Kennedy, it is incumbent upon us to conduct the 
ivilttigation so that there will be no loss of clnfievcee on the 
part of the public as to whether the facts presented in the court­
room were correct."

On October 18, 1971, District Attorney Busch issued a report 
stabnng that the allegatinns of Barbara Warner Blehr clncerning the 
procedures of DeWayne Woofer i.n the Sirhan case were untrue. Busch 
stated that these allegativns appeared to be the result of 
inadlQrate lxaminativn of the trial records and of incomplete in- 
ilstiiatiov of the actions of Mir. Woofer in the case.
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The Busch Investigation

During those several months of 1971, the District Attorney's 
office intevveeeed DeWayne WoOfer, Mrs. Blehr, William Harper (whom 
Blehr had identified as her chief criminalist source), three 
criminalists cited in Blehr’s letter to the civil Service 
Comaaision, several eye witnesses to the shooting in the pantry of 
the Ambass^or Hotel, ail of whom had been previously intevveeeed 
subsequent to the 1968 shooting and prior to the 1969 trial., and 
other persons who clammed special knowledge of the incident. The 
entire grand jury and trial transcript had been reviewed, and at- 
■teotioo was directed to the exhhbits, namely, the bullets, that had 
been called ^to question by Mrs. Blehr’s charges.

- DeWayne.Woofer Mistakes

The basic errors in the Blehr aleenations according to the 
Busch report stemmed from two related incidents;

1. L.A.P.D. criminalist DeWayne Woofer had mislabeled the 
envelope which was received in Court as Peoole's Exhhbit #55. This 
envelope cootaOeed three bullets test fieed by Woofer foom the gun 
taken from Sirhar (Serial #H53725). WoOfer had mistakenly labeled 
the envelope with the serial #H18602. This latter number was the 
ser^l number of an Ivor-Ohnsonn .22 caliber cadet model gun (the 
same make and model as tire weapon seized foom Sirhan), which WOfer 
had used for muzzle efsaance and sound tests on -une 1 1 , 1968, fvve 
days after he test fieed the Sirhan weapon;

On -une 6, 1968, Wofer recovered seven bullets which had 
been test need loto a waiter tank foom the Sirhan gun (H53725). The 
Busch report issued in October, 1971, stated that all seven test 
fieee filets were compared with the bullet removed from the sixth 
^rvi^l vertebra of Senator Kennedy, PeoHe's 47, (the neck 
wound). And after talking these claaarisoos, Woofer lositively 
leinoifiee tie Sirhan gun as having freed the bullet removed f^om 
Senate Kennedy. (Io the special court discovery proceedings 
calleci by Los Angeles Supeeior Court Judge Robert Wenke in 
September 1975, Wofer testif^d that he actually compared just one 
of tie test freed bullets to the various victim bullets foom 
Senate . Kennedy and from Weesel and Goldstein, and that he was, 
unaDle 1o 1975, to receM the Sleeifii test freed bullet he com­
pared. )

Four of these seven 1968 test freed bullets were intoeducee 
before I?’ G™^ -ury as Gand -ury ^Mbit M-B on June 7, 1968. 
Three of the reaaloong buxlets remained in the custody of Mr. 
Woofer, who inennded to compare them witch bullets foom the other 
victims not yet recovered by or received at L.A.P.D. These three 
bullets were later intoduuced at trial as Peo^e's #55 in a mis­
labeled envelope.
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. . . 2- The Busch report stated that Wolfer conducted two series 
of ballistics tests. The first test was conducted on June 6, 1968, 
with the gun actually seized from Sirhan, and the bullets foom this 
test were used to identify bullets removed 
foom the victims of the crime. The second ballictics test was 
conducted on June 11, 1968, when Woofer used a weapon obtained from 
the'Property Division of L.A.P.D. (Serial #H186O2). The Busch re­
port, which Woofer corroborated in testimony in September 1975 
before Judge Robert Wenke, states that the use of the second weapon 
was necessiaaeed by the fact that Sirhan’s weapon had been entered 
into evidence before the Grand Jury hearing on June 8, and that a 
court order resCrtcied the avaiiatbiity of the original Sirhan 
weapon. These second baHistccs tests were coneucCee to determine 
sound characteristtcs and to verify muzzle disaance by examining 
gun powder pattern. This second weapon was destroyed in July 1969 
in accordance with state law. Since this weapon had been 
originally cltfiscated by the L.A.P.D. from a suspect in the com­
mission of an unrelated crime, state law required that such 
confiscated weapons, if not intoduuced as evidence at trial, be 
destroyed one year foom the date of apprehension by law enforcement 
agencies. However, this weapon had been originally scheduled to be 
destroyed in July 1968. Subsequent records mo^fied by C.I.I. and 
the L.A.P.D. showed the gun was actually destroyed i.n July 1969.

The Busch investigaton revealed there had been a mislabeled 
envelope intoeUucee at trial in February, 1969, clntaintng the 
bullets identi^ed as Peoole’s #55. This mismarked envelope had 
been intoducced without objection by the trial court, the prose­
cution or defense attorneys, or the baailff and other curt offi­
cials.

It should be added, that Grand Jury Exhibit 5-B, containing 
the original four of the seven test bullets freed by Woofer on June 
6, 1968, were correctly identifidd with the Sirhan gun ur^l 
number, and that at the subsequent baHistccs examination hearing 
in the fall of 1975, there was no evidence that any of these seven 
test fieed bullets came foom other than one gun.

Connetiot of the Exhibitc

A new but relaeed problem arose during the course of District 
Attorney Busch's investigation: the cindetiot of the exhibiCs. 
The District Attorney’ Office discove^d that various questions 
surrounded the handling of Sirhan trial exhibiCs by the Los Angeles 
County Clerk’s Office. Addeiilnaall, the District Attorney felt 
that these questions were sufficient to suspend further investi­
gative activity into the Barbara Blehr charges pending a grand jury 
inquiry into the clerk's handling of the exhibiCc. Among the most 
serious of these questions were the aillations of tlttinutng 
Suomior Court orders settnng forth the manner i.n which the evi­
dence was to be handled.

In a letter to the Board of Suulrvislrs dated August 24, 
1971, the Grand Jury expressed ■serOous cotcert about the llerations 
of the County Clerk’s Office and stated:
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"Because 'the exhibits, under the custody of the County 
Clerk's Office, were handled, examined and photographed by 
unauthorized persons and mishandled by the County Clerk exhibit 
personnel, there exists a reservation on the part of the-1971 Los 
Angeles County Grand Jury relating to the present integrity of the 
baaiistics exhhbits Which were intooduced into evidence both during 
the Grand Jury presentation on June 7, 1968, and during the sub­
sequent trial of the defendant Sirhan B. Sirhan. Since this 
evidence is presently out of the jdrisOiition of the Los Angeles 
County, (the evidence at that time being within the jdrisOiction M 
the Caaifornia Supreme Court in San Francisco), we are unable to 
substantiate these rrtrrvctiont. ”

The District Attorney's Office made an extensive itverSi- 
gation into the handling of the exhibits and the Busch report 
stated that the invrttigalinn rassed serious questions concernngg 
the present integrity of the exhibits Our to the handling of the 
evidence by unauthorized person while the evidence had been in the 
custody of the Los Angeles County Clerk.

Charach - Harper Investigation
In July 1970, Investigator Ted Charach had given Ms theory 

of a potential second gun and the fiing of such by security guard 
Thane Ceasar to Grant Cooper, chief defense counsel in Sirhan's 
trial. Cooper referred Charach to baaiisMcs expert Willaam 
Harper, whom Cooper had known professionally for many years,.nd 
whom Cooper had recently learned had begun his own research into 
the baaiisMcs ftndtngs i.n the Krnnroly case. . .

harper had begun his work after reading "Special Unt 
Senn tor" by former L.A.P.D. Chef of Defectives Robert Houghten. 
Harper had been puzzled due to an apparent incontisrnncy over a 
slug too large to have come from Sirhan’s smai revolver.

In the first of what was to become many 1970 visits to t^ 
criminal exMbits secMon of the County Clerk's Office, Harper 
found that the large slug was a nearly faatenned .22 budet.. AM 
after many months of t-estnig, weighing, photo-micrographing with a 
Ballsccen camera, as weel as stu0tng Coroner Noguchi’s massif 
autopsy report on Senator Kennedy, Harper developed these nsenUM 
critcsisms of Woofer's work.

a. At least two of the bullets removed foom the pantry, one 
from Kennedy’s body (ExMMt 47), and Mo fhn from woun0rO ABC 
newsman Willaam Weesel (ExMMt 54), did not match each other and 
thus could not have been freed foom the same gun.

b. Woofer ’taeed at trial that bullets freed foom the same 
gun will have matching individual ihaaaaitrrttiit, while MUM’ 
foom too guns of the s^ make will match only M cla’’ c^rf- 
terittics. The cbsrncr on the two bullets of any "phase mark’ .­
usually the invrttigaioss initials - to serve as guideposts M 
1^^ up the points W^rebullfs maMMd, indicated M Harpe 
that Woofer oatchrd the bullets down to class i^acaciteltt:LCt but 
not as f'ar as individual ihaaaciteittict.

c. There was a Oifrernncr of 14% in the riflini  of 
the two bullets - again piitttng to a conclusion that they came foom 
difeerent guns. '

angl.es
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d. While Exhibit 47 and Exhibit 54 bullets did not match 
each other, neither did any one bullet match any of the three
bullets contained in an envelope labeled Exhhbit 55. It reported
to contain three test bullets fired foom Sirhan’s gun after his
arrest. But t.he serial number of the gun firing t.he three bullets 
was given as H18602 while the serial number of Sirhan’s gun was 
H53725.

e. At the Sirhan trial, it was concluded that Paul Schrade, 
standing behind Kennedy, was hit in t.he forehead by a buUet that 
wenl th™nh the sHoulder pad of Kennedy's coat. That wuld have 
haa to have been a shot freed from in front of t.he two men, as both 
men were i.n one Inne of fire. But lab analysis of Kennedy’s coat 
revealed the hole through the shoulder pad was a back to front shot 
as Woofer himseef testiiedd, and that a buUet lodged in the 
ceiling, aft;er striking Schrade, was never recovered. Harper felt 
this unrecovered buUet that went through Kennedy's shoulder pad 
could possibly have been a ninth buUet.

Preliminary to a comilaitt and affidavit fieed by Godfrey 
Isaac and Charach, Harper had writeen to Charach i.n a letter that 
«multrplr gun shootings are not a rarity in police work. The 
capture of Sirhan with his gun at the scene resulted i.n a total 
mesmmeizatinn of the investigative effort. The wen establihedd 
teachings of criminaaiitici i.n forensic pathology were cast aside 
and bypassed in favor of a moire expedient iolution and unfor­
tunately, an erroneous implificitiot. "

Harper admitted during the 1971 investigation that he had 
compared these bullets to each other (Peoole's 47 and Peoole's 54), 
but that he had not compared them to the test bullets i.n Exhhbit 55. 
Moreover, his commpaison was by means of photographic blowups, and 
not by means of the traditoonal and mor’s authentic cimparisin exa­
mination use of microscopic camera equipment. Harper stated in his 
1971 interveew with District Attorney investngators that he wanted 
the opportunity to do further studies, to use a commpaiiin micro­
scope and compare evidence (victim.) bullets to the test bullets in 
ExX^oit 55, and perhaps examine a new set of test bullets taken from 
a new test firnng of Sirhan’s gun. Then, and only then, did Harper 
feel that he could make a final judgment.

o

Compaint Filed by
Attonney Godfrey Isaac and Thriair’r Charach

On June 25, 1971, a cimmpaitt for disclosure of information 
(C-6027) was fieed by Godfrey Isaac and T.hriaire Charach with the 
County Clerk’s Office. The complaitt aiegged that criminalist 
DeWayne Woofer had committed errors, and that the L.A.P.D. and 
Chief Davis had surpreseed information regarding the murder of 
Senate Kennedy. Adaitionally, it was argued in the commlaitt that 
the iurareiiinn of evidence had been an attempt by officials 
itvilvea in the Kennedy investigaton to cover-up their own i.tide- 
quacy. However, the L.A.P.D. Board of Inquiry on the Woofer mmater 
in its October 11, 1971 report to Chhef Daais, found that the above 
mentioned commlaitt was without substance or fi>lndition.
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The police department memorandum stated that all•evidence 
had been submitedd for review to the District Attorney at the time 
of the original investigation and trial. Not one ieem of evidence 
had been withheld from the proper authoritees, and that the case 
had been comppetely revewwed by the District Attorneys staff, the 
L.A.P.D. and the F.B.I. Several agenci.es had complete exposure to 
ail phases of the investigation. The defense attorneys, and their 
investigaties staff, had availed themselves of ail the evidence and 
witnesses’ statements. Moreover, the memorandum stated:

a. The only gun fieed jin the pantry at the time the Senator 
was shot was that belonging to Sirhan Simian; a .22 caliber re­
volver, Serial number H-53725. Two other guns, both .38 caliber, 
were dispayeed (not fieed) by unfoommed guards Thane Cesar and Jack 
Meroitt.

b. The Ending by Officer Woofer that a bullet eemoved foom 
the Senntoo’s sixth cervical vertebra had compared with a test 
bullet freed foom Sirhan’s gun, and this was attested by Woofer 
before the Grand Jury and at the time of trial.

c. The Sirhan gun, Serial #H-53725, was entered into evi­
dence on June 7, 1968, before the Grand Jury along with four test 
bullets.

d. The second weapon, serial #H-18602, was secured foom the 
Property Division, Parker Center, on June 10, 1968.

e. The bullets foom Sirhan’s gun had six grooves. At the 
time of the autopsy, Dr. Noguchi, after removing a bullet foom 
Senator Kennedy's sixth cervical vertebra, noted that the bullet 
had fivi grooves. As Dr. Noguchi stated, this was done imppedttely 
after his removing the buRet, while rearing surgical gloves and 
away foom the operatnng table where the lightOni was poor. Dr. 
Noguchi admits not being a baaiistics expert and that his exami­
nation was only cursory. (Taped interview with District Attorney 
Ioiistiittro, July 28, 1971.) It should be added that in hearings 
conducted by Suppevisor Baxter Ward in May, 1974, cooceooOng the 
assassination of Robprt Krnnrdy, Dr. Noguchi admitted that he had 
made a mistake in his iatliio 1968 staeppeot that the particular 
buRet, Peo^e's Exhhbit #47, had only fivi grooves. Dr. Noguchi 
publicly corrected his mistake at this May 1974 hearing by st^ng 
that the bullet had six grooves.

Eyewetness Testimony:
Charach’s Statements of Such Testimony

The Isaac-Charach crpplaiot al^eed that prosecutors David 
Fitts and Lynn Compton had falsely inri>mred the Sirhan jury that 
Karl Urckrr, the fi.rst key witness for the prrsrcdtion, had stopped 
Sirhan after the fourth shot. Chtrtch stated that Becker had told 
the press the morning of the tssassSnatirn and in subsequent 
L.A.P.D. and F.B.I. interviees, that he, Decker, did prevent Sirhan 
foom settling past him, and that he, Decker, was moving with
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Bobby Kennedy after the presidential candidate finished shaking 
hands with busboy, Juan Romero, and that Kennedy was facing decker, 
in the direction of the Colonial Room. Charach argued that Kennedy 
was walking face to face with Sirhan, and that decker absooutely 
halted Sirhan during the significant pause, after the second shot. 
Charach furthur states that this testimony of decker was supported 
100% bnforn the Grand Jury by banquet captain, Edward Minasian, who 
stated that Sirhan could not have been firnng at Kennedy after the 
second shot, and that the muzzle of Sirhan’s gun was three feet in 
front of Kennedy. Charach felt that the admission by chief defense 
counsel, Grant Cooper, that Sirhan had kiieed Kennedy (the only 
iigtificant defense prnsnntatinn at trial being that of diminished 
capa'ccty), and the itipulatiin by defense coutsnl on many vital 
points, prevented, according to Charach, the public from getting 
the full proof. Charach further felt that the People did not prove 
tSnLr casn beyond a reasonable shadow of doubt. Additionally, 
Charach felt that Mayor Sam Yorty contributed to the mesmitrzati(tn 
of the inveitigatVve efforts by reading at a press conference 
Sire's diaries, and saying "We know, of course, he kiieed 
Kennedy", and then releasing premaaurely the Sirhan diaries to the 
media.

Trial Testimony 
of Eyewitnesses Reeative to 

~ Charach’s Statements..

Charachss statements, and those stated in the Isaac-Charach 
■ SrmPia,int,rf 1971>. appeJr' to be in convict witti ^ri^ testmuony. 
Several witnesses testifedd at trial as to Slrhct’s physical posi~ 
Won while shooting.

Frank Burns Testimony

______ Los Angelos Attorney Fra^ Burns, who was right behind 
Kennedy at the time of the shooting, test^edd at the trial that, as 
Senate Kennedy was shaking hands with the busboys, that he, Burns, 
stopped and turned jin the same direitiot Kennedy was turning so 
that Burns wa.s standing right off Kennedy’s right shoulder as 
Kennedy was shaking their’ hands. ' Burns stated at trial that he 
"h^rd the toisn, the ripple of what was a gun, and it sounded like 
freicrackeri." In answer to the question of what direition Burns 
faced, Burns repleed, "I was facing the same way that the Senator 
was, ^r^ly west of ^r^ looking about that way.” (Trial 
transcript page 3398).
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Valerie Schulte Testimony

Kennedy aide, Valerie Schulte, was less than six feet foom 
Kennedy at the time of the shooting. Her trial testimony stated 
that she was approximately two people behind Senator Kennedy 
foioowing him down through the door into the kithhen area (the 
"door” referred to are two double doors). Schulte repeated that
Kennedy was aboit two yardls in front of her. She follwwed him past 
the ice machine. Schulte then testif^d that she nottced Kennedy 
stop, tirn to his left and back, and that "he shaked the hands of 
the kitchen help which were Inned ip, assembled to his left, and at 
that time, the crowd behind him kept moving and I was somewhat' 
pished to the right and forward.’’ Additionally, Schulte testifedd 
that "the Senator turned somithfng more than 90° angle facing 
roighly something west of north where there were people standing." 
Schulte continued that "I noticed he extended his hand. And at this 
time I noticed an arm extending with a gin and heard shots and 
observed the shots."

Boris Yaro Testimony

On Jine 7, 1968, Boris Yaro, a photographer for the Los 
Angeles Times, who was three f'eet behind and to the right of Senator 
Kennedy, made the following staeimrnt to the F.B.I. "I was aboit 
three feet behind Kennedy and to the right of him trynng to fnnd his 
head in my camera viewfinder when I heard what I thoigh we ire two 
explosions. My first thoight was ’some jerk has thrown some fire­
crackers in here.’ All of the sidden the two or three people that 
had brrn bloc^ng my view of the Senator disappeared leaving me 
with a fill view of what was happening. The Senator and the 
^ailant were a little more than silolrttrs, the Senator was 
backing ip and puttnng both of his hands and arms in front of him in 
what would be best described as a protectee effort. The sispect 
appeared to be linging at the Senator, I don’t know which hand the 
gin was in - I didn't realize it was a gin mnil he started firnng 
again - this time I coild see the fasces foom the short bcrrered 
muzzle - I heard no soind from ritCrr man - I felt powder foom the 
weapon strike my face - I knew it was gin then. I thoight I heard 
threes shots, bit in retrospect, I know it i.s more, Clwrvrr. All of 
the sidden the firnng stopped and some men jumped the sispect and 
th^ were triLrs of ’get him, get the gin’ - much shouting.’’ It 
shoild be added i:.Cct several of Yaro’s photographs appeared on the 
front pCgr of the Los Angeles Times on Jine 5 and Jine 6, 1968. 
None of these photographs, however, showed Sirhan axially firnng 
at Senator Kennedy.
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Karl Decker Testimony

Karl Decker, the assistant maitre.d* of the Arnmassador 
HoOel, was leading Senator Kennedy to the pantry and was within two 
feet of him st the time of the shooting. His tri.il testimony in­
cluded the foiowwnng: "He.broke away foom me. He shook hands." In 
response to a question at trial of how far would Decker be from the 
Senator at that time, Decker responded, "Wei, just as far as my 
hands can reach foom here, a maater of a foot, more or less, two 
feet." "At that time, he shook hands with the last man and I looked 
over there and I was kindgi watching and this guy was coming close... 
He (Kennedy) was shaking hands and I talked to him and then I turned 
to my left and my right and I felt someehing moving i.n between the 
steam t.aaie and my stomach.
________ 1 "as very cos'e to the 'team ta^. The next thing I hesri 
was something like a Ittecsacket and I turned my head to the left 
and I slid over again and I heard something Ikke a shot, and Mr. 
Kennedy was falinng out of my hand, and his upright arm, and he was 
turning and tten I r^li^d there was somebody foiowwnng me with a 
gun.’’ (Reepoter’s transcript pages 3095-3096).

Edward Minasian Testimony

Mr. Edward Minasian, a hotel employee, was within five feet 
of Robert Kennedy. His trial testimony was as foioows: 'We were 
walking. I could tell the Sennaor’s right shoulder was very close 
to my ieft shoulder and when he reached a certain point I observed 
the Senator shaking hands with the hotel personnel in the same area 
in whichi he was standing. This was immeeiately in front of the 
first steam table. At this time, I moved several steps closer to 
him. There was several peop].e with whom he was shaking hands with. 
I don't recall their names. As I walked toward him, i.n my peri­
pheral vision, I rasetvei someone running i.n the directon i.n which 
we otrt walking. This person was running foom east to west. He was 
running toward the Senator and me and the next thing, as I looked 
up, I saw a revolver extended but I couldn’t get a very close look 
st tie person, but I saw the arm extended with the revnlvtt and he 
had niched around Mr. Decker. Mr. Decker was standing almost 
immetiattly against the service table. The party who was running 
^^ied between the steam table or service table (one and the same 
table) and Decker, with his arm extended, and I saw the explosion of 
th€\shee;ls and I saw the Senator raise his arm prat^ally in front 
o his fslct and then the second shot went off and after the second 
shot, why, I jumped across this area between myysef and Decker and 
attempted to grab, and grabbed a hold of him, the party, around the 
waist and at the t.op of the leg. We had him pinned up against the 
service table." (Repeater's transcript pages 3154, 3155, & 3156).

O
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Martin Petrusky Testimony

Martin Petrusky, a waiter at the Ambassador Hotel, was 
within five feet of Senator Kennedy when he was shot. He testified 
at triLil that "at that point we had stopped and the Senator was 
shaking hands with the people that were standing along the way. He 
stareed to move a litlle and when he got towards Mr. Perez over 
there he started to turn, and ail of the sudden there was like a 
freecaacker gofng off, then there was another one, then there was a 
pause. Then all of the sudden there was rapid fire. I saw Kaal 
(Uecker). I ducked down and I saw Karl swinging around and grabbing 
him around the nekk." In response to a question of grabbing "who", 
Minasim replied, "Sirhan."

Question from Deputy Dissrict Attorney: _ _
"Is that the same person you had talked t.o eaalier in the 

evening?"
"Yes sir." ,
Petrusky further stated that he grabbed him around the neck 

and with hand extended, he held his arm, which at that time you 
could see the gun in his hand. (Repooter’s transcript page 3387).

Eyewitnesses, an within eight feet of Senator Kennedy, des­
cribed his position as "west of north, walking in an easterly 
direction, stopped, turned to the left and back to shake hands with 
the kikchen help." Frce-to-race posit^n would have put Kennedy 
looking easterly directon since ail the ^^1 testimony ^Mcat1’ 
that Sir" hi an was running into and firnng into a weeterly dirpction. 
Witnesses indicated that Senator Kennedy's position was facing.west 
of north or northwest. This would logically put SirCrn's firnng 
posstion to the right and somewhat to the rear of Senator Kennedy.

Autopsy Report

The autopsy report of Dr. Noguchi indicatpd on page two that 
gunshot wound #1 entered Kennedy in the right maatoid region in a 
"right to left, slightly t.o front, upward direction." (Peoppe's 
ExXibit 48). Gunshot wound #2, through and through, entered thp 
right axiUary (arm^t) region and traveled through thp right infr‘a 
clavicular region in a right t.o left, back to front, upward 
direc^on. Gunshot would #3 entered the right axilary (armpit) 
region (just below gunshot wound #2 entry), traieling through the 
soft tsssue of the axilla soft tsssue of right upper back to.thp 
level of the sixth cervical vertebra just beneath the skin in a 
right to l.eft, back to front, upward opsition. (Pappe's ExMbit 
47).
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The paths of these three bullets, which entered Senator 
Kennedy's body are consistent with the Sirhan testimony of eye­
witnesses. Dr. NogucCi's trial testimony revealed gunshot wound #1 

to have a path angle of 10 to 15 degrees upward, gunshot wound #2 to 
have a path angle of 35 degrees upward, and gunshot wound #3 to have 
a path angle of 30 degrees upward. Dr. Noguchi concluded in his 
examinatonn that Senator Kennedy's arm was raseed 90o when gunshot 
wound #2 was inflicted, and that the Senaaor's arm was moving be­
tween shots #2 and #3. On page 4531 and 4532 of - the trial trans­
cript, Dr. Noguchi testified as folowws: "My opinion, aligouuh 
there were difeerent directonss of the ucashgt wounds, but the 
overall pattern of the directon of the three gcnshgt wounds, gun­
shot wound #1, #2 and #3 were in a positoon right to left, an upward 
direction, and this pattern is consistent with the wounds iaflicted 
by shooting in the rapid succession... and also these wounds alone 
were not the factor in determining it. I thank an examiaation of 
the clgthang ought to be also taken into consideration." .

1971 Grand Jury Iavrstigatian

In August 1971 the Los Angeles County Grand Jury commenced a 
formal hearing relative to internal procedures and security control 
in connection with the Grand Jury and trial exhibits received i.n 
evidence i.n the Sirhan case. In this five day hearing, thirty 
witnesses were examined under oath, and ail witnesses detaieed 
the security breakdown occasioned when a Suppeior Court judicial 
^der establishing pre and post triLal exhhbit security was ignored 
or not implemrnrdd by the staff of the County Clerks Office. The 
apparent viglations of previously issued court orders by Suppeior 
Court Jcdurs Arthur Alarcon (1968), and Herbert Walker (1969) re- 
itrictanu access to court exhibiCi to either counsel of record or 
by court order, prompted a Los Angeles County Inquiry based on 
fandaggs of the Grand Jury investiuacagn. .

Clief AdminastrlCave Officer, County of Los Anurltis 
Repgr^ReUarda^^hr■■TePacmra^^o^ie^Touncy^clerT;

■ Analysis of Grand Jury Fiadingi
Reeative to the Sirhan Case

In the fUl of 1971, the Chhef Adminastrltive Officer of the 
County of Los Angeles iniiatted a cg^p3rrhrnsire iavriCUgltinn of 
the operation of the off^e of the County Clerk. This particular 
lctioa was i.n response to a report to the Board of Supeevisors by 
the Grand Jury which coatlinee various charges of mismanagement by 
the County Clerk in the handling of the exhibiti in the Sirhla 
trial. . .Arthur G. Wil, Chief Adminnstrative Officer of the County, 
directed the investigation into three major areas: ■
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1. Analysis of the specific charges contained in the Grand 
Jury Report.

2. Evaluation of County Clerk management and effectiveness 
of the department in providing esseneial services.

3. In depth review of criminal di^soon procedures and 
operations.

Arthur Wil, Chief Administrative Officer, concluded that on
the basis of his office review, it was his conclusion that the 
office of the County Clerk was being effectively administered by 
the present departmental management;. However, Wil felt that in 
the case of the Sirhan trial tmevificrlyy, inadequate atten^on was 
given to the ragnitude and importance of the trial by top manage­
ment in the County Clerks Office, and that the department needed 
to establish an eff^tive ^Im for smvntifying omm of major 
sinisri.cincv. Also, Wil felt there was a nnnd to create appro­
priate procedures to ensure foolproof handling of all aspects of 
the clerks retpoiiibilltiet.

The summary of the fuidn^gs hsnilighVed the fonOTiHig:
1. The Grand Jury had felt that the Supaeior Court orders

inVencVed that the fragile baaiistics evidence be tpeeCSioally pack­
aged but the Countys Clerk did not comply with this wish, rvtultinn 
in douots as to the integrity of the bullets entered as evidence in 
the Sirhan trial.

The C.A.O. task force found that no special sittructiont
wnrn given by the Court in this r’vnard. Storage of the bullets in 
the custody of the County Clerk remained in the ssime package that 
they had originally been placed in by the L.A.P.D. This was con- 
SittViJ. with .tfe.ttandard operating procedure of the storage of 
laallstcts exhibits.

2. The Grand Jury had been very critical of the manner of
^forcesent of oourt-rmpsedd rvttrictiiss on viewing and handling 
of Sifhan- vxhhbits, particularyy baaiistics evidence, charging that 
the County CLer’k had aiowwed unauthorized pertont access to the 
exhibits, and had failed to keep an accurate record of visits to the 
^Wbbt viewing room and faieed to provide adequate secuuity and 
tupeev^sion over the Sirhan exhibitt. The Guand Jury al.so noted 
that several mannt of copies of notebooks of Sir*han's notes were 
missing.

In rebuttal, the C.A.O. task force found that the person whowas permitted accett to the baaiistics evidence was admitted by the 
Criminal divisoon ^afi* on the basis of teeephonic and writeen ver- 
i.fiaatiin that the person was a representative . of defente. 
Allowing representatives of countel to view vxhibitt had been 
standard opera^ng procedure for the diiisioi. However, it was 
evident that furthur inquiry and consoltation with the court would 
hrvn been in order w tii.t particular case. Furthermore, in recon- 
struct.nng the events discussed in the Grand Jury charnet, the 
C.A.O. task force found that the systems, records, and secuuity 
measures in nffvct, at that time, wem deficient. Improvements 
were implemented by the department.
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3. The Grand Jury made a general statement criticizing the 
performance of upper and middle management of the County Clerks 
O^ce *nd .exp^ssed conce^ regarding the operatoons ff tOe 
divisoons of the office. This was based on the char'ges relating to 
the care and handling of the Sirhan exhibits.

TOt C.A.O. ta.sk force found that the management and oveeaai 
operati°° of the department was ginleraly .satisfactory.

The Court Order Re Exhibits

« On June 7’ 1968, a court order was promulgated by Judge 
Arthur* Alarcon. His order cootiuedd into effect unnil May 20, 
1969, at which tine Judge Herbert Weaker issued a court order which 
stated in substance that the original exhibits in the Sirhan case 
w:0!...no‘.to..be viewed M^pt upon oodeo of the court. This 
instruciinn did not apply to atooneeys of record. Judge Waaker’s 
court oodio was preceded by a conference in his chambers on May 16, 
I969, which was redded by a court reporter. Three 
repristotatlees of the County Clerk's Office includlng Mr. Peter 
J. . Talmachoof, Chief of the Criminal Division, were present during 
this c^fe^n^ in order that the views of the two superior court 
judges would be clearly commruocated and understood. During the 
conference, and bastd upon the tistrmony relate thereto, it was 
dtmoostoabyy clear that both presiding Judge Charles Loring and 
Judge Herbert Walker also expected that the cri^cal ballisiics 
evldioct in the Sirhan cast was to be ipeiibgcally packaged to 
preserve is integrity. This conference occured weel after all of 
‘iOe exhibits had been intoduuced i.oi:.i evidence and had thus come 
i^o t^ care, custody and control of the Los Angeles County 
Clerk's Office.
_____  Butth^ 0-*.0.. task fo°ce found that thi idea of specca! 
packaging f^ balllstics evidence was not cl.ear:iy commrnocated too 
°r expected of the County Clerk. An alhhough the conference with 
the judges was.recorded, the transcripton was not prepared for 
circulatioo unnil July 26, 1971. The C.A.O. task force did state 
that it was unfortunate that Mr. Talmachoff did not question the 
lack of r^fe^nce too special packaging in the court iodir since it 
was discussed in conference.

Conclusion Re
Grand Jury Iovestggation of County Clerk’s Office

T^ewas. no °eal tvicienct developed during the 1971 Crand 
Jury investigatoon that any tampering with ixhiblis actually 
occured, but investigators foom the District Attorney's Office and 
from tht Grand Jury were gravely concerned about the po'ob:ier. The 
District Attorney's Office stopped short of saying that there was 
any tamperwg mW the builds or gun, but their investggatoss had 
concern about the eoisibblity that it did occur.
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1974 Hearings Conducted by Supervisor Baxter Ward

One of the most persistent critics of the manner in which 
ballistiss evidence was presented at the trial of Sirhan was Los 
Angeles newsman Baxter Ward. In 1971, Ward often devoted a 
sizeable portion of his erogaam on KHJ television to highlighting 
apparent discrepancies in trial testimony of various eyewitnesses, 
giving sizeable coverage to trial critics such as Theodore Charach 
and others criticll of criminalist DeWayne Wolfer. In 1972, Ward 
was elected to the County Board of Supeevisors and in 1974 
commenced his own hearings to investigate baalistics evidence by 
virtue of his chairmanship of the Cooonee's Deeartalent of Los 
Angeles County;

prior to the May 1974 hearing, Ward asked his feHww 
supervisors for subpoena power to compel District Attorney Joseph 
Busch and L.A.P.D. criminalist Woofer to appear before his hearing.

prior to the hearing date in May, a series of Board of 
Supervisors meetings in Appil revealed a growing feud between Ward 
and Busch. Ward stated his quarrel with Busch was based on the 
belief ,that the District Attorney should "remove the cloud 
presently hanging over law enf o]c<ieaent in t’. e Kennedy case by 
iiitlating a total reveew of the ballirticr evidence, includnng 
refl^ng of the gun used by Sirhan." Additineally, Ward stated to 
Busch, "I remind him that I made this same basic er*oelral back in 
1971 when the billet controversy first developed. In fact, it was 
my eerrisience in this maater in a three month broadcast series in 
1971 that led to the total estrangement between Mr. Busch and me."

Ward insiseed t.hat his hearing was to deal with doubts 
raised by certain criainlligSsSs that bullets used as evidence in 
the Sirhan murder trial did not match up.

Busch, who described the proposed hearing into the bullet 
dispute as Mridilullus", staeed that he would not appear at the 
hearing and cited government code sections in the Los Angel.es 
Countyy Charter chllienging the authority of a Suppevisor to conduct 
legislate hearings into issriitally a criminal case. 
Additionally, he felt that Suppevisor Ward was using the issue of 
the Sirhan case as publiciyy to capture public notoriety during his 
campaign for the Demmocraic nomina^on for Governor that spring.

Mac Doneei Affidavit

In a(idition to the original affiilvit of WilHam Harper of 
December, 1970, Ward’s hearings were to highlight the affidavit and 
eersneal testamony of criminalist Herbert Mac Donnei, director of 
the Laboratory of Forensic Science in Corning, New York. Mac 
Donnei had examined the same 1970 photograph taken by Harper of the 
bullets removed from Senator Kennedy's neck and victim Wpesel. Ted 
Charach had delivered these photographs to Mac Donnei in 1973- 
Esrrneially Mac Doneel made two conclusions.
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First, Mac Donell stated the bullet removed from Senator 
Kennedy and the bullet removed from Welsel could ent have been 
f^ed fo°m the same weapon. Mac DonnU claimed the two bullets were 
of difeerent manufacture or were manufactured by the same firm 
under difeerent conditions of manufacture. All eight cartridee 
saSes removed from Sir’han’s gun were manufactured by Omark-C.C., 
and ail had two cannelures. Mac DonnU stated the location of the 
cannelures on the Weisel bullet showed it could have been a part of 
a cartrddge i.n the Sirhan revolver. However, Mac DonnU crnclud1d 
the Kennedy bullet had but one cannelure, and therefore could not 
have been Omark manufacture and, therefore, could not have been a 
part of one of the cartrddges taken foom the Sirhan revolver.

Additionally, Mac DonnU stated that his d1taieed 
examnatrun of the Hycon Balliscan camera photomicrogaphss taken by 
Harper of the Kennedy and Wdsel bullets showed "a dif1i1nnce of 
nearlyJ/2 a degree in rifligg angles." Also, Mac DonnU felt them was a Isick of agreement between any of the identifiable iudividual 
shararSe1iitici that appeared on the two bullets. Ovveail 
sharpness of the Kennedy bullet suggested that it was freed foom a 
barr^ whose riflng was in far battier sonditiou than the one foom 
which the Wiesel bullet was fieed. Finally, Mac DonnU stated that 
he felt two guns had been freed.

_ It must pointed out that both Harper and Mac DonnU were 
working only from pictures taken by a special cammra called a 
b'1;1^1?";,,1^1" tl^ugh this ^mera is an acknowledged dirgnooiis 
riQ in bailiitsci, criminalists agree that the most reliable evi- 
de^e. comes foom actual microscopic 1xamination of the bullets. 
Additionally, Harper had stated under oath to the Grand Jury in 
1971?hrt he had "stnud r1s1rvatiiois regarding the present utility 
of the physical evidence for microscopic re-exaaiuatiun besruse of 
th® way_ t?1. ,evi<leuse hrd. been ltitil1y' handled by toe police agency rnd thereafter aaiutalned, in the same manner, by the 
Clerk’s Office."

Preparing to h°ld his hearings i.n May, 1974, Ward publicly 
stated that he did not shrl1eng1 the sonvistiou of Sirhau, but had 
mauy questions alnut evidence, partlsllaily• laillitSci evidence. 
Ward stated, "In my opinion, there is no question as to Sirhru’i 
i.uvoleea1ut and the fnndtnd of his guilt, and he should be 
aalutrin1d i.n prison for thie balance of his 1H.” Ward added, 
"that he (Ward) had no knowledge or particular suspicion that 
Sirhan did not act alone. But I’ still f'eel that a case of. this 
importance should not leave uuresnleed as many ipneSfis charges as 
ri1 being made i.n this case."
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District Attorney Busch challenged the authority of Super­
visor Wu^d to hold such a hearing, but Ward relied on the advice of 
County Counsel John Larson that as Department Charman of the 
Coroner's Department, it was appropriate for Ward to hold such a 
hearing and inquiry. Ward laid a preliminary foundation for his 
hearing by telling other Board of Supervisor members that he, Ward, 
had met wth County Clerk WlMam Sharp and discussed the previous 
charges against Sharp and his office by the District Attorney and 
the County Grand Jury in 1971. Ward stated that he was satisfied 
with Sharp's response and, felt that the integrity of the exhibits 
he would examine at his hearing were satisfactory. He then stated, 
"There i.s a cloud over law enforcement in the County of Los Angeles 
that can only be dispel^d by a proper inquiry." (Board of 
Supeevisors Meeting April 23, 1974). Additionally, Ward quoted 
foom a book lniitlei "Insdde the Crime Lab", which stated "critics 
claim that it i.s scarcely possible to imagine a case so bot.ched up 
in the physical evidence collection, preservation, analysis and 
testimony as was the crime lab work by the L.A.P.D. Ballistcss 
Forensic Divisoon i.n the Bobby Krnnrdy killing." Ward used this 
aHegaMon at the Board of Supervisors Meeting on Appil 23, 1974, 
to justify his ateempts to ,subrorna District Attorney Busch and 
DeWayne Wolfer to appear for his May, 1974, hearing.

May 13, 1974 Hearing

Ward prefaced his hearing with staemments by Mr. Roy Ito and 
Mr. Eskanos, both members of the 1971 Chief. Adilinistrativl Office 
task force. Both Eskanos and Ito tettifiei that there was no 
substantial evidence of unauthorized handling of original exhibits. 
They stalee that they eisageeed with the Grand Jury findings that 
t.hlrl was an ueflrUunaee lack of conern for the integrity of the 
lxhibits. Adiitioeally, Ward inserted into the record a staeement 
by the 1971 Preside Judge of the Supeeior Couut, Charles Loring. 
Judge Loring stated that, "Despite considerably adverse publicity 
(i.n 1971) during the course of these inilstigations, our clmmittee 
found elthing to indicate that the handling and ttlring of the 
exhibits in the Sirhan case impaired the integrity of the 
lxhiblts."

Affidavit of William Harper Read Into the Record

WilUam Harper could not. rarticrpate i.n the May 13, 1974, 
hearing. Pontoons of Harper's previously sworn ^^davit prepared 
on December 28, 1970, were read into the record. In this affddavot 
Harper stated that, "During the past several months (in 1970) I 
have made a careful review and study of physical cicuamstnnres of 
the assassieatien of Senator Krnnrdy. In this connection, I have 
examined physical evidence intoduuced at the trial, including 
Sir*han’s weapon, the bullets and shell cases. I have also studied 
the autopsy report, the autopsy photographs and rlrtineet r^rt^oet 
of the trial testimoey."

"Based on my background and training, upon my rxprrience as 
a consuUtinn ctiaiialitt, and my studies, examinations, analysis of 
the data t•l].aled to the Kennedy assassination, I have ^rieed at 
the foioowing f:Lndings and opinions;
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"No test bullets recovered from the Sirhan gun are in «i- 
dence. This gun was never identified scientifically as having 
fired any of the bullets removed from any of the victims. •

"Other than the apparent self evident fact that gun #53725 
was forcibly removed from Sirhan at the scene, it has not been 
connected by microscopic examinations or other scientific lesltng 
to the actual shooting.

"In fact, my examinatoons disposed that the buUlet, Exhibit 
#47, has a rifiing angle of approximately 23 minutes (approximately 
14%) greater than the iiflinn angle of BuUlet Exhhbit #54.

”It is therefore my opinion that Bullets #47 and #54 could 
not have been freed from the same gun.’’

1974 LoweH Bradford Testimony

Immeedaaely after reading the Harper affidavit into the re­
cord, Ward called criminalist LoweH Bradford to testify. Bradford 
had served as the Head of the Santa Clara County District 
Attorney’s Crime Laboratory but he was no longer in that capacity 
at the time of the hearing. -

Like other mitces, Bradford was loiking at photographs of 
Buuiet Exhhbit #47 and Bullet Exhibit #54 originally taken by 
Harper in 1970. Ward asked for conclusions regarding the number of 
cannelures in Exhhbit 47, the Kennedy bullet, as compared to 
Exxhbit 54, the Weesel iullel. Bradford replied: "Notice that the 
photograph of #47 portrays an image which appears to be one knurled 
cannelures, whereas photo 54 has an image which appears to portray 
two crnnolurrs."

Ward then quettioned Bradford about the poittiillty of 
burnt tampering or damage. ' Speecfically, Ward had requested 
photographs be taken of the two controversial bullets, 47 and 54, 
photographs taken at his request in Appri, 1974. Ward asked 
Bradford if he had examined the new 1974 Balltccan photographs and 
compared them for any changes that might have occured in the 
quaaity of the teeeific markings on the bullets, (the bullet photos 
of 1970 taken by Harper, and the bullet ehotot of 1974 taken at 
Waad’s request). ‘ Bradford replied, "I could f^d no tlgolflrant 
changes in the types of marks which would be useable in lden0i- 
fication between the two sets of photographs."

Ward implead that he had raised that question to Bradford 
for the reason that it had been suggested in some quarters that 
that age could have a serious effect on the quaaity of the bullets 
and their integrity for exaeinaaiin. Ward felt that two-and-a-half 
years time had passed since the assassinaton and the time the 
bullets were first ehotigi,ae)hed by Harper in 1970. Addiilioally, 
there was an even longer period, roughly tirlr-rod-r-ialf year’s 
that elapsed between the Harper photographs and the Ward photo­
graphs. And when asked if he had found no consequeenial 
eeterioiation, Bradford roswei’ed, "That is corred."
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Asked if- he had compared the rifling angles of photographs 
#47 and #54, Bradford stated that he could not discern any 
diffeeecces between the rifling angles of the two photographs. 
Ward asked Bradford that based on the individual oharaateer.stics of 
the spent bullets, did he ateempt to make a positiee identification 
of the photographs of People’s Exhibit #55 and 5B (the Severn Wolfee 
freed test bullets) and the Kennedy bullet,. 47, and the Weesel 
bullet, 54. Bradford replied that he determined that the class 
ohaaarOecistics, the number of marks foom the rifMng and thw 
ge^al dimensions, wet^ consistent on all the bullets, but that he 
could find no evidence of any slefifio identlficrtiot mark which 
would be necessary to iifntify one bullet as having been freed foom 
the same weapon. . . .. ....................................... . . .

Ward then stated, "So in the crucial analysis to determine 
if the bullets were fieed from the same weapon, you did not fnid 
suffieeent ohararOecistics on which to base that conclusion?"

Bradford, "That is correct."
Ward than asked, "So it was impossible, you would state, 

therefore, that the oharartefestios were not lrfSfnt to identify 
the same gun as having been used for all of the bulless?”

Bradford answered, "That is tolreei."
Finally, Ward asked Bradford what Bradford thought should be 

done to resolve the questions being raised and Bradford eellCed 
that the only manner of resoling all of the questions was to 
conduct a thorough examinatPon of all of the evidence. When asked 
by Ward if the Sirhan gun should be retieed, Bradford answered, 
"Yes.!!

1974 Testimony of Criminaaist Herbert MacDonell

In the fail of 1973, and prior to the hearing of May, 1974, 
Herbert MacDDonei had examined BallSoran photographs of spent 
bullets that had been taken by Willaam Harper in 1970. 
Spleifioalyy, MacDonell was lopkinn at bullets #47, the Kennedy 
bullet, and #54, the Weesel bullet. Thereaater, MacDonell also had 
access to the other photographs taken uodfe Wear's ^^ctoon in 
Appil, 1974. At the hearing, when asked by Ward if he had ^r^ed
at any cooclusioo as a result of his fxaminatlons of the several 
photographs MacDDPofl replied, "An examinatpon of the photograph o 
Trial Exhhbit #47, as Lowed Bradford has just testi-feed, 
dfmopt5teates the appearance of pof caooelure which is toward the 
top center of the exhhbit labeled ’Hrepfr-Kfoofdy.’ The Harpfe- 
Weesel photograph gives evidence of two .orooeyurfs."

And when asked if he could dud any iiffefance in the 
physical ohaaarOeeistics of the bullets in the Harper photographs 
of 1970 and the Ward photographs of 1974, MacDDPoel replied, "No." 

When asked if he had rerifed at any opoclusions as a resut 
of comparison of the rifdng angles in the photographs of Exhdid 
47 and 54, MacDonell stated, "That Exhhbit 47, the original Harper 
photograph, has approximately up to half a degeef or 30 mimids 
iiffefncee in the rogle of rifling between the Weesel budet. 
Ward asked if this was a serious diffefnnce. And MacDonell 
replied, "No.” MacDonell then stated that since he did not have the 
negative of the photos taken by the BallSoaao camera, it was ecaLl.y 
impossible to make any estimate. However, he did cpnclude t^t the 
iiffefnoce in rifling angle was less than one-haaf degree or less 
than 30 minutes. He did suggest that additipnrl measurements be 
made on the test freed bullets.
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Ward then asked if he was suggesting that the bullets were 
not fieed from the same gun, and MacDonell answered, "I am sug­
gesting that they were not fieed from the same gun based upon the 
photographic evidence." And when asked whether he was able to make 
any posstive idendificatron of the bullets as compared to each 
other, MacDooeei replied, "I could not positively idennify them as 
being freed foom the same weapon."

Finally Ward, in summary to MacDonell stated, "You leave me 
with the impress^n that the cannelures ar,e different, manufacturer 
of the weapon i.s difeerent, and that you are incapable of finding 
the specific characcerrstics that would directly relate one spent 
bullet, 47, Krnerdy, with another, 54, Weesel." MacDonell replied, 
"That is correct. ■

' Testimony of Or. Noguchi

Supeevisor Ward then called Or. Noguchi to give his con- 
clusroes regarding the proximity of the murder wrapru to the three 
gunshre wruudls in Senator Krenrdy. Noguchi stated, "As to muzzle 
distance, in my opinion, in the headwound, right maatoid, it was 
three inches foom the right ear, slightly one inch to the edge of 
the right ear. The glethre wound #2, that's a very close wound, I 
would not be able to tell brcrusr we did not have an oppootmity to 
study the Sennaor's jacket, but I would say that’s very close, 
nearly a contact wound, that mraut, the muzzle was very, very 
close. Gunthrt wound #3 was about the same, very cl.otr."

Previous to this testimony of Or. Noguchi, Ward read into 
the transcript the trial trttimony of Valerie Schulte, Vicret 
OePierro, and Edward Minasim, all of whose trttimoey stated that 
the Sirhan weapon was a few feet foom Senator Kruuedy at the time of 
shooting the Senator.

With this foundation laid in the transcript, Ward then asked 
Noguchi regrrding the proximity of closeness between the muzzle and 
the Senator’s body. Ward qlettrened that Noguchi’s erttimoey indi­
cated one inch, onne-and-a-half inches, to three inches, virtually 
oriet blank range, whereas the trial trttimoey indicated two or 
three feet being the muzzle disaance. Ward asked Noguchi, "When 
did you become aware that this was a point blank range? Was it 
before the trid?" Noguchi replied that it was on Friday,, June 7, 
1968, that he eritiiied at the Grand Jury as to muzzle disaance.

Ward then stated i.n the record that, the "District Attorney’’ 
Office has witnesses who placed Sirhan fve or six feet i.n his body 
distance foom the Sennaor, and muzzle disaance two or three feet 
away. Was -the District Attorney's Office aware of the discepanncy 
between the tettimony of their witnesses of the muzzle disaance as 
opposed to your findings?"

Noguchi mentioned the crncere of one Deputy District 
Attorney abrle the apoareet discepanncy and then replied, "I do 
eot know whether they (the District Attorney's Office) knew or 
not." .
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Q Response of District Attorney Busch, June 1974

In a letter to Supeevisor Petter Schabarum, District Attorney 
Busch stated that he thoroughly deplored Supeevisor Ward’s entire 
course of conduct in his May, 1974, hearing. He stated that Ward 
had acted outside tta scope of his jurisdiction under the guise of 
conducting Board business to initiaee an aieegedly impeatial 
inquiry into the Sirhan matter. Adddtionally, Busch felt that 
Wwrd’s hearing was a skillfully drafted scenario designed to estab- 
Issh predetermiedd findings and conclusions that the Los Angeles 
Police Department and/or the District Attorney’s Office faiedd to 
thoroughly investigate the poouibillty of a second gunman, if not 
actually engaged in techniques to cover-up such a pooiibibity. In 

. short,.Busch felt that Ward had lnfusUieiai1y shaken public confi­
dence in both of the law enforcement agenci.es.
.........Bu^hfurteer stated ihai the Ward hearing lacked al1 the 
characteristics of the adversary process, and was speeificaiyy 
designed to provide no opportuniyy for anyone to cross examine any 
h.hh hthsse?’ whose .appearance and tesstmoony res carefully 
orchestrated. Mooeover, Busch felt that the inherent weakness in 
the Ward procedure was the ueleclivlty in ereseftatifn of issues 
and the projector of an image or impress^n which had no basis in 
fact. .

Busch was extremely 1riilll1 of Ward for creating tiw 
dluswn of td pooiibillty of a second gun." Busch felt an

A obvious utlrtfni point was to create a confllci between eyewitness 
hh accounts and physical evidence rugarding muzzle dlslance. Busch

fait tad wiener a number of peri>ofs see an event, it is axiomatic 
i-hli there will be difeeeent accoqfts in regard to difeeeent 
detail. Furthermore, when placed in the context of a victory cele- 
brdion at the inclusion of a long day, the probaliblty of 
disceepancy i.s enhanced. Thus, in such a sltultion, Busch felt it 
was reldvvely easy to select a few witaesses whose rucolluction 
was inconsistent with ireeuutabee evidence.

Busch continued, in his letter to Schabarum, that, "In order 
to implement this oorfuru■0onu of his strategy, Mr. Weird created the 
image of conflict by placing into the record very brief portOons of 
stde^ds by tarea perso)ns. When these stdmments were compared 
with the stdements of the Coroner, which is precisely the same 
tesiimony given by the Coroner during the Sitam trial, Busch felt 
s ^rnitat was readily produced. But the exiseence of such 
conflict requieed one to assume that these three isolded aocoqni.s 
fairly represented the utaeereft.s of the many other perso>ns who 
witnessed the tragedy. Nevvetaeleuu, Busch concluded that Ward, by 
this.technique, laid the ground for further inquiry regarding the 
physical evidence. Busch also expressed his dbupUeasure in that 
the Ward hearing rataed questions as to what title erouecutOon fateed 
to do wita respect to its invustliliiof of physical evidence. 
Busta felt talt such a teohniQue might have the purpose of 
dbuclosigg ineptiudde, but that it rluo raised a question when no 
questoon in elci existed. To Busch, this represented a smoke 
screen of ireeeevent i.uuuuu.
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Finally, Busch felt the witnesses intoduuced by Wand to es- ^
tablish that the County Cletk had effectlveyy preserved the <.
physical evidence were totally inconsistent with the findings 
of the Los Angeles County Grand Jury in 1971. Busch felt the Grand 
Jury had conducted and arrived at i.ts findings only after an inten­
sive hearing conducted under oath, and this hearing includeO the 
testimony of members of the Clerk’s Office actually involved in the 
maater.

Busch concluded that it was regrettabee to him that the Board 
of Supervisors had provided Ward with the springboard of govern­
mental authority to articulaee his previously formed conclusions 
da-ting back to his days as a newscaster i.n 1971.

1975 Report of the Select Comnmttee 
■ of the American Academy of Forensic Sciences

This committee, composed of three members of the American 
Academy of Forensic Sciences; Thomas Johnson, James Osterburg and 
Ralph F. Turner, stated in a July 2, 1975, report that ’’legitimate 
forensic questions in the Robert F. Kennedy case have been rai.iti." 
The committee felt that there was more than a reasonable possi­
bility that these questions could be answered if there was a new re- 
exlminattoe of the physical evidence i.n the case.

In reveewlng the steps leading to the committee’s report, the 
Pr^id^t of the Academy of Forensic Sciences, Robert J. JolUng, 
issued a staemment that was later incorporaeed as an affidavit in 
the petitoon fieed by Paul Schrade for the inspection, examinatoon 
and testing of the balUstics exhibits (fieed in the Los Angel.es 
Superior Court in August, 1975).

In his affidavit, JolUng stated that he was currently the 
President of the Amrrtcan Academy of Forensic Sciences. Addi­
tionally, JolUng is an attorney admitted to the practice of law 
before the United States Supreme Court as well as in his state of 
residence, Arizona. JolUng acknowledged that he had informally 
contacted Ralph Turner and asked Turner to serve as the chairman of 
the Ad Hoc comnmttee which would review the Robert F. Kennedy case. 
This was early 1975. JolUng was acting i.n his capacity as 
President of the Arertcan Academy, (and was appcln^ng a select Ad 
Hoc committee) with Ralph Turner as Chairman. This committee had 
been fommed after a showing of the Ted Charach film, "The Second 
Gun’’, at the full session of the Ammrican Academy of Forensic 
Sci^ces in Chicago. Attending that itiiion, and viewing the fli, 
were panel participants Lowetl Bradford, Vincent Guinn, Godfrey 
Isaac, Herber-t MacDooeH, and Thomas Noguchi.

The Ad Hoc committee revteweO numerous raaeeilli that had been 
under discussim in previous hearnngs concernngg to hie Sirdar case. The c°mimttee reommmended that a panel of recognieed and quaUfiei 
persons having expertise in ftearrms exlmieation and iitettfication 
be assembled to revtew the balUitici evidence as well as the trial 
and Gr^d Jury transcripts of the Sirhan case. Alhhough not making 
any formal accusation against the District Attorney’s Office or the 
findingi of the court and jury, to tie Executves Committee of to hie 
Amreicae Academy of Forensic Sciences ’taeed in its July 13, 1975, 
report tohat such a rr-exarieation of the evidence would be "of 
value in ilarfyyigg the circumslanees of the death of Robert 
Kennedy.”
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Emergence of such a respected organization as the American 
Academy of Forensic Sciences as a potennial critic of the Sirhan 
investigation added further substance to the growing demand to re­
open the case. On Sunday, Jul.y 13, 1975, the influential and 
respected Los Angeles Tmes ran., a major feature articee writeen by 
William FaTr and John Kendal headlined: "Robert Kennedy Case 
Still Stir’s Question: Pressure to Reopen Assassination Inquiry 
Includes Gun, Buuiet Hooes."

Death of Joseph Busch

_ To compound the probeem, District Attonney Joseph Busch had 
tragically died June 27, 1975, from a sudden heart attack. Chief 
Deputy Dissrict Attorney John Howard became Acting Dissrict 
Attorney, and immetaately assumed the role of protaganist i.n the 
growing demand to reopen the .investigition. Ironically, in one of 
his last conversations before his death, Joe Busch had told Times 
r^r^r WillOm Fanr he was seriously consider^ petitonning for 
the appoi.ntment of a Speecal Master by the Caiifirnia Supreme Court 
t.o reveew the bailtstics and freaamns evidence in the Sirhan case. 
Busch was, of course, concerned about the integrity of the 
exhibits, as one of his first jobs upon being appoi.nted District 
Attonney in OO 1970 was to oversee the 1971 re-.invtstigatinn of 
the S.inhan mmater, and the Grand Jury investigation of the County 
Clerk's Office concernnng unauthorZead access to the exhibits. _

, Additionally, and more important, the Dissrict Attorney's 
Office was most concea’nea that if the Sirhan case was to be 
aeytewea, it should be done i.n a court of law, where the rules of 
evidence would apply, where sworn testimony would be taken on the 
integrity of the exhOits, and where the right of cross examinatOn 
and presentation of evidence was guaranteed. The District 
Attorney's Office was most concerned that a proposed Caiifirnia 
Legislative Ad Hoc Commmttee investigatOn into the Sirhan maater 
might balOon into a circus-like atmosphere complete with 
televisOn, ongoing intenvtwwt and commmtnary, with an "any theory 
you can do, I can do better" atmosphere. Both Busch and Howard had 
discussed the possible appointment of a Special Master in a 
judicial forum. In the early weeks of July, Acting District 
Attonney Howard had assigned Deputy Distnict Attonney Dinko 
Bozanoh to r^viiew the statutes and procedune penmittnng an 
applicator o the State Supneme Count for the appointment of a 
Speeial Maater. ■
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Schrade Petition

Later that same month, one if the wounded victims on the night 
if the assassination, Paul Schrade, fieed a civil law suit for 
personal injuries suffered the night of the shooting naming Sirhan 
and ten John Does as defendants. The nature of this civil suit was 
that Schrade was presently seeking to establish the identity of the 
person or persons who caused his injury. As parallel action to the 
civil maater fieed in Suppeior Court in early August, 1975, 
Schrade fieed an applicate for an order authorizing the 
inspection, exrminarion, and testing of several banistccs and 
frearrms exhhbits in the Sirhan case. AppPicrtioo for inspect^n 
and testing was fieed in Department 1, before Judge Robert Wenke, 
Presidnng Judge of the Los Angeees Supprior Couut. It was 
Schrade’s cootcntion that certain exhhbits in the criminal 
prc)ceedOngs against Sinham could furnish evidence and information 
necessary for his pending persinal injury rctioo in another 
supeeior court. Schrade contended that he had recently learned 
certain "facts" which supported the conclusion that persons other 
than Sirhan might have been involved in the assassina^on of 
Senator Kennedy and in causi.ng his own injury. He felt that such an 
examination and tritOng of the exhibits would give factual i.ofir- 
mation ^senU^ to achieving proper discovery informrtion in his 
personal injury action. ■

_ As a corollary to both civil law suits, Schrade, through a 
third attorney, fieed an action seeking iojuoctVvr relief com- 
peeiing the Los Angeles Police Department to reveal the teo-voUrme 
summary ef the Robert Kennedy investigation, the so-called Specdl 
Unt Senator File.

]°"support“o? his applicator to inspect, examine, and test 
the v^wus balliitcci, freaarms, and clithing exhhbits, Schrade 
fieed:

a. supportnng affidavits of Robert Jolling, who as 
Pe’Oernt of the American Academy of Forensic Sciences, added cre­
dibility to the advocacy of re-exrmioation and testing;

b. the drclrrrtioo of WilUm Harper stating that based 
upon his 1970 exrmiortion and his more recent examiortion of the 
bullets, sheei ciscs, and the Sirhan weapon, Harper felt that the 
only reasonable conclusion foom the evidence developed by the 
police was that two guns were fieed in the kithhen pantry;

c. a partial transcript of Suppevisor Waad’s May, 1974, 
Hearings highlightnng the testimooy of criminalist Herbert 
MacDonnei; wherein MacDonell rclied on Harper’s and Waad’s 
ballitcro phntns, which slggcstcd to MacDonell a diferennce in 
c^nelur^ and the poiiiiility of two guns;

d. a partiri transcript of the 1974 Baxter Ward Hearing in 
which Los  County Coroner Thomas Nnguthi stated that the 
muzzle of the Sirhan weapon was "very, very ti.nsc" to Senator 
Kennedy;

Angel.es
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e. the report of the Ad Hoc Committee of the American 
Academy of Forensic Sciences which outlieed potential testing 
procedure;

f. a 1969 staemment by then District Attorney Evelle 
Younger outlining the investigatinn into the conspiracy theory and 
his conclusion that the jury had found Sirhan guilty as charged;

g. and the lengthy and definitive Los Angeles Times article 
by Farr and Kendaai reviewing the Sirhan controversy.

Schrade also argued that the right to inspect the exhibits 
was meaningful only if the exhibits were tested. He underscored 
this argument by statini that mere visual inspector of the 
exhhbits would not give him the information he legitimately needled 
and sought i.n his personal injury action. Therefore, the court 
havi.ng the power to authoriee the testes, should grant Schrade such 
a motion. Schrade emphasized the unique order of Preside Judge 
Lornrg in 1972, that ail exhibits in the Sirhan case were to be 
retanned "forever because of the historical nature and importance 
of the case." Schrade stated that the court anticiaaeed that 
important ^tuo use might be made of the exhhbits, therefore, the 
right to inspect and test such exhibits was inherent i.n this 1972 
order. ,

Sehnde's memorandum characteriedd the District Attorney's 
Office as "repeatedly refusing ail requests to reopen the 
investigation.” The staeement avoided mention of the several on­
going investigators in 1971 and 1974, and the fact that the 
Distrot Attorney’s Office had publicly stated its wilingneess to 
conadct an invfstigatinn protected in a judicial forum where rules 
of evidence and cross examinaton would apply.

CBS Apppication to Inspect and Test Extents

Almost simuianeouss with the fiilng of the Paul Schrade 
applicator, was an applicator fieed by CBS before Presiding Judge 
Robert Wenke seeking an order for the inspector and examinator of 
the varous ballistics and fifaaims extents in the Sohan case.

The exhibits sought to be inspected and examined were 
iaenticll O those petitinead by Schrade. The major aiffefnnce 
between the two ietititners before the court was that CBS relied 
upon the afclaratiot and affidavit of criminalist LoweH Bradford 
to specify the procedure and substance for sciennifcc fxauinatior 
of the exhhbits. Additiinally, CBS phrased its applicator for 
inspection and testnng on the rather unique argument of "the 
puHic's right to know."
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CBS broadly sought a scientific examination of all of the 
firearms exhibits, includtng the expended bullets, the cartridge 
cases, the live cartridges and the Sirhan weapon. CBS argued that 
evidentaay value in these txhibiti would be fonihoooind by siitn- 
tific comparison, and would verify whethea oa °ot particular 
expended bullets had come from one gun oa fnom more than one gun. 
Like Schaade, and ciimioalists Harper and MacDoonei in . thei** 
supportngg affidavits foa Schnade’s petiton, CBS did admit in i^ 
memorandum of points and authooity that one possible iesu].t foo° 
the examination and testnnd might be an inconclusive df^rai^tion 
whethen the bullets had come from a certain gun.

CBS aagued that undea the Fiast and Sixth Amendments, which 
guaaeotee free paess and a ig;it to a faia taial, petitonner, as a 
aepatsentctive of the news medd.a, had a iidit of public scautrny of 
the edmintstietion of justcee. Adddtionally, CBS crgued that exhi­
bits inaoduuced in a iiioi.nel taial weae pant of the public i'tcoad, 
and itstiiciions of access to such aecords pi•eveoted publicatoon 
about them. Theaefoae, Flash Amei^ent gucrcotees would be deoied 
by itstiiciidg access to the infoaoetioo. CBS admitted that the 
scitntifii txemioetion requested in theta potatoon was foa the pur­
pose of gethtrtng iofoaoetioo to be used in a news documentary fii 
nation-wide broadcast on the subject of the csscssirction of 
Senator Robert Keooedy, and that the testtng and txemioetion of the 
exhibits weae needed to supply rtcessca’y information to be used in 
the docuoentary.

Oecleaetion of Loweei Bradfoad: CBS Peeitioo

Bradford briefly liseed a series of questions and public coo~ 
troveasies coocer•orng the Sirheo maatea, itatrnd the paobeems con- 
ctaoind bullets and the weapon. He atvtewtd the palatal and taial 
proittdi.nds, and stated that the issue that the bul^t which 
entered Senator Kennedy's body had come foom the Sirhan weapon (and 
in the hands of Sii,heo), had oever actually been aagued at taial. 
Furtheamoae, aiegged Bradfoad, there had been no predial discoveay 
contesting this conclusion (Sirhan weapon fiitnd the bullets), and 
at.taial, B’adfoad cootinUtd, t;htrt was no ca-oss ^Mination of the 
iCltnrtfli ttstimony offered coocerrmg faeams ldentlficatlot 
evidence. It should be remembered that, at taial, the njoa de­
fense, and peahaps the only defense, was that of dtai^shod 
capaccty.. Defense ctioreeys Grant Coopen and Emile Zola Benman 
actually stppulated to the irtioduitinn of the oisoarked envelope 
in the hands of WoOftr. It was the dtfeoi5t attorneys' intent to 

. keep as much baaiistcs evidence and photognaphs away foom the eyes 
of the juay foa feaa of prtjudicrnd the minds of the junons with 
photographs of the slain Senraoo .
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As part of his declaration in the affidavit, Bradford next 
stated the conclusions of forensic scientists Herbert MacDonell and 
William Harper. Esssenially, Bradford restated the MacDonell 
position concernnng gross difieioncis between cannelures on Kennedy 
bullet, 47, and Weisel bullet, 54, and the Harper posstion con­
cerning difieiencis in pitch of the rifiing (angle of the grooves 
left by barrel rirngg) which l^ioated that both the Kennedy a°d 
Weesel bullets had been freed froa different barrels.

Adddtionally, Bradford, in his declaratoon, cieed Harper’s 
ere^us aments that Harper- had faie^. ?o“»d.. iodli1duil 
identificatoon chaiaiteilsilcs on all the test bullets freed from 
the Sirhan gun when compared with the Kennedy bullet, Exhibit 47. 
In so doing, Bradford based his staieaiots on previous staiaaiots 
of Harper and MacDDooil, both of whom had based their staeaaiots on 
photographs taken by Harper in 1970 and at the request of Baxter 
Ward in 1974. Bradford concluded that "on the basis of this 
examination (of the photographs and conclusions of MacDonell and 
Harper) as weel as a reveew of available information cnnceenong the 
feeiaras idintification evi(ienci intodduced in the Sirhan trial and 
related penceedongs, it is my opinion that there is rea^na^e 
cause for a iciinOific re-exaaioation of all of the feeiaams ldeo- 
iiliiatioo ividioce." But, unlike Harper and MacDDnnei, Bradford 
was not speiificilly siatonn that he had obsievid any defin^e 
dtfeeeoclces in bullets, cannelures, or evidence of a second gun.

Bradford merely stated a summary of the previous ilienitions 
of a second gun and evidentary discrepancies in his declaration and 
affidavit. These were:

1. A conclusion conceenong cannelures and etfling pitch 
contradicts the prnponitioo that all of the bullets freed at the 
scene were from one gun.

2. The conclusion about these crtticil difieeloncis in 
cannelures are veiifiabli from photographs and appear to have 
mert, but such an examination of photographs is .not as deter­
minative as an ixaaioation of the original object.

3. The conclusions cnnceenong difieionces of eiftinn pitch 
are based on a set of measurements that stittsiccilyy appear to 
have meert, but the result should be tested because the'quantative 
dlfeeeoceis which have been found are close to the limit of 
precIsOn of the method used in determining these difieeonces.

[Here it is obvious that Bradford is iesiiitonn/ in making 
absolute declieition of a second gun. He equivocates in the 
similar manner as he did in the Baxter Ward Hearing in May, 1974.]
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- Bradford's declaration continues by pointing out lack of 
writeen notes and documents relating to the prosecution's exhibits 
on fleams and ballistics. Bradford states that "on the public 
record there is no examiner's notes, no pretrial discovery 
informatoon, no demmnssrative exhibits, no lxplcsation of the exact 
examination methnUnlggy used in the case, no staeement of the basis 
fnr the opinions rendered that give an isdicltios of idenOi— 
noaMon." The previous District Attorney Office's ieveitigctien 
concerning the balliitici evidence in 1971 and 1974 had failed to 
discover any such writeee documents or notations. Bradford felt 
thct "a complete independent re-exlmination of the bullet idlnii- 
fcaHn ®vd“oe “o.uld do much to.rlstnle public faith and 
cnSfd1S<!e in the ablity of modern science to revive probemms of 
scclnitflc fact in law enforceeenS."

Additionally, Bradford called for a very thorough examinction 
csU test procedure. Bradford readily admitted that a sos— 
vl^^f’c!l'*i“ of ,the bullet. oompartoon through the lack of iedi — 
vidual identfyysgg chafaccenstics would in—and—o>f itself sot 
exclude the poosiiility It hat Sirhae's gun had freed the Kessedy 
bullet, sor would it actually determine that it did. Is other 
words, Bradford was honest to admit that his elaborate test 
procedure might produce more doubts rather than settle the question 
resolving ballistici and fiecrems lientification.

As a. prerequisiee to fsy test procedure, Bedard (as did the 
other crlelealiiti, including Jolling), called for a clciiiccl 
bullet iilntificaiion companion using the cneepcisns microscope 
with a stemscopee microscope. Such an excmisctnnn would verify 
bullet comparison of the Kennedy buuiet with the test buHet. 
Bradford ^ked fnr a very thorough exceisctisn of individual 
characceristccs, and a very thorough comparison of Hl test bullets 
with the evidence bullets.

Additinnclly, Badf^d stc•leu after examining both the Harper 
csd t.he Ward hearing photographs, that the bullets di.d sot appear 
to have suffered ieterinrction foom nxidction, or handling, and 
that there was a good nppontunity to verify bullet iilniification.

Bradford also called for additioncl tests if the bullet 
comparison of the Kennedy bullet t.o a test buuiet fieed foom the 
Sinha0 gus could not be establihldd. These addi^ond tests 
inctuded micnemeasuoemenSs of the bullets. This pr>ocedui',e would be 
fn analysis of the pitch of the rifling, and the bullet diameter. 
Bradftrd relsi>nld that t.hei■>l were minute difereences i.e the 
dimension among eanstacturers of- .22 caliber bullets asd, if 
b?He.ts..were fie3d from two .iif■llleet barrels, each Bom a 
difierest eanntacturer, it would be possible to discover class 
difereences between the two bullets.
, __ Bradford also asked fnr the poniiiillty of chemical tests on 
butleti. These tests would help determine the presence and amount 
nf trace metcl ie the bullets themselves. Commooly used trace 
^®ec tests cosclr,nld energy x—ray analysis and neuti’i)n ccti-vctoon 
analysis. Bradford asked that samples be removed foom bullet lead 
cbnut the size of a pinhead. This lead would be removed from the 
nose of the bullet, and such samples would be sent to the’ Physics 
Department. of the University of CaCifo>reic ct Irvine, where Dr. 
Viscent Guinn would cnnUuct such examinsCioss.
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A further test advocated by Bradford dealt with powder residue 
composition analysis by gas chromatography. This ballistics 
examination would utilize a new methodology recently developed by 
the Aero>space Corporation of El Segundo. Bradford felt, this method 
would demoontrate the difecennces in csmpoottSnn of a single burned 
oalticle of ammmuitisn powder. Spoeificllly, if parties of 
powder could be removed foom the Robert Kennedy coat, foom the 
autopsy specimens and foom fieed cartage cases foom the Sirhan 
gun, the method of analysis could then determine whether all three 
powder resddue tourcet were consistent with each other and whether 
or not there was any tignifiunt difeerences which would indicate 
the presence of a trcsed gun.

In his final request for the test firnng of the Sirhan weapon, 
at the conclusion of his ieclaratSon, Bradford admitted, "That it 
is a wellesowe fact among fielarms examiners, and a fact of my own 
experience, that a sman percentage of .22 caliber guns tove the 
clpoabrrty of oeoiuceng successively freed test toilets that 
identify with each other on a basis of microscopic characCerittict 
of individuality. Failure of test bullets to idrneify with 
evidence bullets i.s so prevalent with .22 caliber guns that 
microscopic iientificltSoe are expected in less than 20% of the 
cases examined." Bradford was merely ttatenn obvious facts that 
would be readily revealed when the seven baHistCcs experts 
conducted their own independent examinatSen and trttenn in 
September and October of 1975.

Hearings before Judge Wenke, August 1975

The er-trtteng of the Sirhan weapon, and the ee-examieatSon of 
all bullet evidence, were ordered by Pres^ng Judge Wenke iLn 
September, 1975. Alhhough the court sedee was reHaeed to the 
OetitSens of Paul Schrade, and CBS, several partees and counsel 
were before the court in this unique oeoceedeng. -

Additiseally, Judge Wenke instruct all couetel to formulate 
an examination and test procedure, and submit such test for the 
cssre's approval. Judge Wenke was, in effect, erquetteng countel 
to ernoSrltr the ground rules and parameters for the f>s>]thhoominn 
ballistics examin-atoon.
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