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Parties and counsel represented were: -
CBS, Inc., through their attorneys McCutchen, Black, Verleger, 

and Shea (Howard J. Privett and Robert Damus);
Paul Schrade through attorneys Mel Levine and Leonard Unger;
Los Angles County Counsel’s Office at the request of the 

, Board of Suppevisors through their attorney County Counsel 
John Larson and Deputy County Counsel Robert Lynch;

Dtferdart Sirhan Sirhan represented by attorney Godfrey Isaac;
Attorney Geereal's Office, Eveeie J. Younger represenedd 

by Deputy Attorney Geunra! Russsei lunergich;
District Attorney's Office represenedd by Deputy District 

Attorney Dinko Bozanich and Speecal Counsel Tho>ma.s Kranz.
, For the next s^erH weeks, the various parties, through their 

attorneys of record, negotiated the test procedures.
In order to rttliLr his independence, Speeial Counsel Kranz 

abstained from actual ntgotiattont alhhough was an observer 
throughout, and Deputy District Attorney Bozanich advocated the 
District Attorney's pestoon for the forhCcooirg test. Crucial to 
the discussion throughout these few weeks were the integrity and 
utility of the exisingg exhibits and the weapon. The heart of the 
Bozanich argument was that there were substantial questions whether 
or rtt tte Sirhan dhibits had been preserved so that oeaairgfsl 
data regardtng the .lssassiratton of Senator Kerredy could be 
deriVed foom any testnng H Hl. Sppec fiddly, Bozanich asked the 
otbrr„ attorneys to first ask the court to determine the impact of 
the fHuure of the Ctsnty Ci^k to administer the extraordinary 
orders of the Supprior Court (original Judge Alarcon, Judge Walker 
ardJudgr Loring orders) on the integrity and uuiHy of the Sirhan 
^Mbits. Addiiitnally, Bozanich felt that other factors, such as 
thr mer’ passage of time, and potrntill oxidation of the rxhibitt, 
might havr an impact on the present ssefurness and trsting of t.he 
Sirhan exhibits.

•Integrity of Exhibits

Bozanich was stating a concer'n of the District Attorney's 
OIflOr thH- ore possible result of the test procedure to be adopted 
wa’ that the Sirhan exhibits, irardof themselves, were itcorclusire 
as to the numbd of guns at the sirnr of the Sennaor's assas- 
Hdtion. B^aMch askrd i;hie other attorneys to request that the 
iturt fm^ Hermine wnat signffi•lrcre, if any, could be attached 
to the conclusions reached in the testing of the Sirhar exhibits. 
I^-o^her 'words, tb^ District Attorney's positoon was (that the 
public na^ a right to know Hl of the facts and ciisumslnnees sur­
rounding t.iir asslssiratto^ of Senator Krnrrdy, and that this right 
would be fruttrared, srl.rss gsidrliess were first rstlbltheed, both 
as Ito tne sigrlficrire of the test procedur’eis, and to the con- 
Hu’ions thH. iouid be derived from the ehaminatton and trsting of 
the exhibit’. Additionally, Bozanich argued in several preliminary 
meetings with the various lttorneys that fHuure of the court to 
s^te specific findings of facts and conclusions of law after the 
bHl^tcc’ examination, might further corfstle the public.
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[In his February, 1976, ruling, Judge Wenke declined to make 
such findings and conclusions and staled that the unusual 
ballistics examination had always been considered to be only a 
limited discovery action.] ,

Bozanich argued to the other attorneys that the judicial 
process had already twice establiheed that Sirhan was the lone 
gunman.. Therefore, an appropriate procedure to determine the 
present integrity and utility of the Sirhan exhibits was necessary 
before any test procedure could be outlieed. Bozanich felt that 
any eventual testing would be of little or no value, and woulLd only 
perpetuate rather than eliminate two gun specuuation, imless the 
integrity and utility of the exhibits was first determined.

Additionally, in these informal nrgoiiltions between all 
attorneys, it was the District Attorneys Office that was 
advocating the most thorough and exhaustive test procedures. 
Bozanich repeatedly asked that as many baHistccs experts as 
possible be brought in for independent rxarination of Hl bullets 
and exhibits, including the weapon. In what was often refereed to 
as "Bozanich’s obstacle course," the Deputy Dissrict Attorney 
^vocated a cross check procedure whrrrby ^bullet would be 
cross-checked and compared with Hl individual bullets.

Additiiollly, Bozanich proposed that such a thorough a°d 
vigorous cross-chieck examination would establssh a criteria for 
objectiee analysis by the experts. Bozanich was concerned that 
each panel member might have a diflerent level or threshhold by 
which they might make a posstive or incooulusiee idrniificatioo of 
each bullet.

When the argument was rassed by several attorneys that such a 
procedure would be, lengthy, Bozaniuh repUed that We lac* of 
thoroughness, and the so-called "clerical ^^s" in the past, had 
perpetuated the controversy, and it was the Dis’ri^ Attorney s 
posstion that as thorough and exhaustive test procedures as 
possible be developed. Bozenich citod for his rvidrntisry sources 
the Grand Jury transcript of 1971, and asked Judge Wenke to read Hl 
the three voummes concerning the integrity and utility, of Ito exhi­
bits. inherent i.n this argument was the poiSiiiiity that the 
rxIlibit;s themselves, and the weapon, had been tampered with to suuh 
an extent that any test firing could lead to incooulusiee Jesuits.

The probemm centered around the poosiiility that the weapon 
itself, paltiuslarly the bore of the revolver rifle, might have 
been tampered with to such an extent that a test freed buUlet would 
fail to have the necessary inerotatinns and ioeividsll and class 
chsaaaceristces present to be m^ched up to this ipecifiu ^volv^. 
In informal meetings with criminalist Woofer and other inves­
tigators, both Kranz and Bozanich were concer'ned that any object 
rammed through the barrel of the' Sirhan gun, such as a penccl, a 
lead bullet, or indefinable object, could conceivably remove ir 
camouflage the specie bore markings. This would result in litte 
or no lerntifiaaiocn of tritfiree bullets. And i.n light of the 
admonition of Lowell Bradford that there is a less than 20% i^nto- 
fccatton factor for toitfiree bullets foom a .22 caliber gun, and 
the fact that the Sirhen weapon was a srunoe hand revolver that had 
been repeatedly freed on rifle ranges previous to the assas- 
sioltion, the District Attorney's concern was v/©1! founded.
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Bozanich, in his affidavit filled with the court in September, 
gave several reasons to support his argument. Citing the history 
of the court orders Bozanich stated that on May 29, 1968, Judge 
Herbert Walker had issued an order restricting access to title 
original Sirhan exhibits by providing that persons, other than 
counsel of record, could obtain access to the exhibitt only by 
order of tie court. Theoeaetoe, during an investigation in 1971 by 
the District Attorney into claims that a second gunman besides 
Sirhan had baan involved in the assassinator of Senator Kannady, it had come to the ettontUnn of the District Attorney that various 
persons, who were not counsel of record, incluiing William Harper, 
had obtained access to the original Sirhan lxhibitt.

Bozanich further stated that during a four-day period from 
August 16 to August 19, 1971, the Los Angeles County Grand Jury 
heard evidence presented by the District Attorney, including the 
testmmony of Harper, that there had been unauthorized access and 
han(ijli.ng of the original Sirhan lxhibitt. Harper was not an 
attorney, and had not baan ratainai and was not affiiialei with 
attorneys rapratanting Sirhan. Harper had only been given a 
"letter of accommodatoon” directed to the County Clerk by George 
Shibley, one of the several attorneys roprosontigg Sirhan on 
appeal.

Bozanich argued that Harper had access to, and handled the 
original Sirhan ldlib.tt peetinont to freaarms iieniification, Q
inducing all the controversial bullets, Peoope's 47, 52, 54, and ' 
55, and the weapon, Feoole's Exhhbit 6.

Additionally, Bozanich stated in his leeition boforo Judge 
Wenke, that Harper’s testmmony indicated questionable security 
measures on the part of the County Clerk i.n regards to the original 
Sirhan exhibits. Finally,, Bozanich showed that Harper himself had 
admitted his (Harper's) concern in a 1971 interveww with the 
District Attorney's Office that the method of storage employed as 
to the Sirhan exhibits could operate to impair or eliminate their 
unity for meaningful freearms iilniification.

Bozanich refereed to the 1971 Grand Jury reservations aoleting 
’to the integrity of the bailistict evidence. Finally, Bozanich in 
his petiton argued that there had never baan a judicial deter­
mination, such as a full and compete oviiontiery hearing, on tha 
i.ssue of utiliyr and integrity of the Sirhan lxhibitt.

Bozanich then discussed the 1974 hearings conducted by 
Supervisor Ward. Unntl the writeen elplicetinn of the Los Angeles 
Times i.n 1975, and the subsequent applicator by Paul Schaeda and 
CBS, the only known ordoas lroviiini eccass to the original Sirhan 
oxhibits (after the order by Judge Loring in 1972) wera two oadors 
dated Appil 19, 1974, and Appil 24, 1974, by Judge Alfred 
McCourtnay euthoaizing access to Suppevisor Ward, Coerr Thomas . 
Noguchi, and membees of their staffs.
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Bozanich stated in his affidavit to Judge Wenke that despite 
the 1971 controversy regarding ireegularitiss by the County Clerk, 
and the steps purportedly taken to insure that no further mishaps 
would occur, the clerk in 1974 apparently faieed to comply with 
these express mandates. Therefore, requested Bozanich, Judge Wenke 
should conduct an evidentiary hearing designed to determine the 
present integrity and utility of the Sirhan exhibits, and whether 
or not meaningful data regarding the assassination of Senator 
Kennedy could be obtained by testing of these Sirhan exhibits.

Nevertheless, all petitooners were sooidly opposed to any 
hearing on the utility of the exhhbits, and Judge Wenke denied the 
pee^on by the District Attorney's Office for such an evidentiary 
hearing.

Finally, after weeks of n^gooiatoon, Judge Wenke signed a 
court order on September 18, 1975, granting the exnminntion and re- 
testnng of the Sirhan ex^^bits. It should be emphasized that this 
fnml court order was the result of several weeks of iegoiintioi 
and compromise by all partees and attorneys involved, and that the 
fnml order, although signed by Judge Wenke, rafaectai the working 
compromise of the several attonneys.

Inhereit in the order for ratesting was a detailed procedure 
for comparison microscopic examinatoon of the various bullets and 
^hhloit’. Savan fienrms experts ctosan by ■ the attorneys would 
work independently of each other and submi t individual and jo int 
reports. The Attorney Gennarn's Off ice selected Cootland 
Cunningham of the FBI from Waahington D.C. The County Counsel’s 
Office selected private criminalist Stanton 0. Berg of MisneaaoOis, 
Minn. The Dis’rict Attorney's Office selected Alfred Biasooti, of 
the cmifornia department of Justice, from Sacramento, Cmifrtnia. 
CBS selected Lowwei Bradford, from San Jose, Ccnifrrnia. Paul 
Schradie elected Ralph Turner, foom Michigan State Diversity in 
East Lansing, Michigan. Godfrey Isaac, attorney for Sirtas, 
seleceed Charles Mootin, independent frressi:c scientist foom 
Oakland, Canifrriin; and all attonneys acting in unison selected 
Patrick Garland from the Tide Water Regional Laboratory in Norfrlk, 
Virginia, a’ a seventh and independent ctrice. Preliminary to the 
actual test procedure was a court hearing in which L.A.P.D. 
criminaaist DeWayne Woofer was subpransad to determine whether the 
various bullets originally intodduced into evidence in 1968 and 
1969 wore still, in fact, the same bullets. Adiitirnally, as part 
of the couut's sdbprasa power, Woofer was to bring ml raneeials 
ralnting to tests performed by or usdat his <iiraction. Woofer was 
to be examined by all partees and counsel as to the identity and 
procedures of the tests he performed with respect to the bullets, 
the revolver, and any of the other axhibits.
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Admission by L.A.P.D. of Ceiling Panel Destruction

Prior to the appearance of DeWayne WoOfer io Judge Weeie's 
court for cross examinatoon by the several partees io mid­
September, 1975, was a shocking disclosure befor’e the Los Angel.es 
City Counnil in late August, 1975. At this hearing, Assistant 
Chief of Los Angel.es Pooice, Daaryl Gates admitted that the 
L.A.P.D. had destroyed ceiinng panels iontltning three bullet holes 
that had been taken foom the Ambassador Hotel kicchen pantry the 
day aft;er the lssassSnatilo. Moreover, Gates stated that these 
ceiinng panels, along with x-rays of the panels, and records of the 
x-rays, had all been destroyed in 1969 because they "proved 
absolutely nothing-."

Gates had been summoned before the Los Angel.es City Counnci as 
part of its own independent ioiistigatinn into police procedures 
relative to the Kennedy assassSoatilo. Reports had surfaced for 
several months that ieems of evidence in the case were missing. 
Gates argued that the destroyed teems, iocludini the ieilini panels 
with the three bullet holes in them, were technicaliyy not evidence 
since none of the destroyed iiees had been inrodduced at the trial 
of Sirhan in 1969. Legglly, he was correct, alhhough at the time of 
their destruc^on, teeeidately flliwiing the 1969 trial, tie first 
appeal of Sirhan was not yet in progress. Gates jnsttfied the 
destructoon of these panels and x-rays as "having absooutely no 
value since Hl of the testing, the real important testini, 
traeectory and the Hne of fire and the number of bullet holes, had 
been done prior to their removal from the cell^g. The L.A.P.D. had 
made those tests and they had shoiwed absooutely nothing. They 
proved absooutely nothing. They did nothing so far as supporting 
the ioiestiiatioo and in supporting the guilt or innocence of 
anyone." Gates also made refeeence to the fact that the records of 
the x-rays and the x-rays themselves proved ootC:ing and were no 
longer in ixtsience.

Adddttioally, this dtsilosuie by Chief Gates occured at a time 
in which other law suits were being fieed by other interested 
parties (additional ldvoiat.is of two gun theories) for a release 
and disclosure of the ten volmme L.A.P.D. summary of the Special 
Unnt Senator fiees. A refusal by the Los Angeles Police Department 
and the Los Angeles Police Commission to rHease these volumes 
added to the previous charges of "cover-up", "stioiwwalini", and 
the like. Police ComDmtsion President Samuel Wiltlems stated, 
"that a procedure would be created whereby all questions in writeen 
form to the Police Cornnmssion concerning evidence in the ten volume 
summary would be reeeaseicl by a writeen answer to the queitiios." 
The Police C<ommesston was con.cerned that if it opened the fiees to 
the public, much of the information riieasid would be harmful to 
innocent parties and would have no riievanci whatever to the assas- 
sinatioo. This was primaaily lecanse the tenvouume summary 
contained hearsay evidence and police reports on the private Ives 
of some individuals who had later been found to have had no part in 
the lssassSoatioo.

Finally, the admission of (testfoyed ^lUng panels contrived 
to the growing cyntcsse and doubt concirning the lssassloaailo. 
Many critcs of the official version of the case clammed tie 
ieilini panels were of crucial importance. They argued t^t the 
number of bulblet hoJ.es i.n the now destroyed panels might determine 
whether moire than eight shots had been fieed in the pantry.



• Wolfer Examination: September 1975

At the actual cross examnation if criminalist DeWayne Wolfer, 
attorneys fir Schrade, CBS, and Sirhan questineed golfer at length 
as ti what he did and did nit do in conducting his tests.

During the examination if Woifer, Judge Wenke narrowed the 
scipe if examination by rclnng that the purpose if the questioning 

■ if Woifer was mainly ti aid the panel if experts in their 
firhhioming tests. "The purpise here is nit ti impeach ir 
vindicate the witness" said Judge Wenke in answer ti several 
repeated attempts by petitimers' ationneys ti impeach the 

credibiiity if Woifer. Wenke repleed that he had ni intention if 
"ittryrng the Sirhan case" during the re-examination if evidence by 
the iailistics experts.

_ On examinatim by all hoursel horhernrng phitigraphs and tests 
corduhted by Woifer in 1968, Woifer repeatedly stated that he ciuld 
nit rthlil if he had made phase marks in the bullets during his 
examinatinn if the three evidence bullets (People's 47, 52 and 54) 
that he had identif^d as having come fiom Sirhan's gun. Woifer 
stated that he usuaaiy placed such a designation if phase marks in 
bullets, and rehalted that he had been able ti make a quick idenni- 
ficition in the Sirhan case. When Attorney Levine asked if he ciuld 
re-create his examination i.n court, Woifer repieed that, after 
seven years, he ciuld nit say either yes ir ni.

Woifer was most careful in his staeements in the witness 
stand, statnng in many iccasions that since the budet evidence had 
been handled by several persins in the interval between his 1968 
tests and his current 1975 ttstimony, there ciuld be ixidation if 
the bullets. However, Judge Wenke ruled that altiough "it dies
appear that the County’Clerk's pricedures left somethbng ti be de­
sired, and while t.ttrtis always the poisSbibbty if damage, there is 
ni actual evidence if damage ti these bullets and exhtbits." A
major surprise priduced by Woifer was a ptotographic photo­
micrograph if twi bullets that he had apparently taken in 1968, 
phitis if bullets 47 and 52. This admission by Woifer, and pro­
duction if the photographs at the Woifer examination hearing in 
September surprseed even Deputy District Attorney Bozanich whi re­
plied the Dissrict Attorney's Office had never known that these 

’ photographs were in existence.
Woifer did testify that the budet'' 'heel casing that he was 

examining with a magg^ying gl.ass during the three-day 1975 cross 
examination hearing were "ttemendoutyy dark." Adiitblral:Ly, Woifer 
felt the ttriabints (ttriationt are marks made on bullets as they 
pass through a gun barrel) on two bullets (People's 47 and 54) w^ 
nit in the same hlnditior as when he first txambntd them in. 1968. 
Wifer felt that his original brbtiaSs imparted on the bullets i-n 
1968 had become by 1975 "ttemerdlctyy darkened." .

Wifer prefaced many if his answer's throughout the hearing 
with reminders that he was trynng to recaJ.! what he had done several 
year’s ago. Wifer even suggested that the handwritnng on People's 
Exhhbit 55 at the Si^an trial appeared to be his, but he did rlt 
recall who had given him the wrong serial number, thus cactb.ng the 
so-called clerical error.
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Wolfer also stated that he could not recall whether he made 
any other tests on the Sirhan gun other than test firing it. Wolfer 
could not remember examining the gun’s cyinnder. Woofer di.d state 
that he used one of the seven test fieed bullets f'oom the .22 
caliber revolver to compare with an evidence bullet but he did not 
know if he had marked the one used for comppaison, and could not 
remember in 1975 which test fieed bullet had been compared to an 
evidence bullet.

The apparent lack of reports, both writeen and photographic, 
either made by Woofer and destroyed, or never in existence, raised 
serwus_ dolbti as to the substance and credibiiity of the 
iallritici evidence presented in the original Sirhan trial.

Speecal Counsel Kranz commented during the Woofer examinatoon 
that.the forthcoming ballistics examination by the experts would be 
crucial because it might be the first thorough examinatoon of 
bullet evidence in the case. Kranz emphasized that the only area in 
t.he entire Kennedy assassinator where the reports were not 
complete was i.n the iallritici area. Several of the atoonneys 
involved were critical of the lack of documents and working paper’s 
to supplement Woofer's testimony.

Subpoena Ducus Tecum - leems Produceid 
WHfer’s ""PiIilfLog

, . „In ^^rt t̂ha subpoena. ducus .te™ aikiog Wofer and 
L.A.P.D. o^^ial’ to produce analyzed evidence reports prepared by 
Woofer and other L.A.P.D. ScienOific Investigatnc Diviiioo 
off^ers concerning tests or.examinatonus relatiee to bullets and 
freaarms exhibits, Woofer, and L.A.P.D. offcnes Sartuche and 
McDeevtt stated that they were only able to fnnd one progress 
report dated Jul.y 8, 1968. This progress report was essennially a 
summary of laboratory work done in the S.I.D. eivisoon under 
DeWayne Wo^er’’ slpeevisioo, and a trajectory analysis by Woofer 
of bullet pathways.

Ad^tiOTany, DeWayne Wo^r produced, tis. own daily log 
covering his acClirtnis foom June 5, 1968, through June 19, 1968. 
This log tigtlggheed his work in the ciriinaliitiD section of 
S.I.D., and was a record of the folOowong:

Reconnsruction of the crime icnoe; •
S^arch for physical evidence;
Examination of the Ivor-Oohnsoo .22 dibber to determine the 

number of shots fieed;
Analysis of the bullets;
Hi’ examinatoon of the destroyed Deiling panels and x-rays 

thereof;
His microscopic examination of the Goo.dstein and Stroll 

bullets (June 6, 1968, at 8:30 a.m.);
Hi’ receiving of the Kennedy boHet, Exhhbit 47, at 3:15 p.m., 

June 6, f'oom Rampart detectives;
His comparison of the Kennedy bullet (Exhhbit 47) and the 

Goodstein bullet (52) at 9:00 p.m., on June 6, 1968;
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, His testimony before the Grand Jury at 8:00 a.m., June 7;
His microscopic and chemical tests on Kennedy's coat on June 

7, 10:00 a.m.;
His Grand Jury testimony, June 7 at 3:00 p.m.; *
His reproduction of maps, photography and studies of evidence 

at 9:00 a.m., on June 10; ,
His purchase of aeditional ammunntion from Ben Harrick at the 

Lock, Stock and Barrel Gunshop i.n San Gaariel on June 10, 1968;
His meeting at the Coronne’s Office with Dr. Noguchi on June 

10; .
His construction of devices to conduct muzzle tests with the 

Coroner on June 10;
Hs meeting with Coroner Noguchi and his study of x-ray photos 

of Kennedy’s.wounds on June 11;
His visit to the Police Academy with Dr. Noguchi on June 11 to 

conduct muzzle disaance tests (with the second gun obtained foom 
the L.A.P.D. Property Divisoon and subsequently destroyed in 1969);

His visit to the Ambassador Hotel for reconstructon of the 
crime scene and baaiistics studies i.n the afternoon of June 11;

His x-rays of evidence on June 12; •
His photographs^ evidence filets on June 12;
His reconstruction of the Kennedy coat and baaiistccs studies 

on the.a’^™ of June. 12> •.................................................................
His addi^ona! baaiistccs tests and ammunrtlir and nitrate 

pattern studies on June 14;
The H-acid test on the Kerreily coat for a nitrate pattern on 

June 14;
His x-rays of the controversial door jamb (the center divider 

which had two holes circled and the object of several photographs 
in the ensuing years) on June 17, 1968;

His search and further baaiistccs study of the Ambassador 
Hotel on June 18;

And a discussion of souind tests to be conducted at the Ambas­
sador Hotel on June 18.

This daily log supplied by Woofer foom his SID. Division was 
sketchy, at moot, and did not provide very thorough informatirn 
corcerrrng the types of tests conducted, or the analyzed evidence 
reports or writeen documents that might suppl^ent the tests 
descrbeed in the daily log. ■

Woofer's Laboratory Progress Rs export

Ad^^maHy, L.A.P.D. Officers Saratuche and McOeevtt, in 
answer to the surprlna, produced a progress report submiteed by 
L.A.P.D. Of^1,3 CoHins, Paachhet, and MacArthur, eatee July 
18,1968, which esssentaaly highlighted the laboratory work 
inducted by DeWayne Woofer. This progress report was submiteed by 
the three iff‘icer,s to Lieutenant Pena, the Supervisor of the 
Speecal Hunt Senator Unnt, a me-and-a-half page document within 
the tenvoumme S.U.S. fiees.

- 53 -



This short progress report stated that in the reconstruction 
of the crime in preparatinn for the trial, a photographic album 
containing 8x10 photographs of pertinent evidence had been 
prepared. The photos incUuded photographs of autopsy wounds and 
photos, photos of bullets and fragments, and photos of money and 
boxes of ammmuition obtained from Sirhan's person at the time of 
arrest.

" Additionally, the July 18, 1968 progress report staeed that 
the Ivorjoohnson, cadet model .22 caliber revolver serial H53725, 
having been taken foom Sirhan, had been identiiidd (presumably by 
W^'O as having Meed the folOowing bullets: . _ _

1. The bullet from Senator Kennedy’s sixth cervical 
vertebrae;

2. The bullet removed foom victim Goldstein;
3. The bullet removed foom victim Weesel.
The lab report stated that the remaining bullets were too 

badly damaged for comparison purposes. However, the flowing 
could be determined from the re-aiving f'our damaged bullets.

The bullet faagments removed foom Senator Kennedy's head were 
freed foom a weapon wLthl^.hie same rifiing saeeificrtioi as the 
Sirhan weapon and were' mini-mag brand rim-uitiov. The actual 
buuiet which kiieed the Senator (PeoI)a.e’s ExX0bit #48) was so badly 
damaged upon its entry and f ragiintrtion in the brain of the 
Senator that this paaticular buuiet could never be positively 
idiniified, either by Woofer in his 1968 analysis, or during the 
1975 baaiistics oe-exr-ivatirv. It should be emphasized that the 
actual murder bullet has never been iciiIlitfiially linked with the 
Sirhan weapon, and the conviction of Sirhan for the murder of 
Robert Kennedy by the fining of the particular Peorae's 48 was by 
inferential and circumstantial evidence, ivclu•dinn eye witness 
tistimony, and the matching ihaaaaieeiitici of the several other 
bullets to that of the faagievts of Peooai's 48. .

The Wo^ lab p^gess .h^rt crntinued Wat We billet 
fragments foom victim Stron, victim Evans, and victim Schrade ail 
were mini-mag brand amminitiov. All eight shots had been fieed at 
the Ambassador Hotel and had been accounted for, and all but one 
buuiet had been i■icoiirid. The ixplrvrtion given for the faiuure 
to recover the eighth buuiet freed foom Sir0rv's weaarn on the 
night in question was that Woofer and other L.A.P.D. officers had 
crvducted a thorough search of the hotel nitohev pantry area and 
that the buUlet was presumably "lost somewhere in the iiilinn 
structure."

The lab report crntinued that a Warners H-acid Test conducted 
on Senator Kennedy’s coat indicated that the shot entiring Senator 
Kennedy's coat was fieed at a muzzle disease of between one and six 
inches. Fuotheomoee, powder tests conducted by Woofer with with a 
second .22 caliber gun indicated that the buulet which intir“id 
behi.nd Senator Kennedy's right ear was freed at a muzzle disaance 
of approximately one inch.

The progress report concluded that f'our hundred eighty-nine 
(489) .22 caliber shells were examined and none of the shells were 
found to have been freed foom Sirhav's weapon. These shells had 
been pi-cned up by Michael Srccoman at the San Gaarrel Valley Gun 
Club. Soccoman had thought these shells may have been freed by 
Sirhan as Soccoman had been firing on the rifle range on June 4, and 
had see- Sinha- firing for several hours the same day - the day of 
the risarsinar.iov. •
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Trajectory Analysis,

Finally, also produced during examination of DeWayne Wolfer 
was the trajectory and bullet pathway analysis which had never been 

. inrodUuced as evidence at trial, and which had been the ob,ject of 
much dispute and criticism for several years. This repoot, pre­
pared by DeWayne Woofer on July 8, 1968, and submitted to
Lieutenant Mann of the ircmlnaalitli section of S.I.D., was an 
analysis and trajectory study. In it, Wolfer stated that the 
weapon used i.n the case was an Ivlr-lohnsoa, cadet moddl, -22 
caliber 8-shot revolver (21" barrel). The weapon had eight 
expended sheel casings in the cylnnder at the time of recovery from 
the suspect. And a traeectory study had teeni made of the pantry 

' area which indccaeed that eight shots were freed as fellows:
1. BuUlet eatirede. Senator Kennedy’s head behind the right 

ear and was later recbfored from the victim’s head and booked as 
evidence. ’

2. BuUlet passed through the right shoulder pad of Senator 
Kennedy's suit coat (never entered his body) and traveled upward 
striking victim Schrade i.n the center of his forehead. The buUlet 
was recovered foom his head and booked as evidence.

3. BuUlet entered Sentor Kennedy’s right rear shoulder 
approximately 7" below the top of the shoulder. Thcs bullet was 
recovered by the Coroner f^om the sixth cervical vertebrae and 
booked as evidence.

4. BuUlet entered....Senator Kennedy's right rear back 
approximately 1" to the rrih of ^let #3. This ^Hlet traveled 
upward and forward and exited the victim's body in the right front 
chest. The bullet passed through the ceiinng tUe, stri^ng the 
second plasteedd ceiinng and was lost somewhere i.n the ceiinng 
ineesppace.

5. BuUlet struck victim Goldstein in the left rear buttock. 
This buUlet was recovered from the victim and bllkee as evidence.

6. BuUlet passed through victim Goodstein’s left pants leg 
(never entering his body) and struck thi cement fooor and ^tered 
victim Stron’s left leg. The bullet was later recovered and 
booked as evidence.

7. BuUlet stuck victim Weisel in the left abdomen and was
recovered and booked as evidence.

8. BuUlet struck the plaster ^ilnng and then struck victim 
Evans in the head. This bullet was recovered foom the victim's head 
and booked as evidlence.

■ This traiectory and buU^ pathway analysis was submitted to 
the hiring for idiniification purposes only, as an aid te the 
batlistiis experts during their examination. ’

- 55 -



■ Additional Wofer Testimony
Wolfer also testified at the September 1975 hearing that the 

one photograph he produced (that the experts later determined to be 
a photograph of Peoole’s 47 and Peoole’s 52) was actually, 
according to Woofer, a photograph of Peoole’s 47 and a test buUlet. 
Ho could not remember and could not tell by any indentations or 
markings on the photograph which test buUlet it had boon. The seven 
experts determined by an analysis of the other photographs and the 
bullets themselves that Woofer was mistaken i.n his idennification 
of the picture as being t.hat of Exhibit 47 and a test bullet, for in 
reality, it was a photo of 47 and 52. .

Woofer also tostiiied that ho received the Sirhan weapon on 
Juno 5, 1968, and commenced test fiiing into the water tank and 
recovered sovon of his test freed copper coated bullets. He 
iniiiteed the compaaison of bullets the next day, on Juno 6, 
alhhough his log was’ deficient in its description of a test fi^ng 
conducted or documeotation as to the method of test firnng and 
coeeaaison of the bullets. No additional documents cltcernnng the 
test fiing wore supplied or fiied with the court. Woofer also 
testiiidd that no photographs had been made or taken for any 
comppaison microscopic findinns, and that the photograph he took 
was purely a simple photograph and not a clmpaaisln study. 
Moaoovoa, there wore no photographs of phase marks of the evidence 
bullets, and Woofer was unable to identify whether ho had actually 
made phase murks on the bullets during his analysis in 1968. Woofer 
could not r'emember whether he had compared the Kennedy (47) bullet 
to the Weisel (54) bunet, the two more perfect compulson bullets. 
Woofer only remembered that in 1968 ho compared one tost freed 
bullet with the Kennedy (47) bullet to make his 1969 trial obser­
vation that "no other gun- in the world had freed the evidence 
buHets.” . ••

Adeetilnally, in 1975,-Wolfer could not remember if hi had 
compared the Weisel (54) and Goodstein (52) bullets. Wolfer stated 
on examinatoon that he did not make any rif^ng pitch tests. Ho did 
not remember if ho had made photographs of the seven test freed 
bullets iteivedlally, or made photographs of the sovon recovered 
evidence bullets.’ Wofer was lOlStivi that he had used one of the 
sovon test freed bullets (which lalti.illlr one ho could not redU, 
and ho did not have any of the bullets ranked or ieentifiee) to 
compare with the Kennedy bunet, Exhhbit 47. Wolfer did eemomber 
that ho had chockcod Hl the cannelures on Hl the test freed bullets 
and the evidence bullets and that they had Hl matched. But again 
there was no writien documennation of this in any of the progress 
reports. •
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Concerning the so-called clerical error concerning People’s 55 
introduced at trial, WoOfer testiiied that he had handed over f'pur 
test ireed bullets tr the Grand Jury (Grand Jury 5B) and had kept 
three test ireed bullets (what WoPier described as three bullets in 
better crndetiot than the other f'pur), and had put these three 
bullets in a unmarked coin envelope and placed the envelope in his 
desk drawer and locked it. WoOfer felt that for secuuity reasons 
these three test bullets should be placed in his custody in an 
unmarked envelope unnil-thhe trial. WoOfer stated in September 1975 
that these three bullets remained in his custody unnil they were 
offered into evidence at triLal. In the weeks precedes his 1969 
trial testimony, WoOfer put the wrong serial number, foom the sub­
sequently destined second gun, on the coin envelope when he asked 
someone, whom WoOfer does not mcaH, the serial number of the 
particular Sirhan wnatlon.,

On the other h^^f/^e four test freed bullets inrroduceO 
before the Grand Jury^■6^■''junn 7, 1968, which were also i.n an 
envelope, had the correct Sirhan gun serial number (53725). These 
four Grand Jury bullets, 5B, were i'ounO by the 1975 ballistics 
experts to have no disttnguihhtng difeeennces foom the three test 
fieed bullets ineroUuceO at trial, Exhhbit 55.

' Throughout the cross examination of WoOfer, Judge Wenke 
emphasized that the purpose of the examinatOon was the 
idnntification of exhibits, which would assist the seven baHistccs 
experts i.n their own test and examination. Wenke stressed that the 
manner and procedure ‘C)1^^hMa■ynn WoOfer, in his extmitttron in 1968, 
was not at issue. Wenke stated that the police personnel with whom 
WoOfer consulted and '“the ■ reason f,re this crnsuUtatrot and 
extmitttPon was not to"—^ a part of the baaiistcs extmitttPon 
perceOitgs. However, the judge ruled that the experts should have 
information on the particular tests that WoP:inr had conducted if 
these tests would be of any aid to the experts themselves.

WoOfer stated that he had put his initials D.W. in very small 
markings on the test freed bullets in 1968, but due t-o the 
deterioratOn and oxidaton, he could finO them in 1975 only with 
the tssistancn of a matgtfying glass. Furthermore, WoOfer stated 
that he had no record or writeon notes to determine the rif^ng 
pitch, the markings or scars or indnttatrons crtcerting the lands 
and grooves of the barrel, or the lerjnctrnn and pitch of the bul^t 
foom the barrel. WoOfer stated that he could not tell if the barrel 
revolver itself was i.n the same condetiot in September 1975 as it 
was in 1968. '
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Wolfer-- stated that one of the factors that made the actual 
identification of the Kennedy death biHet, People's 48, impoosible 
was that the buUlet had flatetedd out as it fragmented in the brain. 
As such, the bullet exploded in a faagmented and enlarged manner, 
causing it to look larger and flat. It was this particular problem, 
as reporeed in Robert Houghton's book (Special Unnt Senaaor), that 
first gave criminalist William Harper a feelta that there were 
possible discrepancies in the balliitici evidence. In the book 
Speecal Unt Senator, Houghton had mistakenly described this death 
ballet as being .12 inches in diameter when in reality it should 
have been described as .12 millimeters in diameter. Harper felt 
that the tratiiriltion in the book st^ng .12 inches meant that a 
bullet of that size would be too large to have come foom a .22 
caliber revolve, and it was this statement that fl.^t gave Harp^ 
his interest i.n re-examining the barllitiCi evidence. It was de­
termined, however, that Houghton's refeeence in the book concerned 
very enlarged photographs of the figment foom Peoope's 48, thus 

- causing the aisconceplion of the actual diameter of the buHet. 
Even defense counsel., Grant Cooper, had commented at trial on the 
large nature of the buHet fragment in the photograph, (People's 
49), of the bullet, (People's 48), and had been assured by prose­
cution attorneys that the fragment had been blown up several 
hundred times to account for the seemingly large diameter of the 
fragment.

Additionally,, while under cross examinatoon by the several 
lawyers, WoOfer esseettally repeated the same testamony he had 
earlier given before the Grand Jury i.n 1968 and before the trial 
court i.n 1969, explaining the nature of barllitici and firearms 
iientification. Since the purpose of this hearing was to serve as a 
guideline for the seven baaliitici experts being assembled, Woofer 
described how he had eaalier reached the conclusion that the Sirh^ 
gun and "no other gun i.n the world" had freed the evidence bullets.

Before the Grand Jury in 1968, Woofer had testifidd that in 
order to read the markings on a bullet freed foom a laatiillrr gun, 
and in order to deteemine which particular gun freed the buHet, it 
was oecessar’y to check the speec^c baerel or rifiing of the gun or 
revolver. This was because there are imperfectonns that scr’atch 
the buHet as the buuiet crosses the imlerfectOnns within the 
barrel of the gun or revolver. Additionally, testif^d Woofer, 
these iaperfectinns produce in the bu!let a series of valleys and 
rddges called lands and grooves. When a clapllaisln test is made by 
taking an evidence buHet- and a test bullet placed under a 
clmalrisoo microscope (two microscopes with one eye piece), it li 
possible to lientify the particular lands and grooves and markings 
on the bullets. It is through this test mechanism that one can 
identify whether certain bullets have been freed foom a certain 
barrel of a gun or revolver.

- 58 -



Wolfer also testified before the Grand Jury that the gold 
plating on MW ciPPer.alloy bullets fled by Sir-han and also used by 
Wolfer for his own test freed bullets in 1968, was significant 
because this particular gold plating prevented the leading of the 
barrel by a bullet, which would tear the bullet if it did not have 
the particular gold plating. This plating kept the bullet foom 
being unstable in flight. This was the nature of the mini-mag 
ammunition used by Sirhan and Woofer.

Woofer tistified at the September 1975 hearing (as he had pre­
viously given staeumeits to the press and to critics), that he was 
unable t.o use the Sirhan weapon for sound tests and muzzle tests. 
Woofer stated that when he appied to use the Sirhan weapon for 
aedetional tests, he was told by representatives of the District 
Abomey's Office that .the .weapon. was ^e, the custody of the 
Grand Jury. And mbl the District Attorneys Office had a court 
order approved by Sirhan’s new counsel, they would be unabe to 
obtain the Sirhan weapon for aedetional tests.

In answer to the question why the eighth test freed bullet was 
never found, Woofer replead that the particular bullet could not be 
found in the water tank where he had fired the Sirhan weapon (to 
obtain the bullets evennually idritified as Grand Jury 5B and Trial 
Exhhbit 55).

In discuss-g ceinng panels, Woofer staeed that he had found 
holes that had been made by faagmeits of fieed bullets foom 
Sirhan's weapon. These faagments had exploded, being hoHow point 
mini-mag am—nation, and had split as they penetrated the criling 
tiees. Woofer could not recall who rl.sr had looked at the hol.es in 
the criling tUes, or who el.se had participated i.n the h-ray 
analysis of the now/ destooyed criling tiees. Woofer had removed 
the criling lairls to the crime lab, but did not maH what other 
tests were made on the criling ties. Woofer did state that the 
c^.Hng panels in their rniirrty were three separate panels that 
rrfrecree three bullet holes, the result of two bullets freed, one 
bullet entering and then ricochrting out, a second bullet entering 
and lost "somewhere i.n the inner space.”

Addefilially, Woofer stated i.n additen to booking the criling 
panels, the L.A.P.D. had booked into the Property Division of the 
Cri-inaaistics Laboratory two boards foom a door faaue. These 
boards containnng circed holes were rhauinrd, and accdref.ig to 
Woofer, no bullets or fagguents were found i.n the wood. These 
boards were the critrr divider pantry door frames, the object of 
much notoriety in several photographs of ciaced hol.es that 
appeared in periodicals for several years. These photos again 
surfaced, in November and December I975 ' as Part of lerftionrr 
Schraer’s motion for additional baHist-s and traeectory tests.

Again, in June 1976, pursuant to the Freedom of Inforuatlin 
Act, the FBI released 803 pages of its fie.- on the Robert Kennedy 
assassinatoon. On page 48 of the FBI report dated June 9, 1968, FBI 
photographer, Grinner, staeed i.n his sggned report (page 48) that 
there were "four reported bullet holes" in the area of the two 
swinging doors. Photogrpphe of the swings eoors taken by Grinner 
to substantiate his one page report were incnudee in the fie.
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However, no other reference is made to these "reported four 
bullet holes” in the other 802 pages of the FBI fiees. Special 
Counsel Kranz (although no longer a deputy District Attorney at the 
time) and District Attorney's Office investigators, interveeeed FBI 
invrstigaiots who had conducted the 1968 assassinatonn 
investigation, including Chief Deputy LaJeunesse in June and July 
1976. No ballistics evidence or other rrfeeencrs to Greiner's one 
page report were found to subbtanniate the report of photographer 
Greiner.. ’

Additionally, Dissect Attorney Van de Kamp thoroughly 
reviewed the 803 pages of the FBI report, and found no evidence to 
suggest that either four bullets had been freed into the circeed 
and much photographed swinging dhhrs!, or that four bullets had been 
found in the vicinity of the swingnng doors.

Concerning the sound and muzzle tests, Woofer took hogs ears, 
-closely approximating human tsssue, for the purpose of powder 
pattern tests. Using the trchnd .22 caliber revolver obtained from 
L.A.P.D. Property Division on June 11, 1968, he freed shots at 
given disaances at approximate angles obtained foom the autopsy 
report mnil he had a similar diameter circle which gave a 
tatting, or powder particle effect, to determine the particular 
disaance of the muzzle from the wound. It was from these tests that 
Woofer determined the close range eff'ect of the muzzle to the 
various wounds of Senator Kennedy.

Concerning -the varans circeed holes in the pantry, paati- 
cuLarey the circees on the whhdrn frames that had been removed, 
Woofer repMed that the police had circeed rrrr’y hole within the 
kiChhen area as a aaltrr of chlrsr. All holes and all possible 
iiir]itations were examined, and Roofer repeated that the only 
bullets found wore the seven that trrr previously been described 
with their pathways and •trattctirres. Woofer described that the 
police procedure had been to probe each of the holes loo^ng for any 
poittiility of expended shells or expended bullets. No traces of 
any shells or bullets had been found in any of the particular holes 
circeed in the Ricohm area and the pantry area. During the 
investigaton of the crime scrnr and during traeectory studies by 
the L.A.P.D., all ceiling panels and areas of wood that were 
determined to trrr possible bullets or bullet hole's were seized and 
taken foom the pantry for further analysis. However, the final 
analysis by Woofer and the L.A.P.D. was that only eight bullets had 
been fieed at the crime scene and that Sirhan had freed all eight 
bullets. Seven of these bullets were recovered, the ei-gth "lost 
somewhere in the ceilnng inner space."
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1975 Ballistics and Fieearms Exhibit Tests 
and Re~exemioetir

$
Court Order Issued to Seven Ballistics Experts

On September 18, 1975, Supprior Court Judge Robert Wenke 
signed an 11-page court order calling for the artriting and 
examination of the bailiitici and freaarrs exhibits. Induded in 
the exhibits to be tested were the Sirhan weapon, and the evidence 
bullets and Woofer test freed bullets, iocluding the aUtopsy 
reports, and the packages containing Senator Kennedy’s clothnng.

The principal questions that the panel of seven independent 
frearrms experts were asked to answer were;

1. Is the conditor of the exhhbits at the present time 
such that a reliabee freaarms identificatir can now be made;?

2. If the exhibits are no longer in a conddtOon which 
permits a retable frearrms idrnOificition, what accounts for that 
conclusion?

3. If a freaarms idrotifilaiion can now be rade, does such 
an rxemioation confirrn the original idrnOificatioo rade at the 
trial of Sirhan? -

4. Do .the ehhibits in any way support a conclusion that a 
second weapon was fie.ed at the tirne of the assassinaton??
Induded in this fourth question were-the foliowing questions:

a. Do all the bullets recoveeed after the 
assassinator have the sare nurber of cannel.ures?
b. Are the iifiong angles of the bullets recovered 
after the assassinator consistent with the propositor 
that each bullet was freed frorn the sare gun.?

' The test procedures provided that each expert was to pearorm 
his own individual cl.essicel bullet crmppeisr idrnOificatir using 
a cr^rpeisrn micrrscope with a stereomicroscope. Finally, very 
detailed procedures were prrvided for i.n the court order which 
outineed the enaiysis of the various bullets and the procedures to 
be foliowrd. Other roee sophhsticaeed and elaborate tests, such as 
rnicro reasurerents of the bullets, trace rnetal analysis, and powder 
residue rxeminaiirn, and the test fiiing of the Sirhan weapon were 
also prrvidrd for in the court order, if so agreed upon by the 
experts.

One importeot provisor that would later becore a subject 
during cross exeminetion of the experts in Noverber was a section 
of tte court rrdrr, on page two, that parvidrd that if the experts 
deterrined that edditionel exhibiti in the clerk’s custody required 
rxaninoeiro, they could seek a court rrdrr that such items be pro- 
duGrd• However, during their 10-day exeminaaioo, the experts never- 
requeseed any other exhhbits which Might have gone to the issue of 
trajectories, buRet pathways, and so-caUed Blissing bullets.
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Also, the court order provided that the use of the complete 
testing procedure as outlined in the order was adopted to arrive at 
as deeinitive a scieniific determination as possible and to fore­
close the necessity of similar scientific examinatonns in the 
future. This provision was also a significant point during cross 
nxamination of the experts, with all seven experts later admitting 
during cross examination that any aiditional tests would be either 
unnecessary or inconclusive. In the joint report issued by the 
experts after the test and examinaaion, no adddtional test 
procedures were recommended.

Review of Facts and Disputes

T^ potential refirnng of the Sirhan weapon received 
natoonwide publicity, with underlying raaificatinns that perhaps a 
major conspiracy was about to be unfolded, and dramoaic new dis- 
„coveries which might lead to the disclosure of a second gun. Lost 
'in this batttie of words and accusations was the sevenyear overture 
to the lallisticn /,^;^^^^ The orchestratoon of events, 
issues, alnegatinns?£^^u•^^ media happenings, and the 
renulting merger of myth'•'andT'reality that surrounded pooitCcal as- 
nasntnatinns and conspiracy theories were all about to be 
crystali-ledd in the lalltnticn tests and examinaaion. In reality, 
this particular hearing had, for its foundatoon, the bare 
esseenials that there had only been a few legitimate discrepancees 
and mistakes which justifed the accusation that there were unex­
planned proleemn in the Sirhan case.

Baascally and sppeCfically, the underground press, the two gun 
advocates, and the national, media had focused on a few probeemn 
that had been draoolize■d''':i■nti varoous scenarios exaggerated on es- 
nenitally the same theme. There had been the mtnoarked envelope, 
and the fact that the'nctnnnt..fC evidence admitted before the trial 
court did not actually'■reflect that the Sirhan weapon freed the 
particular evidence bullets in People’s 55. Additionally, two 
criminalists, WilUam Harper and Herbert MacDDonm, had expressed 
reservations, based primarily on photographs, and not thoough 
traittionll nxam.natim through a classical comaprinon microscope, 
that Peoope’s Exhibit 47 and 54 did not match up, thus nuggentngg 
that two guns freed the two bullets. Adiitiinally, MlcDDnnel had 
advanced the theory that the cannelures on these two bullets were 
different, which also suggested two guns. Neither Harper, nor 
LowwH Bradford, ever rassed the cannelure issue. Adiittinally, 
Harper had admitted that he still felt that there was "more work to 
do" and was not really sure that, without a comparioon microscope, 
his examinatoon was that valid. Finally, the fact that the 
conviction of Sirhan. had been upheld by ever’y appelate court in 
California and by the U.S. Supreme Couut, and the fact that Hl of 
the most recent amegatonns regarding two guns, cannelures, mis- 
mark^ envelopes, a possible security guard shooting his gun, 
ldditiinll "bullet i.ilnn," doorfamies, AP photographs, and the 
like, had all been raised i.n a writ fleed with the State Supreme 
Court in January, 1975, by Sirhan’s attorney and prompply denied by 
the State Supreme Court in February, 1975, further emphasized that 
there was very litHe, if any, evidence to suggest any poinStility 
of a second gun.
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• Nevertheless, due to the magnitude of the crime of the murder 
of Senator Kennedy, and the consuming public interest in the case, 
it was necessary that a thorough and complete ballistics 
examinatinn be held. This was paaticularly evident after Assistant 
Police Chief Gates told of the destructioi of ceiling panels and x- 
ray analysis reports. Adddiiiially, the woeful lack of evidence 
reports and dicumeeiation cincerning previous ballistics 

.extmiiation and trajectory studies, which had become evident during 
the examination of DeWayne Woofer, made the forhcooiing baHistccs 
extmiiation of the vxhibits by the seven experts an event of 
crucial importance.

Rooeet^ Kennedy had been a major poetical figure, and his 
poiiiictl assassinator had worldwdde impact. There were growing
fears that the unexpl.aned evstrcctioi of potennial evidence, and 
the lack of dicumeviation, were part of massive cover>ups and 
conspiracees that could concievaeiy ipvolee the highest level of 

- government officials. This was despite the fact that several 
people had actually seen Sirhan shoot Senator Kennedy and had so 
ivstilVid at trial. Additionally, no other witness had come
forward and stated conclusively and subetaanially that a second 
person within the pantry had actually freed a gun.

Ten Day Examination and -Testing of Ex^iOits

Amidst the accusations that the Los Angeles Police Department 
and the Los Angeles District Attorneys Office had deliberately, 
intentionally, and knowingly suppreseed facts and evidence relatini 
to the assassinatOn of Senator Kvnnvey, (inherent in this 
accusation was the charge that a security guard, Thane Cesar, had 
freed his weapon, injuenng or kili^g Senator Kvnnvey, the act 
being witnessed by KNXT news runner Donald Schulman and covered up 
by a monumienal conspiracy iieolving the destructOn of veidence, 
including cvilini panels, door faames, etc.)), i.n this atmosphere 
tvvvn l.ndepenevnt, carefully selected ballistits experts as^Oled 
in late September, 1975, to begin their tetting and examnat^on of 
the exhieits and to respond to the court order of September 18th. 
Due to Hl the varying ciccustncess surrounding baaiistcs 
examinaaion, and the nature and integrity of the ^hiMts to be 
examined, there was strong pribeabllty that the tvvvn experts woHd 
reach inconclusive fnndnngs concern^ a passive matchup and 
iivniificttion of the evidence bullets and test fieed bullets to 
the Sirhan weapon. But such a findini of incoiclusiviness, or 
iitlilitl to posttively lnk the freed bullets with the Siehan 
weapon, would not in itself have meant or indicated moire than one 
gun had freed the bullets. That was the reason why the court order

the exhibits 
was freed at 
question was 
(the weeding 

the more than

had been phrased to ask the tiiiifilant question, "Do 
in any way support a conclusion that a second weapo»n 
the time of the assassinatOn?" This one particular 
perhaps the central point to the entire court order, 
of the order having been negotiated for five weeks by 
13 lawyers represent^ the various partees involved)
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' It must be emphasized that the seven experts themselves 
modified the original court order concerning test procedures. They 
felt that the court order was too restructive in that the original 
Wenke order gave speeific legal guidel^es. The seven experts 
agreed unanimously, through their spokesman and coordinator, 
Patrick Garland, that they would proceed with the test procedures 
according to their own manner of professional expertise. They 
.followed the iireitives of the Wenke court order comppetely and 
impprttally, art with exacting thoroughness. All the experts worked for wert over a ten-day period, foom 8:00 am. unntl 10:00 p.m. 
every night, rilaxing only for meals and sleep. Their examination 
was conducted in jury panel rooms adjacent to Department 3 of Los 
Angeles Suppeior Court in the County Courthouse.

During the rtn-day extpination procedure, the experts examined 
23 special exhibits that had been requested i.n the original CBS art 

_ S^rrte peeitiins fieed in August 1975 for examination, inspection, 
and testing of exhibits. Adiitilnally, Balliscan photographs foom 
the Baxter Ward 1974 Hearings were made available to the experts. 
The transcript of the September 1975 ixamination of DeWayne Woofer 
relrtvve rt rtcu^nrt and records pertaining t.o his 1968 exa­
minatoon were also made available to the experts. One of the 
balliitici experts, Charlo Morton, took pisropho0ggtPhSs of the 
bullets for bullet coppatis°ns. These photographs, numbered 43 in 
total, were comparisons of several of the original 1968 evidence 
bullets, 1968 Woofer test freed bullets, and the experts’ 1975 test 
freed bullets.

As part of a subsequent court order during the actual ten day 
test and extpination procedure, the seven experts requested 
permission to examine all photographs and negatives of the exhibits 
that had previousy been made by WilHam Harper in 1970 and under 
the ^irectrtn . of Thomas Noguchi in 1974 for the Baxter Wart 
Hearings. During a subsequent court extminttlon of the procedures 
used by the balliitici experts, it was revealed that inhere were no 
rtomenrt or records supplied by the County Clerk’s Office, or the 
Coronoid Office, or the SuuseWsor’s Office, that could actually 
lieniify the nurter.of photographs taken, or a positvee iienii- 
ficrtrtn of the paatisultr photographs given to the seven experts. 
It was riietlid during this October, 1975, court ixtminttlon that 
Billycan camera photographs had been taken of several bullets for 
th^u1974 heariigs> that each photograph represenedd two rotatinns 
of the Bainccan ctmert. It was adpitted by representatives of the 
County Clerk's Office and of the Coronee’s Office on cross exa- 
m^rtion that the Baai.iscan camer*a technique used in the 1974 
h^?"nssgasa mefoous^ camera, but subject 0° the problem of 
c°itlnuous btltnce to obtain an exact lienilfication photograph. 
Th® s}ghteit/,oibb?iW^^^^ camera would rtve trt orto:
of having a miniscule differentlatioi i.n focus. It was admitted by 
the Coronee’s Office representatives that it was not possible to 
totally eiipinati the effect of a "wibbee-wobble" from photographs 
taken by the Balliscai camera, the very photographs used in 
pre!!™5 hiarliSs’ and supplied rt trt experts in 1975 as assis­
tance in their lienilficatiOi of the several exhibits.
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Esiiliially, the greater the "wibble-wobble" effect of the 
camera, the more potential of an out of focus photograph. 
Additionally, it was admitted on 'cross examination by a repre­
sentative of the County Coroner’s Office, that he could not 
eoiitivlly identify it 1975, looktng at the photographs given the 
expats, ^hether , those photographs reflected ^e particular 
exhibits that had been photographed in 1974 for the Ward hearings. 

■ It also was adiitted that even though prints of Bullet 47 and Bullet 
54 were made for the 1974 hearings, the representltVle from the 
County Clerk's Office could not recall if other prints had been 
taken of tae other bullets in question. Deputy District Attorney 
B^e^chfe-lt that the POiiiiblity of supplying photographs to the 
1975 baaiistics experts of Bullets 47 and 54, without any other 
^^”^3 °f .the o.ther evidence bullets and Woofer t^t fu-ed 
bulllti, couW have the effect of prejudicing the experts in their 

„ conclusions reached during their examinaaion. In this slnsl, 
Bozanich argued that a neutral icllnitfil inquiry, the very 
ib,jlctivl iutlined in the Wenke court order, would be lessened by a 
tadure -to lncUidl ell phoi1rgraphs that had been prlviilsly taken 
and usrd as part of the lscaaating controversy crncerntng the 
bullets and exhibits. This was certainly not irnl, as only a very 
limitad n^tar of photographs crncerning a very limHed number of 
bullets were supplied to the experts.

Balliitil Experts’ Ooinion; No Second Gun

On Octobers, 1975, after a ten day thorough examnato^n and 
tlit errcriur,e in response to the court order of Judge Wenke and after tlit-firing the Sirhan weapon and obtaining eight test 
bullets on September 26,’•'the examiners, working independently, 
submitted their comprehensive joint report and conclusions. The 
srvrn examiners found that there was "no substantive or 
demoonsrable evidence to indicate that more than one gun was used 
to fire any of the bultata exantaed" It must be emphasized that 
the term "any of the bullets examined" meant, as seeclfled i.n the 
original eelititni fieed in August, 1975, and incorporaled i.n the 
attorneys' agreement and court order for rxamination by the 
experts, all evidence bullets obtained foom Senator Kennedy and the 
victims’ bodies, two spent bullets found on the front seat of 
Siriat’s car the day filiowing the assasslnation containigg wood 
figments, the spent bullltrrmrvrd foom the gl.i>ve crmpartmrnt of 
Sirhan’s car, and the rxerndrd bullet remrvrd fr<om Sirhan’s prcket 
at Rampprt Divisoon Wars after the shooting. Adiitiitally, the 
term any of the bullets examined" also induded the seven 
recovered 1968 Woofer test freed bullets, and the eight recovered 
1975 test fieed bullets.
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Cannelures

Additionally, the seven experts speeifically answered two 
truubessome questions that had surfaced in the past several years, 
the Herbert MacDoonei aieegation crncernong cannelures and the 
William Harper allegation concernnng rifting angles. The experts 
found that People's ExXibit 47, the Kennedy wound bullet, had two 
cannelures. Thus the number of cannelures on PeooPe's 47 were the 
same as the number of cannelures on PeooPe's 54. The same number of 
cannelures, two, were found on all other bullets examined. These 
two cannelures on all bullets refeeceed the same make of 
aInmouiti.on, CCI .22 caLiLber long rifle, copper coated, hoioow point 
bullets.

Rifinng Angles

Secondly, the .seven experts found that preliminary rif^ng 
angl.e measurements did not disclose any signifcaant itflelences in 
riflinn angles between Exhibits 47 and 54. In subsequent cross 
examination of the several experts, only Professor Turner of 
Michigan State .Unnversity felt that he would like to pursue the - 
study of rif^ng angles as an academic inquiry. All other experts 
felt that the matter had been setteed, and thus the original 
questions raised by criminalist Harper concerning rifinng angles 
appeared to have been settled. Addiiionaily, after the test 
results were revealed in early October, and prior t.o cross 
examinatoon of the several experts in November, the several 
attorneys submitted a letter to Wiliam Harper, signed by their 
spokesman, Assistant Chief Oeputy County Counsel Robert Lynch, 
asking Mr. Harper to submit any questions that he might have 
crncerning the experts’ examinatoons and finiingi. His questions 
(Harper's) would be asked the several experts by Judge Wenke. 
Inherent in this request of Harper was that opportunity was being 
given to Harper to submit his comments and suggestooss concerning 
the area of rillinn angles, and what subsequent invritngairnss 
Harper felt the experts should pursue crncernong the subject of 
rillinn angles. Harper, in a traoscribei stareoent Urforr attorney 
Robert Lynch, made a very short starearnt, and said he did not wish 
to make any further inquiry into the matter of riflinn angl.es at 
that time. '
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Failure to Link Billets to Sirhan Gun

Additionally, the comprehensive joint report of the experts 
filed on October 6, stated that it could not be concluded that the 
three identifiable evidence bullets, exhibits 47, 52, and 54 (the 
Kennedy, Goldstein, and Weisel’ bullets) were fieed from the Sirhan 

■ revolver. The reason for this, stated the experts, was that there 
were insufficllnt corresponding individual chaaaatevistics on the 
bullets to make an identification. This was bvcausv of the poor 
ivprodulttaility of striatitss left on the evidence bullets and the 
consecutiveyy fieed test bullets. And this poor rvproduction of 
stiiitions, concluded the experts, could be attriluVed to the 
folOwnng factors: .

(a) barrel foulnng (leading);
(b) copper alloy coating of the bullets; .
(c) impact damage and distlitiot; .
(d) cylnnder alignment;
(e) possible loss of fnrn detail over intervening years.

No Additiogal Tests Recommended

Finally, the experts concluded their joint report by stating 
that they made .no recommendatOss for additional types of tvstgli 
of the physical evidence in the case. This final staeemvgt of the 
experts was to become a point of controversy in the subsequent 
cross examigatl(tn of the experts. The essence of their conclusion 
was that, with the exception of Ralph Turner, who wished to pursue 
the iifigni angle issue from an academic standpoint, none of the 
experts felt, and so later tlStfi‘ldi during cross examination, that 
any additional tests or hrlcvdui■’es would be conclusive. All 
experts felt that after ten days exhauu tti. w tlsttni and 
vxaminaaiog, they had reached a point of diminishing returns, and 
with rvspvct to the emphhtic sentences in the original court order 
(that gave the experts the right to seek further court order for 
tdditiontl vxhibits to be produced if such exhibits would be 
helpful, and the court directv! that the experts were to arrive at 
as ”def‘ititive, scilntific dvtvrmigttlgn as possible and foreclose 
the nvcevsity of similar scilntific examination in the future,") 
the experts felt that they had satisfeed the court diivctive.
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■ Reaction of Critics
Following Jointn^drtntssuecn5y~ Panel Experts 

October,,1975 .

The issuance of the comprfafnsife joint report filed by the 
seven ballistccs experts received natu5nwi.de publicity that there 
was no evidence of a second gun being fieed in the pantry. At that 
time, most of the parties involved, and their respectie counsel., 
seemed satisfeed that the issue had been concluded. However, upon 
lengthy studies of the working papers of the ballistccs experts, 
some of the original advocates of the two-gun theory began to 
express their doubts in-public. Dr. Robert Jolling. the president 
of the American Academy of Forensic Sciences, held a press con­
ference with Paul Schrade, Allard Lowenstein, Attorney Mel Levine. 
and other critics, and stated that the media had jumped the gun in 
ernphasszing that there tad been no second gun. To Jollnng, 

- Lowenstein and Schrade, in particular, they felt the baaiistcs 
panel had not concluded that only one gun, and no other gun was 
freed in the pantry^.^.; Jollnng, satisfeed that the cannelure 
question had been f’saM^y••-asswered, asked that further research be 
done coscersing the issue of rifinng angles of the gun barrel. 
Jollnng was harticulrrly cri^cal of L.A.P.D. criminalist DeWayne 
Woofer, and felt that Woofer had commmtted mistakes during his 1968 
analysis and examinaaion. Sppecfically, at the September hearing, 
Woofer had identif^d a photomicrograph taken on June 6. 1968, as 
consistnng of • two separate negatives representngg the Kennedy 
billet Exhhbnt 47 and a test burnt. These negatives were, in fact, 
as ^rif^d by the seven experts, the Kennedy IuHi^ Exhibit 47, 
and the Goodson bullet.,.. Exxhbit 52. Additionally, Jollnng recom­
mended that rdditOonrl tests be conducted in an area beyond 
traditoonal lallistics.a;nd firrrmms lxrminarios. Jollnng felt that 
no definiee cosclusiOns■.'..'.aaff■ been reached, and there was still a 
need for: '

1. paoto-grametric reconstruction of the scene; •
2. a rf-exrmisrtOon of the bullet pathways;
3. a dftfrmisrtOsn of the minmmmm and maxmmum number of

bullets fieed within the pantry;

4. a test firnng into comparab!e ceiMng panels sushfndfd 
below like concrete marefirl similiar to that found at the 
Ambas^dor Hotel so as to scienitfiirlly determine the rCcocaft 
hotfnSlrl of .22 caliber hollow-point, copper coated, mini-mag 
ammmnition. ■

o
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Admitting that there was no substantive evidence to date to 
suggest that a second gun was involved, Jolling still felt such 
conclusion neither excluded nor included the posssiiiity of a 
second gun. Jrlling admitted that there had been similar class 
charactteistics found in the Kennedy, Weesel, and Goldstein 
bullets, and that these bullets were identifeed and matched to each 

■ other. Jollnng ignored the fact that five of the seven experts were 
able to Innk these three particular bullets as being freed from the 
same gun. Jollnng also ignored the fact that the other two experts 
did not express any opinion contrary to that expressed by the other 
five experts. These two experts stated they could not make a 100% 
positiee determinat^n matching these three bullets with having 
come foom the same gun.

Spevtal Counsel Kranz made an appointment that very week with 
, Allard Lowenntein, one of the most severe critccs and advocates of 

the two-gun theory. Lowenntein expressed his interest in pursuing 
the rifilng angle theory, and a fear that there may have been sub- 
stiluiiin of bullets during the preceeing year’s prior U the 1975 
baaiistcs tests. Lowenntein also felt that there existed the 
poisSbiiity that ievniifCailv gouge marks had been put on the 
bullets as part of a conspiracy to perpetuate the "tovvrlp." 
Lowens stein had no evidence to substantiate this chcrne. Lowenntein 
also suggested that the recommendatonn inthe joint report that the 
experts make ."no recommendatonn for aeditional tests" actually 
meant that the experts were waC■tinn for aedetionrl instructors 
from the court to conduct addi^ond tests. Lowenntein seemed to 
ignore the very speecfic eiivttivv in the September mh c^rt 
orevr iistrlcting the experts too request any and aLl Whitts tht 
they felt necessary to conduct their experiment, and the frtt that 
other mom sophisttcaVed tests, such as micromeasueement of the 
bullets, trace metd analysis, and powder residue coepooStion 
andysis had been provided for in the court oreer. Finally, a 
eiivttivv of the court stated in paragraph 2 of page 2 was that the 
prrcedli’e outlinee and given to the baaiistcs experts had been 
cerptee too "ciiivv at as iefiiitivv a sclentfc evtvroinatinn as 
ponnible and too foreclose the necessity of similar stivniiftc 
nxaminations i.n the future.11 ■

In later cross excoination of the experts, ail experts stated 
pooitiwly and tlvrrly that they felt they had reached a point of 
eioinishing returns to conduct any future tests. This was due too 
the nature of the exhibits, and the lack of thorough ievntiyying 
marks which forecOsved the usefulness of any aeditionrl tests. 
Adeitionally, ail to he experts stated that they felt there was no 
need too recommnnd any rdditional tests and this had been to he intent 
of the fiirl paragraph i.n their joint report fleed with to he court 
October 7, 1975.
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Lowenstein also expressed his concern that Wolfer may never 
have actually test fired the Sirhan weapon and may never have 
matched up the bullets. Techiicaaly, Wolfer had testindd that he 
had only taken one of the seven test- freed bullets recovered foom 
the water tank in 1968 and matched it with the evidence bullets. 
When asked by Kranz if Lowenssein agreed that three of the seven 
experts positively matched up the three victim bul^ts with o^ 
gun, and two more did so by inference, Lowenntein replied in the 
affrrratVve. Finally, Lowenntein expressed his opinion that the 
photographs taken by Lystrup for the Baxter Ward Hearings i.n 1974 
would show that the gouge marks were not present at the time of the 
photographs, and therefore, such gouge marks must have bnnn sub- 
stitueed on the various bullets after May, 1974. However, this 
appears to be contradicted by a close analysis of the 
photomicrogapph taken by DeWayne Woofer i.n 1968, which shows the 
idrstifying hhalalhtristih of the so-called goug;e mark. 
Additionally, the Harper ■ photographs taken in 1970, on cl°se 

' examinaaios, also reveal the io-hllled gouge mirk.
In the several days fol^ng the rHease of the joint report 

of the baaiisties experts, Speecal Counsel Kranz met with ^veral 
of the critccs and two-gun advocates. In essesce, their positOon 
could be simply stated that there had- been no proof that a second 
gun had not been used. Stated in another way, the experts had not, 
by stating there was no nviLcreilce of a second gun, positively stated 
that only one gun had been fieed. In support of their ateempt to 
ask the experts to prove a negative, the critccs had cit^ed the fact 
that the victim bullets had not i.n themselves been identifedd as 
being freed from the Sirhan gun and "no other gun in the woold." 
Adiitilnally, the hritiics felt that Exhibit 55 (the three test 
bullets entered as exhibits at the trial) and Grand Jury 5B (the 
four Woofer test-fredd bullets) had not actually been matched spe­
cifically with each other- or identifedd with other evidence bullets 
taken foom the viciims at the crime scese. Additionally, Lowwei 
Bradford i.ssued a press reecese itating ’’the frearrms evidence does 
not i.n and of itself establish a basis for a two-gun propositoon; 
lieewise, this same prlposition, on the basis of other evidence is 
not preluded either.” The other evidence suggested by Bradford:

(a) "winness staedennts that another gun was being freed in 
the Ammaasador; -

(b) bullet pathways contradictory to the diction f^om 
which Sirhan was firnng;

(c) suspicion or speculatisn that mord than eight taints 
had been f:irei.,,

SpeecH Counsel Kranz met with Ted Charach in the days 
flllwwing the rerease of the joint report and Charach was cnvinced 
that the experts had totally hontrlUiceud DeWayne WOfer. Charach 
felt that WoOfer had never actually fr^ed the Sirlm weapon in the 
test fiHng, even though Hl the experts were able to identify 
similar gross hhalalheriitici on Hl of the bullets, isiluding the 
WoOfer teit-fieei bullets. Charach was hriticll of WoOfer for 
having tnstfired copper coated taliks, since-, the C0opnrlau.,anns 
eassly dnstooydd and the bullets had not aens easily c^ntcfc^. 
However, Sirhas himseef had freed copper coated bullets at ^€2 
particular crime, and it can be assumed that WoOfer was trynng to 
get an analysis foom similar aeemnition.
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■ Citic Lillian Castellano, always a believer that the bullets 
found in the glove compartment of Sirhan’s automobile near the 
Ambassador Hotel had been removed.from wood paneling inside the 
pantry and placed in Sirhan’s car, was interested in pursuing the 
fact that PeooPe’s Exhibit 38 (the bullets found in the Sirhan car.) 
had been found to have some wood sampPings on the bullets. These 
bullets were also examined by the examiners, and found to have 
similar chaaasCetittict as all other bullets. The wood sampPings 
were not identifidd as to their origin. The bullet found in the 
pocket of Sirhan at the time of his arrest was identi^ed as being a 
federal manufactured bullet with one cannelure, a bullet of 
different manufacture from the bullets found in the Ambassador 
Hooel. .

Journalist John Newhall had asked that a question concerning 
Peoppe’s 48 be resolved, the fact that several of the experts had 
only been able to identify three of four cannelures on the bunet 

- that actually murdered the Senator. However, upon closer inves­
tigation, it was determined that Hl -examined bullets had four 
caunei.urts, two knurled, and two grooved cannelures. Since this 
bullet, Peoope's 48, had been heaaily faagmeutee on contact within 

.the brain, it was only possible to identify three cannelures. Upon 
careful microscopic examination, the other experts agreed that 
there had been f'trr cannelures, but that only three were visible on 
Pocola's 48 due to the fragmentation.

Cross Examination of the Expeets

Aside foom the remaining skeptics and critics, most of the 
other parties and counsel involved i.n the letitinnt before the 
court seemed willnng to let the maater rest, and were indifferent, 
if not actually opposed, to any further court hearnngs and re­
examinattons of the bailittict experts. However, as proii.dte in 
the original court treer signed by Judge Wenke, and as cpnttantly 
stressed by the District Attorney's Office as a mandatory part of 
any fair and □ueicious court hearing, cross exsmiustton of the 
experts was necessary. District Attorney Van de Kamp instructed 
Special Counsel Kranz to petit^n the court so that the stvtu 
experts cprle be reca^ed for thorough cross ex'aminaSiou. Van de 
Kamp stated that he could understand why many felt the maater was 
closed since the experts had agreed i.n essence that only one gun 
freed the ballets, and since many of the putties to the case and 
other concerned people had presumably lost interest i.n pursuing the 
issue. Van de Kamp stated that before the maater was closed, "I 
think it's important that those witnesses are tested in a 
traeitional adversaaial set^ng. The pursuit of the truth is the 
goal of the court. And it is the goal of the District Attorney's 
Office sltt."

The District Attorney's Office became the letitinntr before 
the court and requested that the srvrn experts be rtcaltee for 
thorough cross rxaminatton. Addetitually, the District Attorney's 
Office requested the postponement of any cross exsmiltatton of the 
experts mil letitiontr Paul Sehnde was able to obtain new 
counsel, namely Allard LowenHe^ and Vincent Burlitti.
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''Additional Tests"

During the lengthy and thorough cross examinaaion, the several 
experts stated that they felt nothing further could be added by any 
further analysis or sophisticaeed tests, espeeially lead and gun 
powder examinntion. A neutron activation analysis, as so of*ten
requested by some of the critics, would in the opinion of Courtland 
Cunningham, be of limieed value due to the coadition of the several 
builds. Addliionaaiy, several of the experts felt that since 
Inhere were mwute diferennces in the dimensions among the 
ootnrfaCurrrs of .22 caliber barrels, any bore diameter and rifling 
analysis, and any micoomeasuremenss of the bullets, might be 
conclusive only as to diferennces in barrels. They argued titt
si"cr,tiere was al■wtys a slight diferranoe in the oanufacarrang of 
tOOOtaiiUa■ a .r^t™" .toti.vtti°a of the lead would not be 
conclusive as to any ldenalficttian. This was brctrsir neutron

- tetivttioa desQt with the tin^t of figments.
In the oottrr of chemical tests, the experts felt that these 

would be if^ior to any neutron tctiviiian test. A tracce metal 
taar.ysis of the buuiet lead could be of value in certain cases, but 
in the case at hand, the experts felt that in dealing with the type 
of hoioww point explosive mini-mag tmmoratiun, it would not be 
useful.

The panel did. not Positively rule out the poossiility of a 
srcu)ald gun. But they all felt that they ha.d never been asked to 
make an examine-toon as to the number of shots freed, the number of 
bullet holes, or traeectory studi.es. The experts seemed reluctnnt 
to rvra discuss these issues on cross examinatioas. Several did 
state that given patticrltr new evidence and factual situttions 
Wirrr such stales cohid be poostively made, they might be inclared 
to see the need for further tests. But the opinion of most of the 
^p^'ts , was . ^OtO not^ a c^cl^ive ^t^ could be
establshedd by further testnng. Essseattlly, additioaal tests 
would not solve the question of which bullets had caused which 
i^es^and would not in any way taswrr any of the m.ore elaborate 
trajectory requests to determine if there had been more buliets 
freed.
...........Ph^'ner’ S0^!'? atorn,e?s argued 1" , favor of neutron 
^tn^toon tests to c^tomne the noeatllc cunstirueacirs of 
bul^ts si.nce rtch batch of lead contained a crrttia alloy. They 
arg;rrd t^t if the patticultr lead bullet di.d not match up, and had 
a difeeeent foro of element, there would be a reasonable ineeennce 
uLa„?r<lOnd.?rn■ However, the Aperts f^t that rvra if the 
mettli.c constituencies of the several bullets di.d not match up, 
there was no real re^vency to this due to the fact that several of 
the.^ bullets coming fuoo Cascade copper-conedd brand might have 
dif^r^t italic constirrancy in their alloy. Finally, the 
experts sttred there was a limit to a test since it never really 
would d^raino whether the Sirhan gun had freed the bullets. It 
would only be an analysis to drarroine what type of aomoratiun had 
been used. The experts concluded such a test would never actually 
laak the buOet to ahr Sirhan weapu>n because the bullets would 
always have soor foro. of di^erent coastireancy. A neutron 
tctiittioa aesa would be helpful only in cases where the actual 
weaPon had been lost or destroyed.

- 72 -



December 1975 Petition by Paul Schrade
' For an Order to Compel the Testimony

if Witnesses,
. _ T^B^amne, Public Records .

and Conduct Further SciennificT Tests

After the final cross examination of the seven ballistics 
experts, penitionnr Schrade, through his new attonneys Allard 
Lowenstein and Vincent Bugllosi, pntitinndd Judge Wenke for the 
opportunity to have the testimony of several percipient witnesses, 
namely L.A.P.D. Officers Robert Rozzi, and Sgt. Charles Wright and 
witness Angelo DiPier^, given in court as to the oorsibility that 
they had seen "apparent bullet holes” i.n the Ambaasador pantry on 
the night in question. Additirtally, Schrade's new oeniiim 
requested the court for:

(1) an exterior baaiistcs examinnaion to determine the 
flssht path of the bullets from the moment they left the muzzle 
until they reached their ultimate place of rest, and

(2) a spnctrgraphic and neutron activatiot analysis of the 
recovered bullets to determine their meeallic constiuenncy.

Inherent i.n the new pe^toon fieed by Paul Schrade was the 
argument that percipient witness testmony (the witnesses being the 
police officers and Angelo DePierro) would establish that there had 
been "appairent bullna holes" in the kicchen pantry, which would 
indicate more than nilCa bullets were fieed. Additirnally, an 
Associated Press photograph of the police rfficnrs poitttng toward 
a hole, and a photograph of two circeed holes on the center waal 
divider, (two swinging doors) were ataached as nxhCbiai i.n the 
Oeeitiot cal^ng for new tests. Pernt-Loner Schrade sullrs■ned in 
his December, 1975, request for further i.niai aCla the previous 
ballistics examinaarons had only narrowed but not removed the ar,ea 
of doubt. Schrade and his lttotneys agreed that the question 
crncerntng cannelures had now been setteed, and they admitted that 
the striat^cs and erre imoressions on PeooOn,s 47 di.d ma itch up, 
according to five of the experts, with Peoope’s 52 and 54. But to 
Schrade. and his attorneys, a central underlynng question still 
remained and this question was whether Hl of the victim bullets 
had arrn freed from the Sirhan gun. They emphasized that not one of 
the seven eallistics experts had oosiaively and conclusively 
crnnecaed any of the victim bullets with the Sirhan gun. 
iieitioner ScCradr stated that the freaarms rxaminaaron had arrn 
"crni:lliivnly inconclusvee on the issue of a srcrnd gun."

The staemments of the two officers, and the other peicioinnt 
witnesses, contained staemments that had never brrn made or even 
sulgesaed to invesailaainl officers dur:tnl 1968, and were now 
offered for the first-tine in 1975. However, these staemments i.n 
the fned oetitioni crncrrntng door hoi.es, that "looked like 
bullets," were contradicted by writeen starmrents taken by Speccal 
Coun^l Kranz and Dissrict Attorney invnstlgaross foom the L.A.P.D. 
officers, Angelo DePPerro, and the A.P. wire photograph editor in 
December, 1975.
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Arguments against any further examination were made before 
Judge Wenke by Deputy District Attorneys Bozanich and Kranz and 
Deputy Attorney Gennral Ruussei ■lungerich. These arguments 
esssettally stated that the original, requests, as fieed in the 
August peeitinns of Paul Schrade and CBS, had been foliowed, and 
that the court lacked juridsiction to move into an area of 
independent investigate. Furthermore, since the court only had 
jrrisOiition over exhibits filed with the trial court and under the 
□ uritdiction of the Los Angel.es Suppeior Court and County Clerk’s 
Office, it was argued that the request in the new petiton fieed by 
Schrade and his attorneys concerned maters not under the 
juritOictioo of the trial court. Moreover, the baaiistics panels 
tlstrmony, both i.n working papers and on cross examinaaion, 
revealed that the seven experts had been thoroughly satisfied that 
they had exhausted every possible baaiistcs examitation and test 
procedure to answer the original questions requested by petitionert 

- Schrade and CBS. Therefore, any pursuit of the hearings and ex- 
aminat^ would be fri^o^s, and contrary to the original purpose 
of the court order for tlttOng and examinatoon of the exhhbbts. 
AddOiiinaely, Deputy Attorney General lungerich charged that 
pelitioner Schrade wanted to .use the court as a ”rov nig 
curmissiun," and lungericd felt that the objective of the new 
pelitioo was to create doubt and not eliminate it. Finally, stated 
lungerich, "Some individuals have derontSrated an insataabee 
appelitl to pursue a red herring at taxpayers' expense when any 
ratoonal human 'being would concede this hearing had gotten to the 
botoom of it. There i.s no doubt that Sirhan acted alone."

Deputy District Attorney Bozanich argued that any and all 
gleeggtions concerntng the Sirhgt prosecutoon should always be 
presented, and decided, within the judicial process!. Whhle 
cautiontng pelitinner Schrade on the question of jurisdiction, 
Bozanich argued that judicial authooity, as to jurisdictiot over 
the subject mater, was not contingent upon the desires of the 
prospective Ittigants to be in or out of court. Bozanich stated 
that both the c°urt and c°unsel of record had an ubeiggtinn to 
consider the lxislencl of or lack of juritdictiot over the subject 
mi^ raised by the particular ltiigaiion. And since the original 
Schrade petitoon had been an examination of extlibi.tt within the 
custody of the Supeeior Court (a request made pursuant to the 
contlttion that the exhibitt within the custody of the court, in 
and of themselves, suggested or lstgbltheed that two guns had been 
used at .the scene of the assassinator of Senator Kennedy) 
therefore, the Supeeior Court had juritdictiot over the Discovery 
proceeding recently concluded. However, concluded Bozanich, the 
fgit that the District Attorney and other counsel of record agreed 
to the principle of testing, exarinatu<on and inspection of exhibits 
othio the jurssdictoon of the court, could not in and of itself 
cotjflr jurtsdictioo on exhorts not under the custody of the 
Suppeior Court. Therefore, to intooducp testimony coocerotng new 
areas,..of.tia^’co),y' ^o10 bart^ would so into an »«« of 
jrrls01itioo that ollthlr the District Attorney's Office, nor 
coutsel of record, nor the court itself coulO confer. "Simply 
stated," said Bozanich, "the new Schrade eelition fieed in December 
comreellly avoided the question of jrrisOiction."
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Finally, it was argued that since Schrade had already filed a 
civil personal injury action against Sirhan and others, this would 
be the appropriale fouum for considering new petitions. Such a 
request for new discovery procedures of the police offceers and 
other witnesses would fall within the normal and ordinary course of 
that lttiaatioi.

On February 5, 1976, Judge Wenke ruled on the new peUtor 
fUed by Paul Schrat! and ordered that Schrade’s pelitioi to compel 
•the testimony of the percipient witnesses, examine public records, 
and conduct further scilniifCc tests be denied. The judge reasoned 
that the entire six month orrceeeing had been most unusual.. 
However, stated Wenke, it was never contemplated that the court 
would make a decision in the conventional sense, such as a fnndnng 
of guilt or innocence or an award of damages. Rather, reasoned the 
judge, it had been a Discovery proceeding wherein the petitionlrs 
had sought to elicit certain information. Wenke cautinned that 
there had been a misconceptonn throughout the entire proceeding 
about the couut's role in the mmtter. It had been reported that the 
court was conducing an •■iivestigatioi. Wenke strongly stated that 
this was and is not the Fact.

"This court,” stated Wenke, "has taken the positoon that there 
is a legitimate public interest in the subject maater of the 
proceedings. It recognieed that the physical evidence is under the 
control of the court and that any txamination of same would have to 
be conducted under the couut’s supervisor so as to insure the 
integrity of the exhibits. The panel reports were incident to the 
examinatoon and, accordingly, it appeared to be aoprroriaee for the 
court to oversee the oral presentation of same.11

But Wenke cantoned that the new petiton fieed by oetitionlr 
Schrade sought sommthing far different. If granted, stated Wenke, 
the court would then be undertake an active investigation. 
''Investigators are conducted by poicce, District Attorneys, Grand 
Juries, and other agenci.es>, but not by courts. It is true that 
where a possible wntempt of court; 1’ involved, t^ courts on 
occasion undertake invlstogatoits on. their own initiaine. 
However, what pelitionlr seeks does not fall within that limbed 
lxceltioi."

Wenke then concluded that petitorer Schrade has fieed a civil 
actor arisnng out of the events involved. And since Califiriia 
law i’ liberal respecting a ^tiant's right to discovery, the 
petitorm has the opportunity to call witnesses and secure their 
tlttimry under oath, and to obtain copies of certain documents, 
and request neutron activatoon and spectograph tests of certain 
lxhibitt. Concerning the necessity of obtaining a court order for 
any neutron activator and spectograph tests, Wenke stated that the 
ru^ was of the opinion that the orrbaliiity that the results of 
such tltts would be helpful was very slight. Therefore, the court 
elclinee to proceed with the oelitir for neutron activator and 
spectographic tests. However, concluded Wenke, if the petitorm 
dinge^ly pursued his right to discovery in his civil action, the 
court would be wiling to reconsider its pastor as to fur,tillr 
tltting. The court then denied oltitiinlr Schrade’s motion for 
further tests and his motion to examine witnesses.
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OPINION
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CONSPIRACY THEORIES, INTERVIEWS AND INVESTIGATION ■

In light of the fact that the assassination of Robert Kennedy 
was one of several tragic poiitical murders and shootings that have 
occured in this country in the past decade, and in light of 
.continued acts of terrorimm and intrigue linking varoous iatel- 
lieence agencies with acts of vioennce throughout the world, it is 
understandabee that every conceivable theory about the murders of 
president John Kennedy and Senator Robert Kennedy has arisen. 
Additionally, both men were brothers, committed to a pooitical 
philosophy and governmental policy that can be described as liberal 
and progressive. It is also understandabee that both men, through 
their charismata personnaitess and emooional foliowing, generated 
considerable distrust, suspicion, and hoostlity among many people. 

" Furthermore, the tragic occurance in Dallas, the fact that Lee 
Harvey Oswald never stood trial, the rather staange deaths of a 
Dallas police officer, and Jack Ruby, and the subsequent
revelatonns concernnng American forcign policy and American 
intcllieaccc agenci.es during the Administration of president 
Kennedy, all have added a cloud of distrust and suspicoon
concerning death of president Kennedy. It is therefore under­
standable that a strong degree of suspicoon exists that similar 
unresoleed questions concerning the death of the Presi'denn's 
brother, Senator Robert Kennedy, remain to be answered.

However, it is the opinion of Special Counsel Kranz that there 
is no evidence of any nature, either ic.elitfri, circumstantial, or 
inferential to suggest that the defendant, Sirlaan Sirhan, did not 
act alone. He was the one assassin, who carreed one gun, with■egght 
bullets fieed foom his revolver. Sirhan was observed shooting by 
several eyewitnesses, and stood trial and was found guulty by a 
jury, with the decisoon upheld by all the appedate courts of 
Caaifornia and the United States Supreme Court. A subsequent 
iaaliitici hearing icienitfritlly linkei up all bullets to only one 
weapon, thus underscoring eyewitnesses and other evidence. This is 
a marked difeeennce from the situat^n in Dallas where it tie adeged 
perpeerator of the assassinator, Lee Harvey Oswald, never stood 
trial and many questions sttll supposedl.y remain open.

In an era of media sensationaism, where the merger of myth 
and reality contributes t.o an instantaneous feedback of the bizarre 
to the public consciousness, it should be emphasized that all leads 
and ravcstigatinns concerning possible ionspiraiees iavolLving 
S'rhan were foloowed by every inteHdencne tecaiy and law 
enforcement tecaiy working on the case. None of these inves- 
tigttioni ever, in any way, sueeested that Sirhan was involved in a 
conspiracy, or working with others in the asiassrnttOnn of Senator 
Keaacdy. Despite the fact that the subject matter of conspiracy 
and ioOitictl assassraat.iais has become a new form of eatcr- 
tainrcnt, both in the tabloid press and in media talk shows, this 
so-caieed assassinatoon fclce must be kept in the right per- 
speecive.
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In- the opinion of Special Counsel Kranz, despite the inadequate 
ballistics evidence in the Sirhan case, the L.A.P.D., and other law 
enforcement agencies, including the F.B.I. and the District 
Attorney's Office, did an excellent and thorough investigat^n of 
whether Sirhan was part of a conspiracy.

Over 6,000 witnesses were ineevveeeed from the moment of the 
shooting up unil the final date of this report. Additionally, it 
i.s the District Attorney's Office policy that, as in all cases 
under i.ts jurisdiition, any new suUficient, significant and 
reasonable evidence that will contradict the fact that Sirhan acted 
alone, will be diligently foioweed and pursued. It should be 
stated that there have been separate invcstigltiiss and revewws of 
the Sirhan evidlence, and interviees with several eyewitnesses and 
persons with aiegged evidence regarding conspiracees, almost every 
year in success^n since the shooting in 1968. Many of the more 
sensational personaaitees and aspects of this case will be revewwed 

" at this time. Additionally, Speeial Counsel Kranz will ^ffer his 
personal analysis and conclusions ionieranng the several public 
agency iavcstigatiass and court hearings relative to the Sirhan 
case.

It is Special Counsel Kranz’s opinion that law enforcement 
agencies iiaduited thorough and excellent investigatiass and 
iatcrviwes iinierning the subject of possible conspiracy, and the 
personal history and backgruund of defendant Sirhan. It should be 
emphasized that at the conclusion of the trial and convic^on of 
Sirhan in May 1969, facts in the case, laatiiularly the defendant's 
own staeements and admission of guult both before and du]ri.ng trial, 
seemed to indicate defendant Sirhan was the one gunman, acting 
alone, and was justly convicted of first degree murder. At that 
time, no question had arisen in either the pubbic media or even the 
underground press aleeging any nature of conspiracy or cover-up, 
other than a few unrelated charges concern^ a lady in a "polka dot 
dress", and the appearance of rather bizarre characters with "new 
leads on Sirhan’s background and lciivitiss during the days prior 
to the shooting of Senator Keuuedy." (These alCegatiuns will be 
discussed in later seitions of this rcloit.)

It was not unntl 1971, when encouraged by the accusations made 
by attorney Barbara Blehr, the complaint fieed by Godfrey Isaac and 
Ted Charach, and the resul^ng Civil Service Comppssiou Inquiry 
into the procedures iiuduited by criminalist DeWayne Woofer, that 
public interest in the Robert Keuuedy assassinaton became more 
lriniunced.

The underground press, particularly the L.A. Free Press, and 
other periodicals, had seized upon title alcegatiuns in Mrs. Blehr’s 
letter, the "findinii" of iripinalist Wiliam Harper, and the 
apparent mistakes of DeWayne Woofer, and in a continuing chorus, 
called for a re-opening of the Sirhan case. Some of the more 
frequently heard charges were that there had been a plot, either 
i.cft-wing or right-wing oriented, business or mafia supported, 
CIA. - F.B.I. - Pentagon planned, and relaeed to Zionist, Third 
Woold, or occult forces all intent upon the aiiassiuati<in of Robert 
Keuuedy. New charges of conspiracy and cover-up were heard, 
lartiiular:Ly in light of supposed eyewitnesses and larticiaanis who 
had been present in the pantry on the evening in question.
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Thane Eugene Cesar, Don Schulman, Ted Charach

One of the most persistent stories that emerged in 1971, and 
has been in vogue for several years, was that a witness, never 
called to testify at trial, had stated minutes after the pantry 
shooting that he had seen a security guard fire a gun at the time 
Senator Kennedy was shot. Moreover, this statement by Donald 
Schulman (KNXT-TV Newsrunner on duty at the Ambassador June 4, 
1968) had been taped by a news service, published in several news­
papers, and by 1971, was incorporaeed in a film, "The Second Gun - 
Who Kided Robert Kennedy11, made by investigative reporter Ted 
Charach. The echoing accusation was made that the security guard, 
Thane Eugene Cesar, (Ace Guard Service employee hired along with 
seven other guards by the Ambassador Hotel for security the evening 
of June 4) had shot his weapon, and that bullets from Cesar’s gun, 
and not Sirhan’s, had actually struck and kided Kennedy.

The discovery of the mismarked bullet evidence by Woofer (the 
- fact that bullets foom the Sirhan weapon had not been legally con­

nected to the weapon at trial), and the fact that the bullet that 
actually kided Kennedy, Peoole’s 48, was so damaged and fragmented 
that it was impossible to ever scitetificllly link the murder 
budet to any weapon, Hl added fuel to the growing controversy.

During the past eight years, Schumann has been intevitwted by 
the press and by representatives from varoous law enforcement 
agencies, concernngg contradictory staenents he made during the 
minutes fodwwnng the shooting of Senator Kennedy. There is some 
confusion as to Schulman's exact physical locatoon, i.n or out of 
the pantry, at the time Sirhan stareed fiingg.

In an interveww with Speeial Counsel Kranz i.n October 1975, 
Schulman recaieed that he had been behind Kennedy at the tine of the 
shooting. Within minutes after Schulman was able to leave the 
pantry, he was approached by his freend, Continental News Service 
reporter Jeff Brent. Shoving a tape recorder at Schulman, Brant 
asked Schulman what had happened. Schulman responded:

111 was standing behind Kennedy as he was taking his assigned 
route into the kicchen. A clrclsian gentemmag stepped out and 
fieed. Robert Kennedy was hit Hl three tines. Mr. Kennedy sunk too 
the floor and the security guard freed back.11

Minutes later, Schulman was ineeweweed by KNXT-TV Newswoman 
Ruth Ashton Taylor, (the interveww was broadcast later on KNXT’s 
crrer'agt of the Ambassador Hotel events, Jerry Dunphy atchrrlani.

u RUTH-ASHTON TAYLOR; "Our messenger, Don Schulman, was in 
the Embassy Room when the accident - the tragedy took place.

"And Don, I think you were quite close too Senator Kennedy. 
What did you see?"

DON SCHULMAN; "Wed, I was standing behind him, directly
behind him. I saw a man pull out a gun. It looked like he pulled 
it out foom his pocket and shot three times. I saw all three shots 
hit the Sennaor. Then I saw the Senator fall and he was picked up 
and carreed away.
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- ”I saw the - also saw the security men pull out their* weapons. 
After then it was very, very fuzzy.

"Next thnng t,hat I knew there were several shots freed and I 
saw a woman with blood coming foom her temple; also a man was shot 
in the leg. And I saw; the security police grab someone. From there 
it was very f'uzzy. The cr'owd was very panicky and running in al!, 
different directions. There were people sobbing all over the place 
and many people had to be carried out."

■ Schulman, in subsequent interveews in the next ^^1 yea^, 
never again stated that he saw a security guard fire. Schulman told 
Kranz that immeddately foiowwing the shooting in the pantry, he was 
tremendously confused, and alhoough he did see Kennedy hit three 
times, he could never possitively identify the gun which he saw 
shooting as being held by Sirhan. Schulman told Kranz that h^ 
words, in 1968 ieeeeiately frliewing the shooting, were confused, 
but that he was not confused by what he saw. He saw a security 

- guard with a weapon drawn, but never saw the guard fie.
Schulman was inderviwded on August 9, 1968, _ by Sergeant 

□’Steen of the L.A.P.D. and Schulman stated in that interveww that 
he had been outside the kithhen when he heard noises like fire­
crackers, and that he did not see the actual shooting by the suspect 
Sirhan due to the crowd. No mention was made of the security guard 
i.n this interveww.

However, in a July 23, 1971, interveww conductei by Deputy 
District Attorney Richard Hecht, Schulman stated he was in the 
pantry abo^ 12 feet foom Senate Kennedy when the shots were 
freed. His rdtrlldttion of that evening was poor but he demite-ry 
rdta1dei seeing certain things; the Senator hit, a guard with a gun 
in his hand, and a woman bleeding foom the head. Schulman did not 
recaai Paul Schrade being shot and fr1ling. Additiinal1y, Shulman 
stated he never knew how many actual shots were freed oveeaai. He 
j^t knew that Kennedy was shot three times. When asked if he 
actually saw the hits of the bullets or whether he was using the 
rdfedencd of blood, Schulman replead he was using a "rdfednnce to 
seeing blood,” but corli not tell where the wounds were located.

In 1971, prior to Baxter Ward’s campaign for Supeevisor, Ward 
was working as a news-reporter and tdldvision personalty on KHJ 
News, on Channel 9. On July 6, 1971, Ward indevveeeed Don Sthulera 
on the 4:00 p.m. news. '

BAXTER WARD: "Yesterday on our news we ran part one of an 
interveew with Dm Schulman who three yea-s ago, on the nigh* 
Kdnndiiy was iiieed, was working as a fllm runner for televis^n 
statOn KNXT. He was asked by that statoon to put hiesedf near the 
pantry doors i.n case they aeeddd him to suddenly perform some task 
on their behaaf, running film or make some arrangements for the 
fllm crew. He said that from that positonn he was capable of 
observing Senator Kdnaddy, and had his eyes on the Senator at ail 
tines. And he was pr’eprr’ed to contradict the official theory that 
no other guns were drawn i.n the pantry other than that drawn by 
Sirhan. He said he saw sdcurity guards, at least one, perhaps moire, 
draw their wdrprns as wwel. And he sill raaatrins that story three 
year's after the assassinator. Today we continue this visit with 
Don Schulman and he explains how his story was received by the 
L.A.P.D.”
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MR- SCHULMAN: "I saw the security guards draw their weapons 
out and I assumed that they were security guards because - weei, as 
I said, it was an assumption, they.would be the ones with.weapons. 
I saw their weapons, but I did not see - I saw the Senator hit, but 
I did not see anyone shoot him. I was interviweed by the L.A.P.D. 
as was everyone else connected with CBS and I told them my story and 
what I had seen and they at that time disagreed with me on seeing 
other weapons. And I told them I was positive I seen other weapons 
and they then filed out the report, thanking me very much and said 
they had enough witnesses and I probably would not be called."

Schulman told Kranz that since Ruth Ashton Taylor had asked 
dvfieient questions than had Brent, Schulman had given difeeeent 
responses. However, Schulman emphasized to Kranz that it was his 
intentoon to give the same answer. And Schulman statues that he told 
Ruth Ashton Taylor what he had originally meant to tell Jeff Brent 
during Hl the chaos and confusion, and that was that "Kennedy had 
been hit three times, he had seen an arm fire, he had seen the 
security guards with guns, .but he had never seen a security guard 
fie and hit Robert Kegmedy..." Schulman did see someone in front of 
him (Schulman) pull ora a gun and shoot Kennedy three times. From 
the positoon where Schulman was, and the fact that security guard 
Cesar was to the right and rear of Kennedy, the only person with an 
arm extended toward the front of Kennedy, with a gun, that Schulman 
could possibly have seen, was Sirhan. Schulman admitted in several 
intirviewi that everything occued so quickly and that the sounds 
and faashes -occured simullanisusly and that all he really 
posstively remembered were the blood splotches on Senator Kennedy, 
whom he saw fall. He did recaH seeing that the secur-ity guard had 
his gun drawn. The gun was dr-awn, pointnng down to the floor, and 
never i.n the positoon aimed or pointed at any person within the 
pantry. Schulman is posstive about this.

Schulman told Kranz that the intent that he wished to convey,, 
both to Brent and to Taylor, as he did in all iiterviewa, was that 
"the Senator was hit Hl thee times."

Schumman told Kranz that his freend Jeff Brent later gave him 
a copy of the original tape ricsrding he had made with Brent during 
the minutes foioownng the shooting. Investigator Ted Charach later 
boroowed this tape while telinng Schulman that he was doing a do­
cumentary on the aasalainatisi. Schulman state'd that Charach held 
tie tape for over two years, this tape having been given to Charach 
by Schulman three months after the aaaassSiatisi. Schulman states 
that he had heard the original tape ricsrding which he had made to 
Brent, and that he had never reacted in any manner to his original 
ataellent of a guard firngg. Schulman stated i.n his 1971 interviow 
with Deputy District Attorney Sid Trapp, "I didn’t catch it either, 
and it was only mHl after I gave the tape to Ted Charach that 
Charach came back and pointed out the wording to me." Schumman 
stated that he explained to Charach that Hl he said was that he had 
seen a guard pull out a gun and that everything had happened so 
quickly. Schulman states that he had played the tape several times 
fori his fronds and no one had caught the meaning of his orrginll 
staeement to Brent that "the guard shot Kennedy."
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The District Attorney’s Office did not call Schulman as either 
a witness before the Grand Jury or befor’e title trial since he could 
not posstively identify defendant Sirhan as having fieed a weapon 
striking either Senator Kennedy or' any of the injueed victims 
Schulman states that he stood in back of Paul Schrade and did see 
the arm with the gun lunging toward the Senator, coming in title 
directoon of Senator Kennedy, thus accounting for the viewpoint in 
which he saw the gun approaching Kennedy in the directoon of 
Kennedy, Schrade, and himseef. He states that he saw the security 
guard, presumably Thane Cesar, with his gun out and pointed toward 
the ground, only after Kennedy was lynng on the ground injured. He 
remembers the security guard as being in back of Robert Kennedy.

Actually, there had been two security guards who dispaayed 
guns in the pantry. The first was Thane Eugene Cesar who states he 
fell to the focor at the time of the shooting and drew his .38 
caliber revolver only after regainnng his balance. The shooting by 

- this time had ceased.. The only other person display^ a gun inside 
the pantry (brides Sirhan) .«as Ace Security Guard. Jack Memtt. 
Meerrtt entered the pantry after the shooting. Meerrtt states that 
he was in the hall outsdie the Embassy Room when inorrmed of the 
shooting. When he entered the pantry, a group of men were holdnng 
Sirhan on a metal table and Senator Kennedy was lyinn on the floor.

Special Counsel Kranz ineevvieedd Thane Cesar in late November 
1975, in the offcne of Cesars attorney John McNicholas in Los 
Angeles. Cesar stated to Kranz that he never freed his .38 weapon 
on the evening in question. Adiitisnallt, Cesar told Kranz that 
he, Cesar, volunteered to Los Angeles Police Officers to be taken 
to the Rammprt Station for questionngg since he had "all but been 
ignored during the chaos folSewing the shooting of Senator 
Kennedy." At the Rammprt Statoon, Cesar states his .38 caliber 
revolver was examined but not test freed by the L.A.P.D., nor was it 
seized or held as evidence. Cesar elaborated that he had been 
waating i.n the hall passage way separating the pantry foom the 
Embassy Room with Jess Unruh and Miloon Berle preceding the 
entrance of Senator Kennedy into the Embassy Ballooom. Cesar 
states that since he did not fire his gun in 1968, he was never 
questonedd regarding this action either by L.A.P.D. or F.B.I. 
officials in the weeks nolSewing the shooting of Senator Kennedy. 
Cesar was i.n full uniform of the Ace Guard Service which requieed 
.38 calibers in holsters, and Cesar had been checked out eaalier in 
the evening by his superiors and determined to be carrying the 
rcnulltSon .38 caliber weapon. •

An accusation had been made in the Ispac-Chpaphh csrrPal.nt 
that Thane Cesar was associated with rnght-wing movements and 
expressed rnghewinn views and hated the Kennedy family. This was 
denied by Cesar i.n his 1971 intervCee and again in his intervCee 
with Kranz. Cesar is a rcnittecei Demoorat who did not agree with 
Kennedy's poSiticll poostion and voted for Presidential ‘ candidate 
George WHace in 1968. However he did not campaign for Wallace, or 
work fsi the Ammican Independent Party. He contributed $3.00 to a 
fremd who was active i.n the Wallace campaign. Additional inveesi- 
gaLion of Cesar in the past few year’s subsequent to the 1971 
invctt:igaiSnn shows that he has not been engaged in any pooi^d! 
accivities. o
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■ The fact that Thane Cesar drew his gun was well established in 
the original 1968 investigatinn (L.A.P.D. investigation June 11, 
1968). Cesaa's original staeement indicates he was escorting 
Kenedy at the tiee of the shooting. Cesar was locked down, 
scrambled to his feet, and drew his gun, while rtheepting to regain 
his balance. Due -to the large crowd, Cesar states that he 
reholsthrhe his gun.

In his documentary file, "The Second Gun,11 Ted Charach quotes 
Thane Cesar as stating that he ”ChsarT’ had “puHed his gun out, "I 
got knocked down.” Charach contends that Cesar told him, (CSarrch) 
that he (Cesar) actually had pulled his weapon out before he was 
knocked down. Cesar had told all other investigating officers, 
including his 1968 interviews with the L.A.P.D., the F.B.I., the 
District Attorney invhstigatoss i.n 1971, and Special Coun^l Kranz 
in 1975, that he was knocked down insaananneously at the time t^t 
Sirhan onrushed into Senator Khnnhdy, and that it was only when he 

- (Cesar) rose from, the ground that he was able to pull his gun out.
When asked by Special Counsel Kranz as part of his opening 

inthrview question, "Why didn’t you fie your gun? Y^ were ttee 
to protect Senator Kennedd*" Cesar replied simply and quickly,, "I 
was a coward." Cesar elaborated that the moment he heard and saw 
the weapon freed, his instnncts forced him to the ground. It sSrli.e 
be emphasized that Cesar was not a wehltaaieed or regular secuuity 
guard, and was only on a eoorniihting assignment for the Ace 
Seecuity Guard Serv^. (Cesar's Aguiar Job at that t«e. in 
1968, was on the assembly Inne at Lockheed Aircraft.)

Cesar also stated to Kranz that he could have left the 
Amearsador as no one shh!mhe intereseed i.n intervewwnng him 
frliewing the shooting, and that he, Cesar, actually v^untoejred to 
L.A.P.D. rfficers the fact that he had been insedh the pantry at 
the time of the shooting. Cesar was then taken down to the Rammprt 
Divisoon and inhevvieeed by L.A.P.D. iffichri. Cesar states, and 
the L.A.P.D. orally verifees, but have no documents to sub­
stantiate, the fact that the .38 caliber weapon Cesar had on his 
person that night as part of his Ace Guard Service assignment was 
examined by an unnamed L.A.P.D. offcm, but was not seized or 
subsequently test freed. Cesar staeed to Kenz t^t the
interveewing by the L.A.P.D. hours after the shooting and in sub­
sequent weeks by investigating ifficers foom’ the L.A.P.D., and 
F.B.I., centered rr•rune what he (Cesar) had observed i.n the pantry. 
No one asked him any questions crncernnng the poiiibblbty that he 
may have freed his .38 weapon. Adeetiinally, no one asked Cesar 
about the Shulman staeement that a "secur'ity guard had freed back." 
Adeetbrnally, even though the Boston Herald American newspaper i.n 
its June 5, 1968, hdition had stated that a "glrre had freed," and 
the fact that a Paris newspaper France Soor had nrtee in one of iU 
June 5, 6, 1968, stories, "in turn, one of Kennedy's body guards 
pulled his gun out and freed foom the hip like i.n a westeen movie," 
Cesar was never quhstioeed concerning these sta^i^nts t^t ran_in 
two newspaper’s, either by his frennds or by invhstigatigg police 
ifficers. Cesar told Speecal Counsel Kranz that the first time he 
ever herr'e the accusation that he had freed a .38 caliber revolver, 
was when he read the accusation i.n the Los Angeles Free Press one 
year later in 1969.
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Cesar then recalled that he had, prior to the 1969 publication in 
the L.A.Free^Press,, remembered talknng to Ted Charach, who had 
lnroduced^im^if^as an investigative reporter. Cesar felt that 
everything he had told Charach had been exaggerated and lent out of 
proportion ly Charach, including his views that he had once given 
$3.00 to the American Independent Party. Cesar felt that Charach 
had unfairly charactered hie as a righWwOnglr who hated the 
Klnnldys and hated blacks. Cesar staled that he did not care for 
Senator Kennedy's poMtics lut that he (Cesar) had nothing against 
Senator Keooldy pmsonaaiy. Cesar stated that he had been very 
candi.d with Charach because he thought he had nothing to hide. 
Cesar was amazed that Charach had misstated and misused his 
stalemints in the file.

In Charach’s file, the original tape made by Don Schulman (the 
wterv^w given by Schulman iemeldaaely foiowwnng the shooting in 
the pantry to Conniolntal News reporter Jeff Brent) is featueed in 
,the file. Additoloally, in the file, Charach interviews Schulman to 

■ complement and support Schulman's earlier tape given on the night 
of the assassination. In the Charach movie, Schulman is quoted as 
sayi.ng, "I did a tape rlcoriOng with Jeff Brent, and several 
people. i:n fact, I also told him that the guard pulled out a gun 
and everyone told me that in the confusion I - I didn't see what I 
saw. Wen, I ^n’t see iverythnng that happlnld that night 
because of the l10nd0ng lights and the people screaming, but the 
things I did see I'm sure about, and that i.s Kennedy being shot 
three tines. The guard ielioitlly pulled out his gun and filid." 
Charach then asked Schulman as part of Charach’s ioterview in his 
file-’’The Second Gun", "Now when you saw Jeff Brent, he is with the 
Con0ioe0,ta"I '"News Service, when did he ioterview you?" Schulman 
replead, "Well, right after the assassinaton attempt and all was 
confusion, I fought my way out of the pantry, and I was heading 
toward the te.eephool to call CBS News. Before I picked up the 
phone, Jeff b01' grabbed me and asked me right on the spot exactly 
what I had seen then, fresh in my mind."

At this point io the file, Charach interiecss the actual tape 
ricordfng that Schulman had given Charach prior to Charach's making 
of the file, the tape ricordfng that Schulman had made with Briot. 
If this particular tape, Schulman is quoted as saying, ’I was about 
six people behind the Senator. I heard about six or sevin shots i.n 
succession, a man stepped out and fieed three times at Kinnidy, hit 
hie all three times, and thi security guard then fieed back."

Schulman relates that this interviww was given to Brent 
approximately 10 Ie 15 minutes after thi shooting in the pantry. 
Again, as part of the ioterview of Schulman by Charach for 
Charach’s fllm, Schulman again states that hi saw the guard fin 
and he was standing behind Kinnidy. What Charach omitted fooe his 
file, "The Second Gun," is the tape that Schulman gave to Ruth 
Ashton Taylor of KNXT ievnial minutes fol0ewtng the first tape 
report he gave to Jeff Brunt. It the tape given to Taylor, Schulman 
rephrases the words that hi had snin a security guard fine, and 
status that hi had snin thi Senator hit thni times, and saw a 
security guard with his gun. In subsequent itlterviewi of Schulman 
by L.A.P.D. ifficeis, F.B.I. agents, and District Attorney 
investigators, throughout thi ensuing yuan, and in an irlterveee 
conducted by Special Counsel Kranz with Schulman in 1975, Schulman
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re-infocees the same story that he had been in the pantry area when 
Kennedy was shot. He is not positive that he saw a security guard 
fire, but he did remember seeing the Senator hit three times. He 
did remember an association of gunshots and seeing flashes, 
alhhough he never could posstively lnnk the flshhes and the arm 
doing the shooting with Sirhan because of the binding lights

_ In hindsight it seems obvious that the L.A.P.D. should have 
seized the .38 weapon that Cesar was carrying on the night in 
question. Additionally, the very fact that he had been inside the 
pantry, and had held a weapon in his hand during some of the 
confusion, and the fact that at least five victims in additoon to 
the moorally wounded Senator Kennedy were involved in the rnass 
shooting, should have given notice to the L.A.P.D. to seize the 
weapon if only for precaution’s sake. Additionally, it was proved 
by the very determined and thorough investigative research 
conducted by Ted Charach that Cesar owned a .22 caliber revoiver at 
the time of the shooting. Cesar was somewhat vague as to when he 
had sold the weapon, at fir^ tell^g investigating offers that 
he remembered ielling the weapon in the spring of 1968, but when 
pressed by Cter^h and other investigators, admitted that he had 
sold the weapon in September, 1968, to a friend i.n Arkansas. This 
weapon, however1, was a 9 shot cadet model .22 revolver. Never­
theless, such inconsistencies in the staeements of the ircutity 
guard, and the fact that he had been carrying a weapon in the 
pantry, suggested that good judgment required the L.A.P.D. to at 
least inspect- and test the weapon beyond a cursory search at the 
Rammprt Divisoon. •
. Doubts rnd suspicions generated by the faiuure to seize and 
inspect a .38 revolver are the very notndation for linieoini 
stspicOons that not all the questions have been anawrorcl. Despite 
the baaiistcs report of the experts, Grand Jury and trial 
trstimony r’rgar’ding the po-sitoonngg of the victims, Senator 
Kennedy, and the eyewitnesses, the rathemaaical improbaHliyy of 
two guns being fieed having the same muzzle defects, and the match­
up of the vidtim ^ne^ all i.ndicating one Inne of fire from the 
Sirhan weapon, it can be expected that continued accusations will 
be made by conspiracy buffs, and the misinoormed, concernngg Thane 
Eugene Cesar and his .38 caliber revolver. To this date, it can be 
aicuratrly stated that Ted Charach is still convinced that Cesar 
need his .22 ^li^ revolver, having brought the .22 caliber to 
the.Arn-ba^Oor either by design or mistake, and that Cesaa’s reflex 
action, eith^ intentionally or i.n panic, was such that Cesar has 
blotted it foom his mind, and that the L.A.P.D. and other iLnvss- 
tliative agenci.es have initiaaSdd a missive cover-up of the true 
story concroning the arcond gun. It should be rennionrd that the 
Los Angeles Police Department reports the same Ted Charach offered 
his, arovlces to.thr L.A.P.D. in July, 1968, in order to obtain 
employment and to lin].lraiS "The Jim Garrison Organizatlon” i.n 
behalf of the L.A.P.D.
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Theodore Charach - Background

Theodor's Charach is a free lance news reporter who has 
described himself as an investigative documennarian. He was 
present at the Aambssador Hotel outside the pantry door when Robert 
Kennedy was shot. Interviewed by L.A.P.D. on July 12, 1968, 
Charach said he was the agent for a news cameraman who had shot some 
film on June 2, 1968, at a Kennedy campaign function at the Coconut 
Grove Room at the Ambassador Hooel. Charach had said that the film 
showed an Arab present during Kennedy’s speech. Charach refused to 
disclose the name of the cameraman and said the film was to be used 
in a documeenary. After being t.old that he could be the subject of 
a court order to produce the film, Charach arranged f'or the film to 
be brought to the Los Angeles Police Department, July 22, 1968. The 
Police Department reported that the film turned out to be of poor 
quaaity and of no rai.ue. Charach reportediy steaapted to seei t.he 
film to a representative of Jim Garrison. After realizing that his 
film was of iittle value, Charach offered to work for Special Cnnt 
Senator of the L.A.P.D, saying he already had much time and money 
invested in his effort. Charach offered to get himself into the 
Gaarison Organization and to keep the L.A.P.D. inlommed. Charach 
was advised that the L.A.P.D. would pay only f'or good, solid, 
useabie information, and only after the information was received 
and evaluated.

Charach enljseed the support of WilMam Harper, the crimi- 
naaist, long before the Blehr letter was published. Harper's 
affidavit, prepared for Charach, concluded that two .22 caliber 
guns enrn involved in the assassination, and that Senator Kennedy 
was kiHed by one of the shots fieed by a second gunman.

1971 Affidavit of William Harper

In his 1971 affidavit, fieed in clnjunctlnn with the Barbara 
Blehr sccusations against Woofer, and incorporaeed in the Isaac- 
Charach complaint for disclosure of information, Harper made re­
ference to his 1970 exsainstlon of the bullets and his photographs 
of t.he same. Harper suggested that there had been two different 
fiinng lositioni in the pantry. He drew in.eelnnces from the 
lhysicrl evidence to support his theory that two guns had been 
freed in the pantry.

Harper's basic premise was that "the losition of Sirhan was 
located directly in front of the Senator, with Sirloin face to fad 
with the Sennitl." However, the 1971 investigation, as weH as 
triai testimony, showed that this premise was an error. The 
testimony at the Grand Jury and triai placli Senator Kennedy 
looking slightly to his left which accounts f'or the first buliet 
itriking t.he Senator behind t.he right ear and the ballet travelog 
from right to ieft. The upward angle of the buliet is logicai foom 
the height of the Senator clntra.iled with the height and llsition 
of Sirhan.

An nxaainatlon of the coat worn by Senator Kennedy at the time 
of the shooting showed that a shot went through the right shoulder 
pad of the Sentaor'i coat foom. back to front. Harper felt this 
showed a snclnd fiinng losition.
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The findings of Mr. Harper, that two guns were being fired in 
the pantry, are based on his staemments that the rifiing angle of 
one bullet was 23 minutes greater than that of a second billet. But 
the meaning of "23 minutes of iif.reennce" is questionable. Two 
factors should be taken into considrr,atinn to put this conclusion 
of Harper's in proper perspective. The first is an understanding 
that a circle is divided into 360°. A degree is coeppised of 60 
minutes; conseqqeeniy, the iifrernnce as noted by Harper amounts to 
approximately 1/3 of a degree. The second factor deals with the 
ability of the person making the compaaison to place the two 
bullets in the same identical position. Harper’s co^eaaison was 
made after, taking a separate 360° photograph of each bullet, and 
then coeeaaing the photographs of the several bullets. When the 
difficulty of exactly alggning the two bullets for photogaaphs is 
realized, a tmy iifrerncee of 23 minutes loses its importance. 
Harper aditWd during the 1971 investggaiinn that due to the size 
and weight of comeaaison microscopic camera equipment, he was 
unable to use sueh traditioial equipment in his ahotographigg of 
the bullets and exhibits. Furthermore, Harper’s conclusion of "23 
minutes of iife■erence" between two billets (the Kennedy, 47, and 
Weise]., 54) was a poor argument when no comparssnn of ’’minute dif­
ference” among the other bullets was refereed to by Harper. 
Singling out only two bullets, and not induing the Goldstein 
bdlet, 52, or the Wofer test bullets, for any iifiing angle com­
parison produced a holiow founda^on on which to argue two guns.

It is also signifcaant that Harper's affddavit does not quote 
one eyewitness-as describe Kennedy's positon as faceto-faee with 
Sirhan. Additiinally, Harper assumed that shot #4 (which the 
’l.A.P.D. csnclLuiled went through Kennedy's shoulder pad back to 
front) could not have been the shot which struck victim Paul 
Schrade i.n the foeehead since Schrade was behi.nd the Senator and 
talking i.n the same directon as Kennedy. But t.hi.s conclusion by 
Harper again assumes that Kennedy was ffar-tifface with Sirhan or 
facing in an easterly directon. Paul Schrade testiiidd at trial 
as folhtws:

Sahrfde Testimony

Question: "As you were walking towards the Senator were 

you able to see him?” 
Answer; "Yes."

Queetion; "Were you able to see what he was doing at the 

time where he was?’’ -
Answer: "Yes, he was heading toward the area greeting

some people who were in the pantry."
Schrat continued to testify that these people were standing 

close to the serving table, and that alhoough Schrade did not know 
exactly what the Senator was doing with these people, he, Schrade, 
nsddrd to Sonata Kenned^ and that Kennedy was greeting these 
people in so>me wsy. In answer to the question "had he turned in 
this iirratinn?" Schrade answered, "Yes’"
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Schrade then testified that he again started to walk and then all 
hell broke loose. "I heard a cracking like electricity and I saw 
some faashes and then all I remember. I was shaking quite violently 
as though we were ail being tltcrocutte." And in response to the 
question of how far was he, Schrade, behind Senator Kennedy, 
Schrade replied "all I remember I know I was behf.nd him maybe a few 
feet, and that I was conscious of the faashes coming foom the 
direction I was facing. I was facing toward the Sennaor." Grant 
Cooper, Sirhan defense counsel, stipuaated at that time that the 
witness, Schrade, indicated the faashes were coming foom the east. 
(Repooter's transcript page 3710.)

In this testimony by Schrade, he indicated that Kennedy turned 
when he was greeting some peopae and that he, Schrade, noeete to 
Kennedy about this time. This indicates that Kennedy was facing 
somewhat back toward Schade who was initially walking west to east 
about four feet behind Ktnntey. Schrade indicated that he was 

- facing east, toward Kennedy when the flshhes came. And the flshees 
came from the east. All of Schade’s ttatimony appears consistent 
with that of the other eyewitnesses who put Ktnntey in a positoon 
facing northwest at the time of the shooting.

DeWayne Woofer had concluded in his diagaam of bullet 
trajectory that the bullet which hit Schrade’ forehead first 
oaaate through the right shoulder pad of Kennedy's coat. At this 
tine, according to Dr. NogucCi’s autopsy, Kennedy's arm was 
upraised. This upraising lifeed the shoulder padding up. And by 
this time (Shot #4) Kennedy was tcriinu countercoockwise. This 
would account for the Inne of fire to Schrade’s forehead, through 
the back to front of Kennedy's shoulder pad.

Other eyewitness ttatimony rfftrte at triLal reveals that of 
the several witnesses who observed Sirhan shooting, none carefully 
observed the stqctnct of events foom the beginning of the fifiu by 
Sirhan to the actual finSsh.

Nevertheless, all of the witnesses were consistent witch 
Schrade's observation crnctrning Kennedy's poss^on vis-a-vis 
Sirhaa.

Eyewitness Testimony

Consider the most percipient tytwitntsaea' triLal teatimony:
FRANK BURNS: "attfng Kennedy shaking hands witch bcsbrya, 

turiiiU^TO■■hfa■Tift,";
VALERIE SCHULTE: "Ktnntdy turned to the left and back to 

shake “ha nds“witch the iiCchti help, turned more than 90° angle,";

BORIS YARO: "heard two exploaiona that srcnete Ike 
frtcraccteas and saw Kennedy backing up and putting both of his 
hands and arms in foom of him, while Sirhan appeared to be lunging 
at the Senaaor,";

KARL UECKER: "I felt something moving between the steam table 
and my' stomachi'T" ... I heard something Ike a shot and Keaaedy was 
fallng out of my hand, and I put my hand on Skriaa's wrist and he 
freed four to six more shots.";
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BORIS YARO: "Sirhan lunged at Kennedy, he was stabbing at 
Kennedy and pulling the trigger, Kennedy was backing up, he turned 
and he twisted and he put his hands up over his face,";

MINASIAN: ”I saw an arm extended with a revolver and he had 
reached around Ueckee."

All of these eyewitnesses were within eight feet of Kennedy, 
and all described at trial his position as being west of north, 
walking in an easterly directon, but turnnng to face the busboys 
and kitchen help and shaking their hands. All of these winnesses 
put Sirhan’s flung positoon to the right and slightly in front of 
Senator Kennedy.

These statements by the several eyewitnesses were consistent 
with the autopsy report of Thomas Noguchi and the traeectory study 
of DeWayne Woofer in that Noguchi concluded that Kennedy's arm had 
been raised about 90o when gunshot #2 was lnfltcted. At that time 
Kennedy's arm was moving between the second and third shot fieed by 
Sirhan. Noguchi stated in his autopsy report that the "pattern of 
the wounds were the same, right to left, upward diiecCion, and this 
pattern is consistent with the wounds infltctei by shooting in 
rapid succession." Noguchi placed the Sirhan weapon one or two 
inches from the skin behi.nd the right ear when the first shot was 
freed. It must be remembered that Kennedy, according to the 
several eyewitnesses, was turnnng his head and upper part of his 
body to shake hands, with the kichhen help*, Juan Perez and Jesus 
Romeeo. Additionally, Noguchi and Woofer both estimated that 
Kennedy's arm had been upraised, thus lfCtini the padding up of his 
shoulder coat and accounting for the Inne of a ballet fire through 
the shoulder coat which di.d not graze the skin of the Senator, but 
continutd on into Paul Schrade’s head. All of these eyewitnesses 
seem to make William Harper's conttnCion of two firn^i prsitions 
not only irtetevant, but impossible. This is particularly true 
when it is remembered that Harper himseef admitted that he di.d not 
use a crmmprieon microscope to conduct a formal txaiinaairn, and 
admitted that his 1970 study was a "limieed txaminaaion." It must 
be remembered that not ail trial witnesses were asked about muzzle 
disaance because they were not ail in a prsition to observe all the 
details. Each particular witness at trial was asked to describe 
what he or she had observed, and when taken i.n unison, the several 
trial witnesses ail tstabjiihted that the Senator had turned to face 
the busboys at the time Sirhan stareed fring.
....How^h was nrt.l,iil Wi^m *“??.<? ^mh ,2?, 1970’ 

affidavit that anyone had ever’y questinted Woofer's ldentlftcation 
of the bailiittci evidence. Harper, a consuming criminalist for 
35 years, had photographed the Kennedy (47) and Weesel (54) bullets 
with the assisianct of an engineer for a company that developed the 
Hycon Ballicaan camera. The camera produces photographs of the 
entire ciclumfetencts of bullets by rrtatini them i.n phases i.n 
front of the lens. The phrtrs can then be placed side by side for 
crmmarison. In this 1970 affidavit, Harper declared that his 
exam-natonn had faLed to disclose any individual chaiaaCetistics 
establishing that the Ktnntiyy and Weesel bullets had been fired- 
foom the same gun.
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On June 10, 1971, William Harper was questioned by Deputy 
District Attorney Richard Hecht. Harper admitted at this time that 
he had conducted a "limieed nxrminilatoo” (in 1970), and that he had 
only compared the photographs if Exhhbit 55, Bullet 47, and’Bullet 
54. He did not conduct a formal examinatinn in which he would have 
used a compprison microscope. Harper staeed that he wanted to 
fcrhlnr continue and use the comppaison microscope because the 
Bpllsscpn pictures taken by Harper were interesting but "were not 
occlusive yet." Additionally, Harper stated to Hecht that he was 
unable to bring the comparison microscope to the clerks offcce 
because it was too bulky and he was not able to carry it.

The affidavit, in which Harper drew the conclusion that two 
guns were being freed soncucrennly•■in the pantry, had been executed 
on December 28, 1970. But five months later, Harper, months after 
swearing to his conclusion in the affidavit, described his photo­
graphs as not conclusive. And he expressed the desire to conduct 
,further nxaminrtion with the comparisoo microscope.
' _ During further 1970 .inquires. into Harper’s charges, 
criminalists Ray Pinker and Waiter Jack Cadman both urged caution 
in forming a judgement or opinion on someone’s photograph of an 
exhibit. Both stressed that they would prefer to see the original 
r^tWr tha° photographic evidence. Pinker speeCfisilly stated, ”I 
would have to examine the original physical evidence, the bullets 
themselves, under a comparer microscope, or a wide view stereo 
binocular microscope, before making any firm conclusion.”

1974 Hearings Analyzed

The rather harsh words of District Attorney Joe Busch con­
cerning hearings conducted by Supeevisor Ward might seem at first 
glace to be the result of an old fashnoned poniticat feud between 
Joe Busch and Baxter Ward. But when the tnstimooy of various Ward 
hearing witnesses, paittsllarly Dr. Noguchi, i.s analyzed, it is 
possible to see a difeeeent perspective. SppeSiisally, Dr. 
NoggcSh’s tnstimooy before Baxter Waad’s hearing as to his autopsy 
fildigss and opinions represented a twice lrnvincst.y expressed 
posstion and added no new information. Of the sixeeen pages of 
transcript rnprnsnoting Dr. Noguchi’s testmmony in May 1974, a 
little less than half was devoted to such previously ui■vno 
tnstimony before the Grand Jury i.n 1968, and the trial jury i.n 1969- 
The balance of Noguuhi’s tnstimooy before Ward was devoted to three 
areas not covered during the People v. Sirhan trial.

These three areas dealt with?
(a) Noguuhi’s prnsnot tieniifScatioi of the bullet extraded

foom Senator Kennedy’s neck and submitted as Peooln’s 47 at trial,

_ _(b) Noguuhi’s lrnsnot and past positoon regarding the 
uttliiatlon of neutron activation analysis to compare the various 
bullets inroiCucei into eviLileoce during the Sirhan trial, and

(c) Whetdr or not Noguchi had any knowledge that the 
Dis’r^t Attorney was aware of any nvtinotrry convict regarding 
muzzle itsaance between eyewitnesses and the physical evidence 
lroviLdni by Noguchi.
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More importantly, a 1974 District Attorney’s Office memorandum 
analysis of the testimony elictted by Ward at the hearing suggest.ed 
that the testimony was designed to project the folOowing 
conclusions: • •

1. That a signifiaant conniict had always exiseed between 
eyewitness accounts and irrefuaable physical evidence regarding 
muzzle disaance, which in iaself, suggested the poossbility of a 

. second gun. '
2. Prior iairstigltOoa by law enforcement had faHed to 

fully utilize the physical evidence in determing the number of guns 
involved because exclusive relinnce was placed upon the method of 
microscopic bullet compprisons even though other methods were known 
to be available, such as neutron lctivatOoi analysis, a process 
where the most subtle dbereeences in the chemistry makeup of 
malerial could be found under examinaaion. Dr. Vincent Guinn

, testified at the Baxter Ward hearings that he had offered his 
services to Dr. Noguchi for neutron lctivltOoa immeedately 
folOowing the assassinator of Senator Kennedy, and Dr. Noguchi 
repleed at the Ward hearings that DeWayne Woofer had told Noguchi 
in 1968 it was not aecesslr'y to pur’sue such an exlmialtOon.

3. ' Although the method of microscopic compplitoa of bullets 
was valid in the abstract, the expert used in the investigation 
(Woofer) may have erred because other experts (Harper, Bradford, 
and MacDDonei) did not confirm his conclusion.

4. The physscal evidence could presently be uti.i.ired for 
varoous investigative procedures, iaclueing rleiring of Sirhan's 
gun and/or neutron lctivltOoa anai.ytit, with the same degree of 
reliliiliyy in assessing the number of guns involved if such proce- 
duret had been employed during the investigation subsequent to 
Kennedy's assassination.

The District Attorney's Office memoranumm clutO<andd that the 
predetermined conclusion of Waad's hearing was that the Dissect 
Attorney and/or the Los Angeles Police Department flieee to fully 
iavrttgglre obvious discrepancies in the theory of the lone 
assassin, as manifesedd by the protrcufioa't elifurr to initially 

. subject the frrlarmt eviddnce to extensive scrutiny. Furthermore, 
the impact of the Ward hearings was that any restslnnee by lftho- 
ritees against reexamination of the iallistics evi.eieni!e would also 
be ■tftpicOous, even tho>ugh there would be no guarantee of obtaining 
a reHab! conclusion in a new examination.

Adeetioaally, the Ward hearings reviowed three prrvioftly sug­
gested two-gun theories (subject of the 1971 iavrttggatOans) and 
focused on a new two-gun theory.

. Three so-cllree t.oo-gua theories had been developed prior to 
the Ward hearing.

1. An aUgged ionaf.bit between eyewitnesses and the 
physical evidence as to whether Sir/nn was flcang Kennedy or off to 
his side at the time of the shooting.

2. The allegation that Woofer had actually excluded . 
Sirhla^t gun as being the only gun at the crime scene by using 
another gun rather than Sirh^'s gun for firngg test bullets, and 
then concluding that the bullet taken foom Kennedy's neck had been 
fieed foom the same gun which yieedre the test bullets.
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3. The allegations that the firearm evidence alone estab­
lished the poisibility if two guns because diflalonces in various 
bullets indicated they were not fieed foom the same gun.

The 1974 hearing conducted by Baxter Ward S.igSlishlid the 
original three thlorles of two guns, and also addled a fourth theory 
of a second gun.

4. An aUgged conniict between eyewitnesses and the 
physical evidence as to muzzle dbsaance.

However, it should be emphasized that the aUgged conflicss 
between eyewitnesses and physical evidence are actually immaeteiel 
to the number of guns if it i.s conclusively proved foom the falarrmi 
evidence that one gun iieed all of the recovered bullets. Io this 
circumstance, the only maeeliel issue would be the identity of the 
gunman.

Harper's Two-Gun Theory, Bullets Exhibit 47 and 54

Harper stated that SiaSeo's gun freed Feoole'i 54 and in so 
stating this fact, suggested that SiaSeo'i gun could not have freed 
PecoS's 47. At the same time, Haeper sugglitld by vieuue of the 
clerical error made by DeWayne Woofer at trial., that the actual 
evidence inroduuced at trial showed that the Sirhan weapon did not 
fire any of the bullets, include People's 54 and 47. However, the 
ronressOon made by Harper, that Sirdar did fire some of the bullets 
(Peoples 54 to differentiate from PecoS's 47), was an attempt by 
Harper to prove that Feoi>le'i 47 and 54 were freed foom difeeeent 
guns. Theellnal, his ultimate conclusion of two guns was far more 
important t° Harper than the suggestion that a clerical eeana 
accounted for the second gun serial number H18602 being inandduced 
as the evidence gun that freed all the bullets. If Haeper had 
actually contended that Woofer at trial correctly excluded SiaSao's 
gun foom having freed any of the recoveeed bullets, in additoon to 
sbi (Harpee's) postulat^n of two guns lining People's 47 and 54, 
this would have led to a conclusion of three gunmen, Sirhan. and two 
other gunmen. Harper never aUgeed three guns. Harper's alle­
gation that Woofer excluded SiaSao's gun at trial was Harper's way 
of aleeging that Wonflr imlenleely ronrluded that Sia’hao'i gun lrh^d all o1 the bullets a•lcovlred, but in so elleging, Hauper 
actually stated a rontuadirtion in that Heaper stated conclusively 
that Sirhao’i gun freed the Weesel bullet, People's 54. Harper 
never actually conducted a rommaeiion microscopic exmaminaannn of 
People's 47 and 54. Due to the size and weight of such apparatus, 
Harper was unable to bring a miranicolic cameae into the County 
ClssekS O1^. Hi was only able to take Balliseaa lSotogeapSs of 
People's 47 and 54. Additnaally, no twogun advocate or critic had 
ever rome forth alter rnaductnng a microscopic examinatonn of the 
billet. Furthermore, Harper, MacDonell and Bradford all relied on 
photographs of only two bullets, rather than ltilizing photographs 
ol all oi the various evidence and test bullets, to form their 
conclusoons.
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'Lack of Unity Among Wolfer's Critics

Wolfer's three critics, Harper, Bradford and MacDooell, have 
not unanimously expressed the same conclusion nor underlying rea­
sons, i.e support their mutual position critical of Woofer's 
ftndtngs. There i.s only one common denominator among Woofer's 
critics. All three have publicly rendered an opinion, after con­
sidering certain maaeritf, which had the minimum effect of raisnng 
a question regarding the accuracy of Woofer's conclusion.

.At Baxter Ward's hearing Bradf^d expressed the pinion that 
the photographs he considered discoosed insufficient evidence of 
any speccfc idlneificatioe ohaaaaceeistios requisite to a con- 
clusloe that only one gun was involved. Therefore, in stating "no 
posstive clneOuuSon," Bradford in effect was saying nothing more 
than what any llgiiimale lallistics expert would have said after 
reviewing only photographs, lvle if those photographs depicted a 
number of bullets which had actually blle freed from the same gun.

Harper and MacDoneel, however, concluded that two guns freed 
the bullets under coasiderttien after aHegnng that photographs of 
such bullets (47 and 54) discooeed diflelencls i.n certain idfnti- 
ficati-on ohaaacOeliotico. These opinions are obviously oritictf of 
Wo^r's conclusion and differ foom the position expreooed by 
Bradford. But both opinions of Harper and MacDonell were based 
upon photographs and not upon recognieed and accepted identi- 
ficatioe principles of microscopic examination.

Crielrta Eopouold, 
Including Rfing Angles and Cannelureo

Only two criteria had been advanced by any "twogun" advocates 
intending to prove that Peoole's 47 and 54 wlrl not freed from the 
same gun. These two criteria conssst of rifiing tngleo and otn- 
nllureo.

The only criteria ever advanced by Harper was that BallSocan 
photographs of PeooTe's 47 and 54 disdosed a difleenncl i.n the 
rifling angles of those bullets, and that this diflelnncl showed 
they could not have blle freed by the same gun. The only support 
Haeper evee oltt:ined for this allegation regarding rif^ng angles 
came foom MacDonell. This support was expressed i.n MatDooell's 
affidavit, which was prepared and presented at Baxter Ward's 
hearing i.n 1974.

However, at Ward's hearing, unlike Harper, both Bradford and 
MacDonnei, personally eeotified, with Bradford being first to so 
testify. During his testimony, Bradford expressly otaled that he 
could not discern any difeeenjnces bltwlee rifiinn angf.eo i.n 
photographs of Peoope's 47 and 54. Then, when MacDonell eeotiiied, 
he stated he had noted a difleltnce. But MacDonell equivocaled as 
to Whether or not any sigeifiaecle should be a^ached to this 
aHeged difleltncl i.n rifiann angles. This was obviously a retreat 
'by MacDDndl foom the emphasis he had placed on ri.fi.inn angf.eo in 
his prior tffidtvve, lvle though that tffidtvVe, whle read 
carefully, equivocttls, because it esetllihlos that MacDoneel made 
numer^s assumptions e-entr’deag the photographs he considered.
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One of the initial witnesses called by Ward, and presumably 
heard by MacDooeei during the oneday (hearing, descriedd the Bal- 
IScaan process, iecludeng the inherent "tilt factor" rf the camera 
photography process, which is adjusted only visually rather thae 
scieftifically. Thus, by the time MacDonell testified, he may hrvr 
realieed that his affidavit, al.toough findd with many artccuaaeed 
assumptions, had made no provisions for this "tilt factor." Most 
fiearmss experts reject relannce upon rifinng angles, and the 
alleged diffrennces in rifinng angle between Peoope’s 47 and 54, 
even.if assumed to be true as to the original Sirhan freerrms evi­
dence, is not an accepted criteria for ieentificetiot purposes. 

(Modern Fireamms by Calvin Godddrd.)
The only other fectii which had been suggested as fstailishtng 

two guns was based upon the clammed eiffifencf in the number of 
cannelures depicted by photographs of Peoole’s 47 and 54. Only 
Herbert MacDonerl had rxpirssrd that posi^on. Throughout his 
investigation in 1970, his ieterviews in 1971, and his affidavit 
fieed at the Ward hearing in 1974, Harper had never mentioned 
cannelures. And althougt Bradford was asked general questions by 
Ward rfeeretng cannelures, Ward faieed to ask Bradford any 
questions rfeai•etng the sieeifCaancf, if any, te be ^tech^ te 
cannelures as a criteria to coesiefr in firrrmss ieentificetion.

Ad^tiOTally, cannelures apparently tavr jrtsolut^y no sieei- 
fiance in the idfntlficatioe of freed bullets. Fieaamm identi- 
ficetioe research shows that cannelures may or may not be utii-iedd 
in coming to conclusions r>feeretng idfntificetioe of freed bullets. 
Woofer has unequivocaiyy stated in an ietfrview with Kranz that 
cannelures are totally irfefeveet ircausr two consecutvee shots 
freed foom the same gun of the same identical type of ballet, 
include cannelures, may lead to sieeifiatnt eiffifences as te 
cannelures by the time the bullet leaves the barrel, aside from 
further sietificeet ctaeers which may acrue upon impact.

Photographs

Another rdddtioerl eiffifence among the three critccs of 
Woofer crncererd photographs. Any expert opinion must be drlredret 
upon the materials considered. There is sieeifieecfe in the fact 
that only Bradford indicated consiefratien of any photographs 
beside photographs of Peoolf’s 47 and 54. This rccur’rd at Ward’s 
hearing when Bradford stated that he had looked at BarlSccae 
photographs, taken at Waad’s i’rqurst, of some of the test bullets 
fieid by Woofer.

It i.s difficult to understand why Harper and MacDonell crncrn- 
trated their ftndtegs solely on lhotogi'alhs of Peoolr’s 47 and 54. 
Photographs of ottfr bullets would undoubtedly have contributed te 
their rxaIiinnrion, but neither man ever requested photographs of 
ottrr bullets. Sientficretyy, of the three experts, only Brteford 
was never actually cri^cal of Woofer's conclusion, and it was 
Bradford who did not expressly restrict himself to merely photo­
graphs of Peoolr’s 47 and 54.
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Refiring of Sirhan Gun

Another factor consistently urged! by the two-gun advocates was- 
the refining of Sirhan’s gun. Interestingly, the critics had 
usuaaly asked for a refl^gg of the gun without the intermediary 
step of microscopic examination of the bullets in the Cl^k’iB 
custody. Examination of these bullets might have resulted in a 
conclusion regardsng the number of guns and thus elimsnaeed the 
need to refine the gun. Such additional steps as refl^gg the gun 
would not have been necessary unless one of two iituationi exi.sted 
after such a microscopic co^raaison. First, it it was indicated 
that all bullets were not freed by the same gun, the refi^gg of 
Sirhan’s gun would then be relevant in determining which bullets, 
if any, Sirhan had freed. And second, even if microscopic com­
parison of bullets indicated only one gun, a refirngg of Sirhan’s 
gun would be relevant only if there was an i.ssue regarding whether 
or not Strahan's gun was the gun which freed those bullets.

Howevee, few of the ceitici ever advocat.ed microscopic com- 
paeison after their photogeaphic comraeiion. Thils underscores the 
question as to what advantage, if any, was to be obtaneed by twogun 
advocates who asseeted that rffirinn of title Siehan gun was an 
integral aspect of any billet examinaaion.

The Dissect Attorney's Office cautiafed in its 1974- 
memorandum analysis that any ref^ng of Sirhaa’i gun would 
probably result in inconclusive findings as to whether the Sirhan 
bullet exhibits had been freed foom the Siohaa gun. This was 
because the flings of the gun would not afcefisarly produce bullets 
with the same iadividlal chaaaaCefritici as those actually used by 
Woofer during the Sirhan investigate. This was paatially because 
of the existing probeem of whether the County Clerk had effective^ 
preserved the actual bullets compared by Woofer. Additionally, the 
likeiiiioi of iaciacluiivf results was iubbtanSill, in that -there 
was a yong poiiiii1ity ^t a reM^ng of tto gunwouM produce 
sufficient diffrfances in itrlatiani among the bullets to ciacludf 
that the Sirhan bullet exhibits were not freed by the Siehan gun. 
The Dissrict Attirafl'i Office was coacer,aed that thie Wand 
hfanians, in pripoiang the rf-fiiigg of the Siehag gun, would not 
clarify the issue, but might possibly create perpetual controversy 
regarding the number of guns.

rity of the Physical Evidence

The preservation of the iatfnaitl of the physical evi.dence was 
considered impootant. The very naturae of ballistics evidence is 
such that certain precuneus are absooutely aeceiiary. It is wen 
known in law enforcement circees that the iifntifying features of 

,iiftfead bullets can be virtually erased by rubbing them with 
fingfrs or by droppi.nn them on a hard surface. Merely running a 
O1^1^ toush through the tore of a uc: tan tostrey the Stures of 
the bore, which, in turn, will have a iir>fct affect on any test 
firing.
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