
, It ”a.s for this reason that the Grand Jury, conducted its 
investigation, and a court order was obtained directing the County 
Clerk to preserve the evidence and not to aHow persons other than 
the attorneys, or their representatives, to view evidence. At 
trial, the evidence was secured in a locked cabinet controieed by 
the Court Clerk assigned to the case. At the termination of the 
case, a conference was held in the chambers of the Presidnng Judge 
where security procedures were outHeed.

A court order from Judge talker was obtained which directed 
the clerk to shiow the exhibits to attorneys of record only, and only 
when notice had been given to the other si.de. This was to insure 
both.that a representative of the other si.de would be present at any 
viewing of the evidence, and to insure that the integrity of thie 
exhidts would be preserved. However, no member of the District 
Attorneys staff was ever given notice by the County Clerk’s Office 
unni1 May 1971, that exhhbits i.n the Sirhan case had been examined 
by unauthorized persons for almost a year. Many of the people 
examining the exhibits during 1970 and 1971 did not have proper 
authoriyy under previous court orders for access to the Sirhan 
exhibii.s. .

1975 - Proposed Tests

By 1975, new criiccssm of the Sirhan case i.nvolved several law 
enforcement agencies. Previous two-gun advocates and critics had 
been noticeably cri^cal of L.A.P.D. criminalist DeWayne Woofer, 
and .theL .possiility of serious dnistccs evidence discrepancy. 
B^t in light of the cloud of suspicoon concerning government after 
the Watergate scandal, the term "official version" was received 
with much skepticSsm by the pubbic. Addiiionaaly, the charge was 
repeatedly heard t,hat not only the L.A.P.D., but the Los Angeles 
Dissrict Attorney's Office in general, and, District Attorney 
Joseph Busch w paaticular, were "stonewwaiing," covering up, and 
preventing the full facts from being released. Yet all the critccs 
had one demand that was central to their theme: demand that t.he 
Sirhan weapon be test fieed. Despite the fact that at the Ward 
hearing both criminalist LowwII Bradford and Herbert MacDonell 
teStmdd that a cl.assical microscopic comparison of the evidence 
bullets with the test freed bullets would be a necessar’y 
preliminary step before any determinatiln could be made as to the- 
need to test fire the gun (since if the evidence bullets matched up 
with the Woofer test fieed bullets, the need to determine a second 
gun would be moot), a growing demand was made that the Sirhan weapon 
be refired.

Sirh^’s new attorney, Godfrey Isaac, had filed a writ of 
Habeas Corpus and a writ of Error Coram Nobis in the State Supreme 
Court i.n January, 1975, a1leglng every previously cieed theory of 
two guns (ilcludlnn the affddavits of Willaam Harper, Herbert 
Ma^Done1; Vincent Guinn, the autopsy report, and transcripts of 
the 1974 Baxter Ward hearings), but the State Supreme Court turned 
do>wn the writ in February 1975. This di.d not seem too dissuade the 
c^^c?® that there should be a new compete rlinvlst.lgaionn of the 
Robert Kennedy murder.
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Possibility of Inconclusive Results from Retesting

Events i.n ths year’s prior to ths 1975 ballistics tests and 
examination suggested ths poossbility that such iallistCcs reexa- 
minatbon would be inconclusive. The 1971 Grand Jury iniestigatonn 
regarding the integrity and utility of the ^hiMts at l^st dimon- 
straeed that there had been serious iislttSons of the court orders, 
and that there had been sloppy handling by the County Clerk’s 
offcn regarding unauthorized access to visit and inspect the 
exhibits. Inherent in this problem was the very nature of 
baHislccs evidence. Absolute precautoons are nscsssar’y to protect 
baHistccs and frearrms evidence. The fact that the District 
Attorney’s positoon asking Judge Wenke to first h^. a_ preliminary 
inquiry into the clerk's prvservatSon of the exhibits was not 
ordered by Judge Wenke gave fears to the District Attorney’s Office 
that the poSentitl test firing and sxaminatoon would be 
inconclusive or subject to improper or misguided intreprvtttSoni. 
Deputy Attorney General Russ lungerich a:Lss expressed hie csncvrn 
that the 1975 test results would oniy establish whether the bullets 
themselves had come foom the same gun, and that the actual t.vit 
would really not establish anything conclusionary or positivv. 
Ilngerich was afraid that ’o^ of Ue tw^grn ^v^t^ were _in 
hopes of reciivmg a blind opinoon from the tansies expert’ 
which would leave open the question of whether the bullets could 
actually be Unked to the Sirhan weapon.

Kranz Interveew of Woofer

In his role as an investigator as well as Speecal Counsel, 
Kranz intevvlwved DeWayne Woofer in September 1975. At this 

. meeting Woofer described many of the procedures that he tad usid 
for his vxamisatisn of the lxtibi•ti, and his tralectory studi.es. 
Woofer stated that he had determined the entry and exit of bullets 
into Senator Kennedy's coat by studies of the autopsy reports, and 
the Walker H-aoid test conducted on the coat which illssitteed ths 
nitrate pattern. From this nitrate pattern, and from the resedue 
of powder it^lf, Mw eisaanel of the muzzle of Ww gun frani the 
cloth of the coat was determined. Adeetiosally, in his interv^w 
with Kranz, Woofer ixprssssd gravv crncvrs about ths p^siibi].ity_of 
a test firini of ths Sirhan weapon in ths fortcooming ^^letccs 
examination. _

It was Woofer’s opinion that there was gravv danger in light 
of tti possible tampering of the exhibits and thv weapon, and Ue 
poriiibiity that tie Grand Jury Report in 1971 may not tavv 
crmiPetely tlttentc^aled ssvsrs mishandling of the exh-ibbt’. 
Woofer was afraid that successive bullets filed through the saml 
weapon would not always bi identical in all respects. Woofer 
r’lasrsle that due to the mechanism of tie fried gun, a rapid suc­
cessive firing of bullets, after a period of ^i^tion for seieial 
years, might affect ths striaiinns of the barrel, particularly ttv 
manner in which ths lands within tin barrel projecled downward and 
tie grooves within tti barrel projected upward spinning the bu^t 
in flggit to produce gyros^at^n. Woofer f^t ttat thsss lands 
and grooves (itrraiisss) could possibly tavv biin mo^fied by any 
tampernng with ttv barrel, such as thv poiiibility of a bu^t or 
lead pencil bling ,tammled down the barrel of ttv weapon.
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In his 1969 trial testimony, Wolfer had stated that no two 
barrels would ever impart the same impression or striation'on the 
project tiles as they, the bullets, passed through them. This was 
because of the difeeeent rifiing speeifitatoons within the barrel. 
Woofer told Kranz any potential tampering or mishandling of the gun 
barrel could result i.n an inconclusiee ftndtng after additoonal 
test bullets had been fieed from the weapon. It was WoOfer's 
opinoon that the projeceed baaiistics re-examinatoon and test 
firnng was a sham orchestraedd only to create and to confuse the 
issue that the bullets did not match. Woofer's concern, and that 
shared by several persons within the Dissrict Attorney's Office, 
was that the purpose of peeitooners ’ claim for poten^al test 
fiinng (always the demand of the iritics had been for a test firnng 
of the weapon). was for W>a test fiMng to obtain inoMolusvve 
results due to the lack of stilatoons and ldentlficatoot marks on 
the newly freed test bullets. This would also make it impossible to 
match the newly test freed bullets with the original evidence 
bullets due to the passage of time. Adddtionally, Woofer expressed 
his reservatoons about any cleaning of the barrel prior to firnng 
because of the poosiiility that a cleaning might also affect the 
particular strraii<ms, or lack of striatoons, in the gun barrel. 
Special Counsel Kranz was of the opinion that the criminalist had 
legiiimate concern about the proposed test firnng of the weapon, 
but due to the several mistakes and incotsisenncees i.n the past, 
and the recently admitted destructOon of ceilnng panels and x-ray 
analysis documents, any attempt to halt the test firing, parti­
cularly i.n light of the Dissrirt Attorney jiininn i.n toe motien at 
the August 14, 1975, Hearing, would have resulted in a justifraile 
accusation of "toier-lp."

Cross Examination of WoOfer

The cross examinatOnn of DeWayne WoOfer by all counsel prior 
to iarliitii tests and examinatOon by the panel experts was 
lengthy. But several questions remained unanswered. Who el.se 
besides triiitarist WoOfer had looked at the ceiltng panel hol.es 
and examined- the ceiltng panels themselves? Furthermore, who had 
particppaeed in the x-rays and analysis of the ceiltnn panels and 
wood samplings?

Adddtiitally, WoOfer could not recall if he had made the iesios 
and measurements concnrntng micromeasurements, spectrographic, and 
cannelure exaiinaaiots. Moreover, WoOfer could not recall whether 
he had weighed the particular bullets. There were no records to 
indicate that this process had been done.

WoOfer's log was not complete in specifytng the time sequence 
when he received all of the particular evidence bullets, parti­
cularly the Wesel and Goldstein bullets witch WOfer felt were, 
along with the Kennedy neck billet, People's 47, the only weel 
deftned bullets. On cr’oss examination, Attorney Godfrey Isaac 
pointed out that WoOfer could not properly identify i.n his log 
sheet the ieims too which he refereed on June 13, 1968. WoOfer felt 
that there was a poisiiility that due to difeeeent L.A.P.D. 
property identificrtiot number syseims i.n the various divisOons,

- 22-



one at Rampart-Division and one at Central Division, that this 
could account for the diffrrnnce it numbertng identificatoot pro­
cedures. Esseenially, there could be different booking number’s for 
difeerent properties coming foom Rappart and Ceenral divi-soons, and 
therefore, this would account for difeeeent numbering eystpps on 
Wilbers log sheets.

During the court examinaaion, Woofer repeatedly stented that he 
could not recaal or could not remember whether he had peroormed 
certain examiaatlans or had prepared writeen documents due to the 
fact that seven years had elapsed. Woofer repeatedly quaaifeed his 
answers with the statement, "he could not remember." But it was 
obvious that Woofer could not produce in 1975 any hand writeen 
notes or writeen documenes, Which he understandably would have 
wanted to use to refresh his own recollection at the 1969 trial foom 
his prior examinatlon and tests conducted in 1968. Therefore, 
there is a strong assupppioa that Woofer did not have any writeen 
documents or notes, either to be of help for his own reclllectiot at 
trial in 1969, or to document the examiaatians and tests that he 
conducted in 1968. Conversely, it is apparent that the prosecation 
team, of Lynn Compton, Dave Fitts, and John Howard, all deputy 
district attorneys, never instuuceed Woofer as to what particular 
documents or records to bring to trial for any necessary testimony 
regarding exapinations and tests conducted by Woofer. It appears 
that the only progress report in the SUS ten-voapme summary is the 
page and a half submitedd by Officers Sartuchi and McDeeiit in 
response to the subpoena of documents relating to the tests 
perlopmed by Woofer. '

In light of the iilablity of Woofer or other L.A.P.D. 
lfficia.Ss to produce eabbeaniill writeen dlDamenes, analyzed 
evidence reports or percent information regarding Woofer’’ 1968 
baalistlcs tests, his log report and lablratlr•y work, it must be 
concluded that Woofer is responsible for the sketchy and iteaf- 
flceett analysis, or if extensive reports and documents were 
prepared, Woofer was negligent in permit^ng such reports and 
dlDapents to be destroyed. ■

During the examnat^on hearing of Woofer, the Los Angeles City 
Attorney's Special Counsel, Dion Morrow (representigg the City of 
Los Angeles and its Police Department during the examin-atoon of 
Woofer) was taken by surprise, as was Deputy District Attorney 
Bozanich, that there had been x-rays made of the Deilinn panel, and 
one spectrographcc photograph taken by Woofer. It appears that 
even in diecuesion between the L.A.P.D. Crime Laboratory and the 
eisSrici Attorney’ Office prior to the trial, the reports of these 
x-rays and photographs were not given to the proseDation team. The 
expfanatlon by the L.A.P.D. that these photographs and analysis 
"proved nothing", refeects on the lack of judgement by the L.A.P.D. 
in fully Do-operatigg with prosecating off^e. Even though it was 
lliticPlated that def'ense counsels ’ argument would center on 
dipinSshed capacity at trial, the fact that the actual murder 
bullet, Peoope’s 48, had been so badly damaged and flagpented and 
could not be Innked with the murder weapon teDessitated a much more 
thorough, defiiitive, and complete dlcuppntation of ballistics, 
f’reams and trajectory etadiee. The fliaure to do so reflects on 
the entire proseDation. .
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Additionally, the fact that the ceiling panels and x-ray 
analysis of the tiles were never intriduced as evidence at trial, 
is no JusUfiaatoon frr -her desUucUon. These items tart bssn 
marked frr lienilficatroi at trial but were never used. This fact 
alone, aside from, the fact that the Sirhan appeal had not even been 
iiitaalei, should have prevented their destruction.

WoOfer's testimony at trial and at the Grand Jury, that a 
bullet taken from the base of Kennedy's neck (47) and bullets taken 
foom victims Weesel and Goodstein (54 and 52) were freed foom 
Sirhan's gun and "no other gun in the world," should have forced 
Woofer and the entire prosecutoon team to have a comolete record 
and drcdmeniatron of this evidence.

Analysis of Panel Experts'
JointZZndlindivLd^aZZRepotsi

' Alhhough some of the experts wrote in their working papers and 
testified that they were close to a pooitive iieniificatioi of the 
bullets with the Sirhan weapon, none of the experts were as 
emmhhtic as DeWayne Woofer at trial who stated the evidence bullets 
had come foom the Sirhan weapon and no other gun in the world. 
However, in subsequent court extointtron of .the experts, it was 
revealed ttet all crimiMllsts and rietaros experts teve pffere^ 
thresholds of lieiilficttooi when conducing tests of baaiistcs 
exhibits. (It was for thi.s reason that Deputy District Attorney 
Bozanich had advocated a more comprfhfnsife test procedure to 
determine the threshold as objectively as possible. Other counsel 
had argued against this test procedure, and the court was also 
opposed to it.) Adiitirnaaiy, several of the experts stated that 
the term "inconclusive", when applied to frrtarmt examinatoon of 
fieed bullets or fxpfndfd cartage casfs, indicated that the 
hattiiditr examiner is not able to arrive at a definHe opinoon (by 
his own standard) as to whether or not two bullets or ctrtrigge 
ctsfs wfrf freed foom the same gun. As Ralph Turner stated, 
"inconclusvve is not t.o be inttrprefed as iiffreing that a paati- 
cdar buHet or itrtrigge case was or was not freed foom a 
particular gun." It should be emphasized, that in the hetitOoi of 
CBS fieed before the court in August, prior to the extminttron by 
the experts, LoweH Bradford, one of the experts subsequently 
tflecteg by the attorneys, admitted that i.ifniificatioi of conte- 
cutively freed .22 caliber bullets occurs on the average less than 
20% of the time. It was apparent, during cross exatninatirn, that 
tLi the seven experts had difeefe■it levels of iieniificatioi, and 
altoough none of the experts would give their tpeeifii scale of 
rffeennce or spect^m of iieniificatioi standards used, many, if 
not all, made the ttafmment frequently that they were 99% sure, or 
"only a step away", or that tdditiontl time to concl.ude microscopic 
examination "may have given them the oppoor-mny to actually and 
dnequivooitly Ink the particular three evidence bullets with the 
Sirhan wfthon."
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Interestingly, one of the most persistent advocates of a 
thorough re-examination of the exhibits and subsequent test firing 
of the weapon, Loweei Bradford, was most positive in his conclusion 
that there was no evidence of a second gun. Alhhough he stated in 
his working papers that the question of a second gun was still open, 
due to the inability of the experts to posstively and unequivocally 
Ink the bullets with the Sirhan weapon, "the weight of flndnggs 
reached by the examiners was against any evidence of a second gun.” 
This was because the similarities of gross and individual charac- 
teriitici on the bullets 47, 52, and 54, and the uniformity of class 
characteristics found in 0.1 other bullets, ruled against the 
poriibilily of a second gun. Adddtionalli, Lowed Brac^M 
appeared on the Walter Cronkite National CBS News on the day the 
expeets' fnndnggs were released, October 6, 1975, and stated "tie 
reason there was no substantiee or demoostrable evidence to 
indicate moire than one gun was used was because there was ’no 
iigsificast difeeesnoes in the general tiacacteeiitit of all the 
bullets that were found on the scene.’" Is additoon to that, stated 
Bradford, ^^10^8^1^108 on the victim builds escbled 
an ldentification of all of the victim bullets as being fieed foom 
the same gun."

When asked by CBS news•reporter Terry Drinkwater to be more 
specc^c, Bradford i1issrctedd his findings witch several of the 
photographs used oy the experts during their examinatong procedure. 
Braff stated thaf "m j^to^aphs show first fall, one of 
the victim bullets showing some general rifinng tiacacitclitlci 
with diitrrtios. The second picture shows the bullet foom the 
Kennedy neck, which shews t1.earll the rifling marks of the gun and 
the marks of the cannelures . . . one can see that there are indeed 
remains of two cannelures, which controverts the original 
stctemests that there was only one, and this resolves one of the 
main questions that was first raseed about a second gun." (The 
pictures refereed to by Bradford were pictures idestilyigg bullets 
47, 52, and 54, the crmmpcison photographs taken by Moo-ton.) 
Bradford also on the Cronkite show made reeeennce to the fact that 
similarites between the several bullets i.n question, 47, 52, and 
54, together with eyewitness observctions, (ievercl witnesses that 
observed Sirhan shooting i.n the dircttion of Senator Kennedy) 
indicated there was no sctrnd gun.

Sirhan Gun Muzzle Defect

One of the key factors in helpn'ng the experts reach the 
cosclusion regarding no isditction or evidence of a second gun was 
that dl the experts had discoveedd through varoous tests, later 
described upon cross excminaaios, and outmeed in their isdiiidic1 
working papers, that the Sirhan revolver had possibly been damaged 
to such a degree (either upon manufacture, or during the subsequent 
ownership by several people during the ensuing years), and taat 
this damage resulted in a particular isdestctios and muzzle defect 
i.n the bore of the revol.ver and "Left certain indcstatisns and im- 
perfectrsns on bullets freed through the bore of the rcio1ier.
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Spphificrlly, the experts stated in their papers and upon ex­
amination that the muzzle defect.s of questionable origin caused 
"impressions, indentations, gouge marks, specific charac- 
terizatoons," on bullets fieed through the .revolver. These 
markings occured on speeific land impressoons of all of the 
bullets.

' Muzzle Defect: Lands and Grooves

The several photographs taken by Morton of the various 
bullets, as wed as many of the photographs previously taken by 
Harper in, expert Albert Biasooti drew on the blackboard in the 
courrooom an illssraaiiee diagram of a particular bullet. Essen- 
tiaiyy, it was an illustaatioo of the several examineas* arbitrary 
designator of comparable land engravings on the surface of all the 
bullets studied. The land engravings were numbered consecutively 
and clockwise around the bullet base, beginning with land #1 at 12 
o’clock high or 0. Land #2 was approximately 60o clockwise to the 
right, Land #3 approximately 120° to the right, Land #4 180o and 
exactly opposite Land #1 at 0°, Land #5 240°clockwise around the 
bullet base, and Land #6 approximately 300o clockwise around the 
bullet base. It should be remembered that in prior Grand Jury and 
trial testimony, DeWayne Woofer stated that a particular buuiet 
picked up lands and grooves as it was freed along the barrel when 
projected. The bullet is then scrachhed by the imperfectOn in the 
barrel, since all barrels have unique iopehfhctioos, unique to that 
barrel and to no other baarel. The premise agreed upon by all 
baaiistccs and freraoms experts is that no two barrels of any two 
guns will have and impart the same impressoons and scratches on 
projectiess that pass through that paaticular barrel. Sppcificrlly, 
land impressoons or ioperfhctions on each barrel will project down 
on the bullet as the buulet is freed, and grooves (impressions and 
iopeefhctioos) will project upward as the buulet spins out of the 
barrel, keeping the buHet gyeoscoopcally in flight through the 
barrel and on through the pattern of flight of the bullet. Addi- 
toonally, the individual characteristcss implanted on the 
particular bullet freed through a speecfic barrel will be the 
result of oanoUacCuriog defects imparted in the barrel of the gun 
(or presumably by rdddtionrl scratches on the barrel of the gun) 
that distinguish one gun from another.

Furthermore, each bullet will also have in its miniscule yet 
microscopically sigoicrot way indivddual chaaaltecistics that will 
distnngudsh each bullet feom another bullet. It i.s most irpoetrot 
to emphasize that Hl of the expeets distnngushhed the difeeennce 
between class charaltecistics of bullets and gross charactehistics 
of bullets. Class chaaaatehistics dealt with the type of caliber, 
the number of lands and ge’oovhs in each bullet, the twist 
directoon, the paaticular width of the lend and neoovhs, the weight 
and caninelures of the bullets. All experts found that the class 
charaatehistics of all thie bullets examined, the evidence bullets, 
the Woofer fieed test bullets, and the 1975 test^eed bullets, weee 
the same. Adddtionally, a "gross iopeefhctioo" was found ’n HA of 
these bullets. Spphificrlly, a paaticulaely strong identifynng 
double fueoow gouge was found on every bullet, the 1968 freed 
bullets, and the 1975 fieed bullets, thus further suggestnng to all 
the expeets that there was no hvi.dhoch of a second gun.
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Individual Characteristics

However, in the area of individual taaracteristiss on’bullets, 
(tar results of barrel defects imparted on the bullets as they cre 
spun out of the barrel) the experts were unable to reach a positive 
conclusion that the bullets were posieively linked to the Sirhan 
weapon. The experts concluded that there was a lack of sufficient 
''individucl iaacacieeistics" (einy marks and scratches cclled 
striations) on the bullets to permit a positvee iieniification. 
Sppiifiiclly, the experts stated that markings in the 6th anod 1^ 
land area of the bullets freed, approximately between 300 and 
360o of the bullet base, aefeectdd i.ndeitatiins and defects in the 
Sirhan barrel. These defects caused a marked aepdaCaCility of 
iidividucl caaracieriitic marks on ail the bullets freed from tie 
Sirhan weapon. However, due to the fragmented nctui'e of seveicl of 
toe bullets, and the inability by a.l of the experts- to make 
poiitlve ldintlfication of enough sufficient individual chcrcc- 
tiriitc marks on tte s^rd bullets, incl^ng the key bullets 
47, 52, and 54, a posstive ldenilflcctiOi of these bullets with tie 
Sirlm weapon was not posssble. Conversely, there was cbsorutely 
no iidicctioi foom the class of bullets, the gross iaacacieeiitiii 
studied, or the individual ihacacieeiitici on dl the bullets 
examined, to indicate any evidence of a second gun.

The experts stated in their working papers that the defects at 
the 300o to 360o area of the bullet base on the lands area 
emphasized eaae particular i.ndentatiins and impressoons occured due 
to tos muzzle of the barrel cffeceing the hiUet as it; If and 
lited up room the gun. This ihacacieeistii was found on all the 
bulleei. _

The experts suggested on ci>oss examinaeion that had 
irimiiaCiie Woofer crnduceed a process known as phase marking, 
(tny marks implaneed on the budet base upon ^^inatwn) and had 
cdditioicl photomicrographs been taken by Woofer, and if moae 
complete writeen documents aelceVve to Woofer's excminceion had 
been cvaClcble, they would teve been able to perhaps make a 
positlve ldeitlficaliin of the bullets with the Sirhan weapon. 
Many of the experts, Garland, Cunningham, Bicsoiti, and Berg weae 
of the conclusion eaae they were within one step away from linking 
the lidividucl caacacCeriitiis of the bullets to the Sirhan gun. 
Such a phase maek process would have defined the iidividucl cacrcc- 
eeaiitics of the bullets when they were in a better conditioi to be 
examined in 1968. .

Leaded Baaae!

The experts also stated in iihdr working papers and on ^mi- 
nation that the severe leaded condieioi of the barrel of the Sirhan 
aeapCi. was c lacera in possibly leaning toe chcncs;°f 
ldenilfying iidividucl ihacacieriSLli marks on the 1975 eeitfieei 
bullets.
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The leaded condition made it very difficult to determine whether a 
particular bullet could be matched up with the revolver.™/L.3^- 
sequent test fire. Even though the gross imperfectinns double
furoow gouge) were found repeated on all . the 1975 teist-fi^d 
bullets, reproduced in a sh°t for ^hot Msi^ the ^vere 
conddtion of the barrel made it difficult to match up ^d^vid^l 
chaaaateeinticn of the 1975 tentfreed bullet3 with any of the ^bo 
evidence bullets and Woofer freed bullets. .,The experts 
that the dirty and leaded berril could posssbly change ^r^iooss 
and thar’acteeintics on freed bullets. None of tie experts tould
give any explanation for the leaded barrel, and one, P^^^k 
Garland, even surmised the poinnillity that the barrel had been 
freed during the time elapsing since 1968 and pr^r to the 1975 
examinaaion and testnng. The nature of the leaded ^afrrl was such 
that it severely reduced the thaoten of identifynng the i.odlv:LcllaJ. 
chaaaaceeistics, or ntrintionn, that were formed on fieed bullets 
as a result of the mannf acura-ng process of the weapon b^rel. 
These iodividual thananteeinticn are a basis flr the ^entifccatwn 
of the iodividlal marks.

Sealh fOr JndjV dUnl.Speif.ic Ch^naat€erintiCs3

Even though the Sirhan weapon had identifibble muzzle defects 
at the 300° to 360° end of the muzzle (in the Land #6 and Land#! 

area), thlrl were define repeating gross in^v^M Jt^?^nt- 
tlrinttcn that were far more liln01flabll than speec^c wd^id^l 
chaaaaceristics and gave the experts th1 feeling that thlrl ^s no 
evidence of any nature to suggest another gun had fi^ed any of tie 
buuiets. Even though air the ex^i^rs stated t^ 
diflerent thresholds of ldentifcca1iioo before they c°uld make a 
passtve idrnOification, they felt that th1 ^mvibum lonen and 
stria-toons of each bullet freed meent a very high prrcent<nge in 
favor of the fact that ml the bullets had been fmed from thr nnmr 
weapon. Inherent in this was the tontrpt of consecutiviness, th1 
fact that individlnl thananteeistics were nssocin^;rd with rnth 
other in a relntioo to the dri.vonn edge of the barrm as thr bullrts 
spun °ut of the baaael. _ . ,

In the area of perticular gross thanrnteeistits, again due t° 
barrm damage effect, ^en thr 1968 Wf t^t f^ed 
showed iodicntions of panti.tllnr gross thanbnteelstlcs, which Snve 
further ioditntion that no nrtond gun had brrn fr^ed. As an addi- 
toona! miernpt to try to further idrnOiff individual c^r^- 
trrintccn, as weel as the gross imperfectioon, th1 rxpertn 
ntrempted to reproduce these defects. Cssts wiri made of th1 
forward end of thr barrel, thr casts being prepared using dlplitast 
siltlone solution. But thr experts concluded t.hat thr tastn wer1
not suitable for microscopic lxnmiontion of th1 imperfrttions i-n 
the barrel. Next, a new atlempt was made with a mixt^r1 of sulphur 
and lamp black melted and poured into thr muzzle of thr Sirhan 
revolver to cast thr front 1/4 to 1/2 inch of th1 barrel. These 
casts wire examined microscopically, and thr experts fi)und that 
alhhough some defects of thr muzzle were reproduced, tnnt ^^nl^ge 
during cooling detracted from the qumity of thr ^st. The experts 
concluded that orirotation of the imperfrctioss from the barrrl to 
bullets was not posssbli.

o
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Evidence Bullets Matched With Same Gun

In their individual working papers, and upon cross 
examination, three of the experts, Garland, Cunnnngaam and 
BiascOti, positively fouind that the three crucial evidence bullets, 
Kennedy (47), Goldstein (52), and Weesel (54), had sufficient 
indivddual characceristic murks (as well as the ^r^doi-e 
mentioned gross characCeriitic murks found on dl the bullets) to 
make the posstive matchup of thrse three bulled having been fieed 
by the same gun. This was on the basis of a microscopic coaparioon 
of the individual cgaaacCtrintic marks present on the three 
bullets. The three experts were posstive that repetitiee and 
sufficee^ matching individual chereoceeistics were noted ^.di. 
three bullets, and stated that these three bullets had been fieed 
through tiie s^e weapon. However, all three Aperts stated thd 
there were insufficient matching individual chacacCtrritlcn for a 
posstive ideniificctSon to be made with the Sirhan weapon itirlf. 
This was brccusr of several factors, includnng the severe leaded 
conddtoon which was observed in the bore of the Sirhan r’rvolvrr. 
The experts stated, both in their working papers and upon.cross 
examination, that such leaded conditoon could cause the wiping of 
bullets deed theough the revolver, preventing the rrpetitSnn of 
markings necessary in the ideniificatSoi procrsn. Biasooti fdt 
that the several gross individual chacacCeriitici were in a 
constant rrlctSonihip to rccg other, showing that ^t only ^he 
three particular evidence bullets in question, but that c1i othrr 
bullets rxcainrd were "very probably freed by the seme gun." 
Again, Brasootr stated that the source of the repetltire. gross 
iidividucl chacacCtrritrci was cttrrbueed to gross rmperfectonns on 
the front edge of the lands and grooves at the muzzle crown of the 
Sirhan weapon. The microscopic examin^on and casting of the^ 
iaperfectSins showed that they were irregulcr rddges f^td which 
projected cbovr the surfaces of the lands and grooves in so)ae part 
of the muzzle. Biasooti stated that these iaperfectSins w^re 
accidental in origin and were produced after the lands and grooves 
were fommed in the bore by the swage rifing process and tgrrrfsrr 
were true iidiiiducl chacacCtriitics, unique to the gun. However, 
B^scod concluded that the very limHed number of iidividucl 
characterintics reproduced by the metal coated bullets, wrrr 
possibly due to the leaded csnddtioi of the bore at the time of 
firnng, both in 1968 and at the tim.e of the test fiingg conduct.ed by 
the panrl 1o 1975.

Patrick Garland rcgord the same fnddnggs of Blcsosti 
concerning the leaded csnddtioi ntating that the lack of ^fficnnt 
matching individucl clhacacCtrinticn prevented a posstive dead- 
ficauon of bune^ wth tli? Sit-lam weapon, but it was hU 
coiclusson that there were sufficient cgacacCerlitlcn on Exdbid 
47, 52, and 54 to coocl.uile that the three bullets had beein fr^ed 
foom the same weapon.
. Finally, Cortland Cunninghm als° state<i tgct the le*ded 
barrel caunrd iigoificant difrernccen i.o the lodividucl charac- 
tlriitic marks imparted on the test bullets freed foom the weapon.
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To Cunningham, this even precluded the possibility of determining 
whether the test bullets, fired i.n 1975, were fired from the Sirhan 
weapon. But Cunningham felt that as a result of microscopic exami­
nation and compprison of the 1975 test bullets, it could be 
determined that the previously mentioned gross imperfectoons on the 
other bullets were being reproduced by the barrel of Sir* han's 
revolver foom shot to shot. This gave credence to the positoon of 
the experts that all bullets examined had the same gross imper- 
frctSoni and chaaaateriitici, showing no iodicrtSin of a second 
gun. Alhhough the presence of the gross imperfrctSons was not 
sufficed to posstively idrniify the bullets with the Sirhan 
weapon itself, they showed that the test bullets freed in 1968 and 
1975 were freed from the same weapon. Finally, Cuooinhamm reasoned 
that altoough there were not sufficient chaaaateriitici and imper- 
frctSons to make a posstive idrntificaiSon of bullets 47, 52, and 
54 with the Sirhan weapon, the microscopic compprisoo of the 
individual ctanaateristics present on these bullets indicated that 
they had been freed foom the same weapon.
. Two oth^pMel experts, Lo^^ Stanton Berg 
lifrornilally found that the thaee evidence bullets, 47, 52, and 
54, had been fieed foom the same gun.

Stanton Berg found that thene was a matching of visible class 
ctaaaateriitici (the number of lands and grooves, the dirrctSon of 
twist, the widths of lands, etc.) between all the test-freed 
ballots (1968 Md 1975) and the evl<Jenoe builds. But Berg found 
that there were not sufficient weel defamed and distinctive 
iidividurl ctaaarteriitici on both the test bullets and the 
evidence bullets to permit a poostive irtromiortSon or conclusion 
that all the bullets had been freed foom the Sirhan weapon. Addd- 
toona!^, Berg also commented that chroges i.n the barrel criditioo 
prevented an ideniificatSon of the Sirtao weapon with the 1975 
test-freed burets. He was trfrrring to the fact that the test 
panel was able to match the 1975 test-fredd bullets with each other 
aod yet had great difficulty in mi leching any of the 1968 test-fredd 
buulets. But Berg did conclude that there were sufficient weei 
denned and distinct^e individual ctaaarCeristics in a bullet 
taken foom Exhibit 55 (one of the bullets in the mismarked envelope 
intoofuced at trial in 1969) to conclude that tti.i particular 
buuiet, the third bullet of the three iotoofuceO at trial by 
DeWayne Woofer, had been freed by the Sirhro weapon. Berg felt that 
the other two bullets in Peoope's Exhtbit 55 at trial could not be 
idrniifred because of the lack of sufficient such markings. Again, 
Berg felt that this was due to c'hroges i.n the barrel conditioo. 
Berg also commented that the gross iiOividfrl ctararCeriitics were 
found to be the probable result of rxiiting damage at the barrel and 
bore muzzle. This was determined by microscopic rxaminatSon of the 
bore directly, and from an rxaminatSon of the bore casts.
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Berg stated that there were a few matching individual 
striations on the bullets, but because of the lack of sufficient 
weel defined and distinctvve individual matching ihacacitelitlii on 
47, 52, and 54, a positive determinatinn could not be made that the 
bullets had been freed foom the Sirhan weapon. However, Berg 
stated that the markings noted on theExhibits (meaning the 
particular sufficiently defined distinctive individual charac- 
teriitici) shiowed that a matchup with the Sirhan gun was only a 
"step away." Berg stated that 47, 52, and 54 had bvvn phased by the 
experts with the test bullets (a process of orientaton of the test 
and evidence bullets under a com'paaison microscope so that apparent 
gross individual and other matching markings ar^ n^d ar^nd the 
cicuumference of both bullets as they are slowly turned in unison 
for examine!tion). This phase process was something that DeWayne 
Wolfer either had not done, or if conducted, had fciVei to record 
adequaaely. Berg felt that this phase mark process of 47, 52, and 
54 with the 1975 tvit-fieei bullets showed a stong suggeetion of 
common origin, alhhough not a alsitive determinaton Unking the 
bullets with the Sirhan ovaaoa. However, Berg was able to 
aolitivvly lienOifl and Urik bullets 47 and 52, the Kvoovdy and 
Goldstein bullets, with the same weapon due to the fact that the 
bullets were easily phased and that there were iffficieot matching 
striatums noted f’or determinaton and iivnOificctioo. Addi- 
tlooclll, Berg was also able to aositively Ink and matcli bull^ 
52 and 54, the Gerstein and Wiesel bullets, with the same weapon, 
agai.n due to the f'act that the bullets were easily phased and that 
there were good matching itriationi noted. On cross examinaaion, 
Berg exalaoned that although bullets 47 and 54 were ateimated to be 
Innked and matched with the same wvaaoa, and that a number of 
iiiilcriiVis were noted during the phasing process, there were not 
enough sufficed!, iiitioctive and weel defined matching chaeac- 
teri-stics found in the two bullets (47 when compared to 54) to 
posstiwly Unk these two bullets with the same weapon.

However, since Berg was able to Unk bullets 47 and 52 with the 
same wvaaoa, and bullets 52 and 54 with the same weapon, it foUows 
logically and inferenticlly, that bullets 47 and 54 als° had suf­
ficient matching iharacitviitiii to be matched with the same 
ovapln. Again, it must be emphasized, the strong dd differ^ 
threshold of iieotificatinn used by the several bailistici experts 
in making aositivv iientificalinni, and the fact that ooov of tW 
Aperts reused to give t^ir- own flrmula for "hat they hons.1??™’ 
a posstive i.ientificatloo and an lncloclusive i.ientificailon. 
However, the expoe^e of the panel members, and th^ir ability to 
make a aositive iientificalinn, was never at issue.

LowwVI Bradford also infvrenticlly was able to d^rmine that 
bullets 47, 52, and 54 had bvva freed foom the same gun. Bradford 
felt that 47 matched with 54, and 52 matched with 54, due to an 
iLiennificallon between these bullets. To Bradford, a deep gouged 
groove was determined to be an ioiividfcl ihacaciteiitic.
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Unlike Berg, who positively linked 47 and 52 to the same gun, 
Bradford could not link 47 and 52 to the same gun due to the lack of 
sufficient individual chaaaateeistics. But again, inferentially, 
the fact that he matched 47 and 54 to the same gun, and that he 
matched 52 and 54 to the same gun and saw nothing in the way of 
individual or gross chaaacteeistits that would suggest a second 
gun, demonssrates that Bradford was one of five experts who con­
cluded either directly or indirectly that the three ’evidence 
bullets, Kennedy, Goodstein, and Weesel had ail been freed from the 
same gun.

Panel experts Charles Morens and Ralph Turner were unable to 
conclude that these three bullets had been freed foom the same gun. 
However, it was Turner who stated in his working papers that to him, 
a positive idenSiftcatSos meant that "he had observed a iulfitiese 
nuoOsr,- by his own itasdards, of ri mug impreiiSons and/or 
tratings, both gross and microscopic, in certain cnmbisatSons which 
indicaeed to him (Turner) that two or more bullets were freed 
theough the same gun barrel." Addiiinnalll, Turner emphasized that 
the teem "inconclusive” indicated that he was not able to arrive at 
a deeinite opinion, again by his standards as to whether or not two 
bullets or cartridge cases were freed foom the same gun. Turner 
emphasized that incosclusi•ee was not to be interpreeed as infering 
that a particular bullet or tareridge case was or was not f'ieed in a 
particular gun. Is ail the bullets examined, Turner was only able 
to identify fve bullets__as coming foom .the same gun. These wire 
the third and fourth 1975 test-freed bullets, both lend bullets, 
and the seventh and eighth 1975 test-freed bullets, both copper. 
It was geneeally cnsceded that due to the leaded condieion of the 
barrel, these last two were the most eassly recognizable and iden- 
eiiiable bullets of all the eight freed bullets in 1975. Turner was 
also able to identify the second with the ieveseh 1975 test-freed 
bullet as foom the same weapon. Howevee, Turner did state Ils his 
working papers that evidence bullets 47 and 52, the Kennedy and 
Goldstein bullets, had similar gross thararteeiseics, and he 
concurred i.n the fnndnngs of the other panel members that there was 
no eviden.ee that a second gun had freed any of the bullets.

Charles Morton was also unable to link bullets 47, 52 and 54 
with the same weapon. However, Morton staeed in his working papers 
that he had found similarity i.n these particular bullets, 
paltitulrill where there was subssannial impact foom land and 
groove impressions. This iuggeieed to Morton that the ehrer 
bullets had been freed foom a weapon which produced the same type of 
gross irrrgllrritiii that had been found in some of the l^d 
impressions identifrdd i.n the Woofer test-freed bullets and i.n the 
1975 test-fredd bullets. Morton stared that his own faHnne to make 
a positive identiftcatSos of the evidence bullets, 47, 52, and 54 
with the same weapon, could be based on the fact of poor 
rrprsdultaaslity of seriaiSnss left on the bullets freed from the 
Iver Johnsson .22 caliber weapon, Sdeial H53725. Adiitinsalll, 
Morton felt that impact damagd on all the bullets, in-duding the 
evidence bullets 47, 52, and 54 meant the loss of some derail, and 
that perhaps this loss of detail was due to suSsrqurnt honed ling
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or oxidation of these bullets. Finally, Morton concluded that al­
though the ireegularitiss reproduced on the bullets; test-fird by 
Wilder suggested that they may have been freed foom the same 
weapon, Morton felt that there was tnsufficeent reproducibee micro­
scopic details present on these particular Woofer bullets, and he 
was unable to poostively link either the bullets; freed by Woofer or 
the evidence bullets with one weapon. Morton did, however’, make 
positive tdinnification of several of the 1975 test-freed bullets 
wi th the fact that they had come foom one weapon. Morton did .
confirm, on cross examnatoon, the fnndnags of the other panel 
members that there was no evidence that a second gun had freed any 
of the builds.

It should be emphasized that several of the experts test if^d 
both tn court and tn ther working papers that the Sirhan weapon had 
two muzzle tmpeefect oons that were transmited to test ^liois and 
found on bullets recovered from Senator Kennedy and victims 
Goldstein and Weesel. And alhhough there were not enough indi­
vidual characteerstics on the victim bullets to permt a poos tive 
identification of Inning these bullets with the Stir tian weapon, 
fvve of tiie experts directly or indirectly imed these three 
triticcl evidence bullets as coming foom one weapon. Asked if 
there still existed the polsSbility of a second gun, Stanton Berg 
replied on cross examinsrils, "I think its a very slim possi­
bility. That's all it is." But Berg stated that his feHow experts 
were in "surprisnngly uniform agreement concernnng the ineivedurl 
and gross thararteerstics and striations found on the several 
bullets. Biasooti stated that a group of repeating consecutive 
Innes at the same contour on all the bullets was an ob<iettVve basis 
to make his finding that the evidence showed no i.neitrtion of a 
stcond gun. AdeetionaCly, all of the experts stated that there was 
no evidence of any inconsistencies, either i.n the gross or wd^i- 
dual characttristiss and marks on any of the bullets, to show any
evidence of a stchnd gun. All of the experts stated that they had
worked ineivedurlly on their own individual work sheets, and had 
not consulted each other unntl after the clmrPetiln of their own 
inetvedurl reports. It was at that time that they drew up their 
joint report where they stated no subsitantvve or demoossrable evi­
dence to iseicate more than one gun was used to fire any of the 
bullets examined.

None of the experts could give any clear cut reashs for the 
leaded clndetlos of the baane!, although several statecl that i.t 
could have been the normal result of seven years time lapse si.nce 
the gun had been previously freed. Only Garland ma^ the ’^e^nce 
to the fact that there was a polsSiility that t.he gun had been fieed 
during those seven intervening year’s. The arguments among coussel 
concerning the 1971 Grand Jury inquiry into the integrity of tie 
exhibits was never a part of the testimosy or transcripts available 
to the experts, and with the possible exception of Llwotl Bradford, 
it is dlubbful that any of the experts had knowledge of the contie- 
versy surrounding the Grand Jury investigation. The bane]. had 
been cleaned prior to the test firnng, and in this respect 
Cunninghem had staeed on cross examination that the science of 
baClistics was such t.hat after any cleansing process of the bamel, 
it would be difficult to ietnSify the cmsecuuive bullets freed. 
There was no guarantee that the ^giMl Mrks left on the br’rtl 
tsetstatlons would be lmplmted on the later test-freed bullets. 
However, all the experts felt that Inhere were repeatable marks 
present on all the bullets around the 300° to 360° land area.
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Although panel expert Ralph Turner made the least number of 
positive identificatinss of any of the panel experts, he stated 
empptaically on cross examinatoon as a prelude to tis testimony 
that he would make no changes in tis written report, and felt the 
only issue on which the panel had been silent was the angle of the ■ 
inclinction or rifling pitch area. Turner stated that he would 
personally pursue the rifinng angle question, though he had no 
information at that time to submit to the court.

In answer to a question on cross examinatfon as to why there 
had been no matchup of the Woofer test-freed bullets and the 
evidence bullets, Stanton Berg replied that there were several 
reasons for this including the poor condition and damage of the 
bullets, the lack of defined individual ihacacietiiiici, and the 
fact that much of the surface adoy coating of the bullets was 
missing. This occured upon fcagmentation of several of the 
bullets. Berg did state that the matching individual iirCationi on 
several bullets meant that he was only "a step away" from actually 
lonking the bullets with the Sirhan weapon.

All of the experts were asked on examination whether they had 
been aware of any major disagreements among their coieaagues 
regarding their indivedual or joint reports and all of the experts 
stated that they were aware of no major disageeements.

Lowed Bradford stated on cross examination, as he had 
previously stated in his affidavlt (incorpoaatdd in the CBS 
Petition fieed in August) that when .22 caliber bullets are freed, 
even when they are in good condition, and the barrel is in good 
condition, that it would be less then 20% of the time that these 
bullets would be matched up with the weapon. Bradford reasoned 
that his inability to match evidence bullet 47 with 52, while 
matching 52 with 54, and 47 with 54, was because there was no 
idtntifCable gouge mark, to Bradford's observation, on 47. 
Striatoons on 52 and 54 gave Bradford enough identifyngg ^r^- 
ieriitici to make the matchup. Bradford felt that there was not 
enough of an ietntifCablt gouge on 47, a gouge being to Bradford an 
extra deep stratoon. However, other panel members did identify 
that this gouge mark on 47, as it was consisttot on all the bullets 
examined.

ScienOifli, Circumssannial, and Inferential Evidence 
That Sirhan's Was the Only Gun Fired in the Pantry

One of the prime arguments raseed by several advocates of the 
two-gun theory was that the autopsy performed by Dr. Noguchi 
estnblihhts that Senator Kennedy was shot three times at point­
blank range, with the fatal bullet entering the Senaaor’s head foom 
behind his right ear foom a eisaance of 1 to 3 inches. Several 
eyewitnesses mentioned in previous sections of this report have, in 
their teitimony before the Grand Jury and at trial, faded to place 
Sirhan any closer than two feet from Senator Ktnntdy. Therefore, 
the implication is made by the advocates of the two-gun theory, 
that a stcfnd gunman freed the fatal shot.
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Several of these eyewitnesses have stated that Senator Kennedy 
had turned slightly to his left to face busboys, and was in the 
process of shaking hands with them at the time that Si’rhan ap­
proached Kennedy foom the east. One eyewitness, Boris Yaro, has 
described Sirhan as lungnng toward Kennedy with his gun fiiigg. In 
order to accept the posssbility of a second assassin, it would be 
necessary to accept the fact that a second gunman freed the fatal 
shots into Senator Kennedy foom only a few inches away, thus 
conssstent with the autopsy and muzzle disaance tests peroormed by 
Dr. Noguchi and DeWayne Wolfer.

The varoous advocates of conspiracy theories and two-gun 
theories have often differed i.n their approaches and themes of two- 
gun controversy. Yet, only one person in the pantry has ever been 
documented as possessing a second gun that was drawn during the 
time fslSowing the shooting of Senator Kennedy and the victims by 
Sirhan. This other person is, of course, the security guard, Thane 
Eugene Cesar, whom by his own statement, and the eyewitness 
tfstimony of other persons present in the pantry, was described as 
slightly to the rear and to the right of Senator Kennedy during the 
time of the shooting by Sirhan.

Supposed contradictors’ between the autopsy report and the 
eyewitness tfstimony are hbnhlnghfed by the two-gun advocates when 
they quote the testimony of Karl Decker, the assistant mitre d', 
who stated wihle oitnfssing the shooting, that "There was a 
dbsaancf of at least 1| feet between the nuzzle of Sirhan's gun and 
Kennedy’s head." Richard Lubic, an independent trlrvisSon 
producer, has also said, "The muzzle of Sirhan's gun was 2 feet to 3 
feet away foom Kennedy’s head.” No one has subsceieed to or 
proposed the concept of an invisible gunman, so the unobserved 
second gunman, assuming that he existed, would have had to have 
stood irmeedately and slightly behind Senator Kennedy, giving the 
gunman access to the Senaaor's right temple and armpit area.

Assume for irgueaaes’s sake that Thane Eunfnf Cesar had been a 
second nunraa and he had fieed his gun either with prfrrfetatSon or 
accidently. The Senator's body position, and the body positoon of 
other victims, at the tine of the shooting, rebut the posiibilbty 
that Caesar could have shot the Senator i.n the right temple and in 
the right armit. Eyewitnesses observed Kennedy i.n the process of 
turnnng his body toward the busboys, nivinn Sirhan an onrushing 
view of the right temple and right area of the shoulder pad and 
trrrit. But assume that a second gunman stood directly behind and 
to the right of Kf.nafey at the time of the shooting. To have freed 
the second gun, it sill would have been necessary for him (Ceasar) 
to have pointed his gun directly to Kennedy’s head and freed it. No 
one has ever reported such an observation. Even Donald Schulman in 
his contradictory staerments i.n 1968 never bdratibfdd the pathway 
or the eirfctSon from where a sfcone gun had been aleegedly freed by 
a security guard.

Moreover, the baaiistics examination and test results 
coaductee by the ■iaili.stics panel i.n 1975, proved that for a sfcoad 
gunman to have shot any of bullets 47, 52, or 54 the second gunman 
would have had to have shot a weapon with the exact same 
irpefffctions, same muzzle defects, same leaded barrel csndetions, 
and same ineivedual and gross chaaaiCefistici as the wfapoa used by 
Sirhsn. Adeetbsaally, this second nuamaa would have had to use tie 
same type armruatbon, firnag at approximately the exact same moment 
as the Sirhan. wfapoa was being freed.
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Discount for a moment the actual physical location of the 
several victims and Senator Kennedy in the pantry at the time of the 
shooting by Sirhan, and assume for the sake of argument, that a 
second gun was fired. Presumably, the second gunman's bullets 
would never have been recovered, or assuming for the sake of 
argument, that these bullets had been lost in the innerppace or 
hidden as part of a coverup. The fact remains that the seven 
baalistics experts unanimously agreed that all the bullets 
recovered from Senator Kennedy, victims Goldstein and Wiesel, the 
seven test-freed 1968 bullets (Woofer bullets), and the 1975 test- 
f^ed toilets all had an identifying double furoow gouge on each 
bullet. Additionally, several gross imperfectooss were discoveeed 
on each victim buHet, and on the 1968 and 1975 test-fredd bullets. 
These imperfections were traced by the experts to damaged spots tin 
the Sirhan gun muzzle which marked each bullet with a gouge at the 
brtOm of the; land impressions. And altoough the experts were 
unable to make a 100% positive matchup of all the bullets with the 
Sirtb.o weapon itself, several of them were 99% sure, and one step 
away, and ail experts positively stated that there was no evidence 
of any nature of a svcrne gun firngg these bullets.

Therefore, for a svcrnd gunman to possibly have firmed at least 
one of the victim bullets, 47, 52, or 54, this second gun bullet 
would subsequeotfy have to match up with the other gross ctbrbc- 
teristces on all the test-fredd bullets freed by Woofer with the 
Sii’tlao weapon frliwwing the biiassinattrn. And this same svcrne 
gun t>ullet would subsequently have to match up with all the 1975 
test-fie^e bullets. For this unlikely matchup to occur, ^ 
svcrne gun would have had to have been an ievnticblfy damaged .22 
caliber Iver Johnson, cadet model, fiting the very same copper 
cobtve, mini mag, trlPow tip bmmuuotron at the very same moment 
Sir-han was firnng.

(It must be emphasized that the-bullet that actually murdered 
Senator Kennedy, Peoppe's 48, f’^3gmeotee upon impact in the brain, 
and was i.n such damaged condetioo that neither DeWayne Woofer in 
1968, nrr any subsequent crimioabist, iniluding the 1975 panel ex­
perts, was ever able to posstively innk the mu]rdvr bullet to the 
Sir-han weapon.)

But when one considers the chain of ownership of the Sirhan 
revolver, havi.ng been originally purchased in 1965 and subsequently 
sold to sevv’bl owners before being purchased by the Sirhan 
birttvi>s in January, 1968, and the repeated fr^ggs by Sirhan on 
sevvrbl ^flo ranges during his term of ownership, the poisitititf 
of a sec!rnd identical gun, with the same damaged ctaaabCevistici, is beyond mathemmaical prpbbbitity.. •

Furthermore, recognize that the experts were unable to 
poiitiivlf and conclusively Innk up the victim bullets with the 
Sirhan weapon for reasons prviiruilf staeed in their working papers 
and on cross examination, the facts remain that five ofthe seven 
experts found that three crucial victim bullets, the Kvnnvdy, 
GoPdste^o,.and Weisel bullets, had been freed foom the same gun. It 
struld be rememberdd that blthougt there is some contradicton! and 
etfVreonves of rptoioo among eyewitnesses as to the etsaancv that 
the Sirhan muzzle barrel was foom the head of Senator Kvnnvdy, no
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■ one has ever contradicted the physical location of Senator Kennedy, 
the victims, and all the witnesses within the pantry at the time of 
the shooting by Sirhan. In this respect, Grand Jury and trial 
testimony show that Senator Kennedy was walking foom the west to 
the east in the pantry, although at the time of the shooting he had 
turned to his left to shake hands with the busboys, or had just 

■ concluded shaking hands. Sirhan was approaching Kennedy from the 
east to the west at the time of the shooting. Victim Goldstein was 

, approximately eight feet behind Senator Kennedy, and victim Weesel 
: was approximately twentysevvnn feet behind Senate Kennedy near the
I pantry entrance. Therefore, Kennedy, Goldstein, and Weesel were

ail directly in Siren's Une of fire as Sirhan came fring from the 
east t.o the west.

Assume for the sake of argument that the second gunman was 
staading directly behind Senator Kennedy and slightly to the right. 
The three bullets recovered from Kennedy, Goldstein, and Wise]., 
(People’s 47, 52, and 54) all were identi^d by five of the seven 
experts as having come foom one gun, and the other two experts 
trstified under oath that they found no evidence that these three 
bullets had come from a second gun. Therefore, assuming a second 
gunman, he would necessarily have had to have freed ^io a ^rth- 
wevt-aortt position to hit Senator Kennedy foom the right, rear, 
and then conversely and almost simultaneously, th^ sec°nd gunman 
would have had to have made a substantial turn to his left and have 
freed directly behind the Senator, into a western directon, 
striknng eictims Goodson and Weesel. Additionally, such a. feat, 
would have to have been accomplished without anyone of the 70 to 9° 
people present i.n the pantry seeing such a rare display of
marksmanship. It should also be pointed out that the ottir victims 
injured, Paul Schrade, Elizabehh Evans, and ^in Stroll, had 
bullets removed from their bodies that were badly fragmented and 
damaged and positves idiniifCcation was imposssble. Neveetheless, 

. the seven experts stated that these faagments all had similar gross 
characceristccs which did not indicate any evi.iivnce that a second 
gun had freed these fragmented bullets. This analysis also appieed 
to the fatal buHet that actually murdered the Senaaor, People's 
48, also badly damaged and ftagmeated. It should be emphasized
that the other victims, Schade, Evans, and Stroll were dl 
directly behi.nd Senator Kennedy at various disaances ranging from 
Schrade. approximately eight feet behind Kvanvdl, w Stroll 
approximately twenty feet, and Evans about twvntlfivv fvrt behind 
Senator Kvaavdy. All were i.n the direct Une of fire of Sirhta who 
moved in an easterly to a westerly direc^on as he fieed.’

The autopsy report, and latter muzzle disaancv tests and tra- 
jvctirl tests, also indicated that the bullets that struck Senator 
Kvaavdl behind the right ear and twice beneath the right arm 
trawled into the Senator’s body right to left and upward. Again, 
the eyewitness tccouats, pacticllcrll Karl Decker, emphhtically
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stated that as Sirhan got off his first shots, the grapling and 
wrestling with Sirhan began immeedaaely, and Sirhan's arm holding 
the gun was forced down. Trial transcripts reveal that Sirhan 
continued to fire i.n a rather dit%joinSed and uncontrolabee 'manne:r. 
This accounts for much of the upward directoon of the shots. The 
right side, particularly the right temple of Senator Kennedy, was 
exposed as he was turning to his left arid Sirhan approached him foom 
the east. Five of the baaiistics experts have posstively matched 
up three victim bullets, 47, 52, and 54, as having been freed foom 
the same gun. These facts and the exact physical locatoon of the 
vi^tin^ and Senator Kennedy (who «srs hit with th^ 1^ bul^t’) 
is persuasive and forceful tclsntlfic and inferential evidence that 
Sirhan freed these three bullets.

In the days follwwnng the reeease of the panel’s joint report, 
the criths seemed to concentrate their attacks on the procedures 
of DeWayne Woofer, rather than the findiggs and onclu’ion’ of the 
barlittits panel. The purpose of the barllstics test had bssn to 
test the validity of cannelure and rifling angle rlSegrtOnns. It 
was not to test the accuracy of the results of Woofer’, or the manner 
or procedure folowwed by Woofer. Judge Wenke stated repeatedly 
during the September examintriot, that it was not the province of 
the court hearing to satisfy all the iiltiics with lifSeeent 
theories regarding the Sirhan assassinatim of Robert Kennedy. 
The main purpose of the barlistics hearing, acclrding to Judge 
Wenke, was ssseetially a discovery procedure, t° answsr tie 
original pstititnsrs’ (in this case, Paul Schrade and CBS, and 
through the intervettltn of the Board of Suppsvisort, title County 
C0™^’’ Of1'®’ inqu.rles wetter, bawd on the evidence. and ex­
hibits within the duut’s custody, there was any lndicrtlot of a 
’econd gunman in the pantry on the night ^question.

The affidavits of Loweei Bradford, Wiliam Harper, Herbert 
M3???^1 and Sobert JoU-lg req^’tnng obtain test procedures and 
barllttiss exrmtatotn all had been incorporaeed in the petltltnt 
and affTdavIts fled by peSltitnsrt Paul Schrade, CBS, and the 
Board of Suppevisors. Every one of the procedures, requests, 
tests, and instructions, cltcerning tsttinn, ^minatwn and 
inspectoon of sxhhbitt were folowwed to the letter. This can be 
verifeed by an analysis of the petititnt fled before the durt in 
Auguut, 1975, and an sxamitatlon and clrapaitlt of the court order 
signed by Judge Wenke on September 18, 1975, inclrplrrtinn tie very 
same requests f’or certain test procedures, inspection, and exami­
nation of exhibits. Furthermore, the lengthy tegolirtiont among 
all counsel represetting the varoous partees resumed in essen­
tially the very same test procedures lrlnltallt requested in the 
August peeitlon, being incorporaeed i.n the September order signed 
by Judge Wenke.

Every request cltcerting test procedures, inspection, and exa- 
ritatiot of exhhbits that had any reSevance to the original August 
petitoont fieed by CBS, and Paul Schrade, was incorporaeed in^e 
court order. Finally, the seven panel members always had the right 
to independently petiton the court for an lppoltunity to observe, 
examine and test other exhhbits that had been mentioned in the very 
lengthy cross exaritation of DeWayne Woofer. They rleryt had the 
right to conduct further and more sophhsticaSed tests as ^tinned 
in the court order. None of the seven experts ever chose to 
exercise this perogative.
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Other Investigations 
Concerning Conspiracies; Bullets; Cover-up; *

Conducted “by Kranz' ———

Ooe of the most frequently heard criiicisms of the L.A.P.D. 
conspiracy investigaiinns wan that the officers and investigatoss 
had pressured witnesses to comply and conform their answer’s to a 
pre-determined result, that is, one assassin, one gun. However, 
none of the people ineevvieeed by Special Counsel Kranz, including 
Thane Cesar and Don Schulman, ever stated that the L.A.P.D. or any 
other law enforcement agency investigators, ever pressured them, or 
stCumpted to obtain a pre-determined or pre-araanged answer. 
Additionally, the accusations that certain witnesses had been 
pressured into conforming their ptaesmeots to the theory of one gun 
and one assassin, were almost always stated by the criths and 
advocates of the two-gun theory, who when asked to produce spednc 
insaances and persons who could verify such for rm of prcsslrc, 
faded to do so.

More than Eight Bullets Fired

One area of coocer■n to the advocates of more than eight 
bullets was that one cartrddge had been r'emoved foom the glove 
compartment of Sirhan’s car. Unlike the hollow point mini mag 
smmunOtion of the evidence bullets (the bullets found in the 
Arnmbssador pantry and on the front seat of Sirhan’s car), this was a 
solid point, western brand ■csrtridge. This bullet was never intro­
duced by the prlsccltion at triLal. However, this bullet has been 
the subject of alCedatinns by certain criths, particularly Mm. 
Liliaan Caataiaano, that this buHet and the two ppeot bullets 
found on Sirhan’s car seat might possibly have been removed by the 
L.A.P.D. foom AmUbssador wood panels, and placed in the glove com­
partment of Sirhan’s car as paat of the oveeaai cover-up and 
conspiracy. Speecal Counsel Kranz has found absooutely olth:Sng 
that supports such a theory. It must be remembered t.hat Sirhan. had 
spent the day of the assassinator, and three days previous to the 
apsassPoatioo, on the rife range shooting several hundred rounds 
of bullets from his revolver. Immudistcly folOowSng the convictioo 
of Sirhan in 1969, the ceilOnd psoel.p and wood samplings that had 
been removed foom the kichhen were destroyed by the L.A.P.D. In the 
course of the last several years, aleegatinns had been made that 
mure than eight bullets were fieed, and that certain photographs 
cstsblphhcd that more than eight bullets had been freed. Addd- 
tiisslly, witness ptaCu^lents produced by petitioner Schrade's 
attorneys after the baalipticp cxsminstOon discOpced that two Los 
Angeles polieumen, Rozzi and Wright, had apparently observed 
•’bullet holes" in the area of the crime scene several hlur■p after 
the shootnng in the pantry on June 5, 1968. In ptaeuments fieed 
before Judge Wenke, offcnem Rozzi and Wright described a hole in a 
ilor fmn^ approximately 18 inches foom ground 1^1. 
Adiitilnally, in another ptaeument fieed with the curt, Mr. Angelo 
DePierro, AmUassador Hotel employee at the time of the shooting,

- 39 -



and a witness to the actual shooting, described another hole in a 
door faame approximately 5’-9" from the ground as "a bullet hole, 
or looking like a bullet hole.” Additionally, Coroner Thomas 
Noguchi, and witness Maatin Petrusiy, also an employee of the 
Ambassador Hotel on the night of the shooting, made staeeaents to 
the fact., that there had been several holes, and that these 
apparently looked like bullet holes in a center divider of tine 
doorway in the pantry. These holes had been circeed.

. Associaeed Press Photograph

On June 5, 1968, an Associaeed Press wire photograph ran 
nationwide showing two Los Angeles polcemmen (later identifidd as 
Officers Rozzi and Wright) kneeling and pointing to a hole in a door 
fame near where Senator Kennedy was shot. The polCbamen were not 
identi^d in the photograph, and were inspectnng a hole, with the 
caption "Police technician tnspectigg a bullet hole with bullet 
still in the wood" printed underneath the photo that ran nation­
wide. ■

Pursuant to his investigation, Special Counsel Kranz 
intevveewed both L.A.P.D. Officers Rozzi and Wright in separate 
interveews in November, 1975. Rozzi and Wright had been on routnne 
squad car patrol the evening of the assassinatoon in separate squad 
cars, and had iaaeeiately reported to the Ambassador Hotel upon 
dispatch alert of the shooting. Both offccers were then assigned 
duties in the Ambassador Hotel parking lot, check:ing iceense plates 
of ail vehj.cl.es leavnng the premises. Several hours later, both 
offccers were asked to stand secuuity watch within the kicceen 
area, keeping spectators away from the crime scene. At 
approximately 6:00 or 7:00 am. on June 5th, Associaeed Press 
photographer Wily Fong took pictures of Wright and Rozzi pointinn 
to the hole. Both offccers staeed that at that time, in 1968, that 
the hole looked Ikke a buHet hole, but had no CndiiatOon that a 
bullet was inside the wood, and never saw a buHet inside the wood, 
and never made any reference to any of the investigative offccers 
and irimiialists present in the hotel that there was a ,bullet 
inside the wood. Additioiall.y, neither offccer ever aaew any 
staeaaent to any of the reporters, press, or photographers in tW 
kichhen that this was a bullet hole or a bullet. The offccers went 
off duty approximately 8:00 a.m., June 5, and never retunned to the 
Ambassador or the iiichcn arel, and never■inquired with any member 
of the L.A.P.D. as to the particular hole into which they were 
pointnng. Both offccers stated that they had been asked by several 
members of the press and photographers to point at the particular 
hole so that the press, who had just recently been permitted iaik 
into the pantry for photographs about 6:30 a.m., could be given an 
oppootunity to take photographs of the kicohen pantry lrea.
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On December 8, 1975, the person who wrote the caption under­
neath the Associated Press photo, Mr. Richard Strobel, was 
intevvCewce by Special Counsel Kranz.. Strobel stated that he was 
at that time, (June, 1968), the news photo editor of the Associaedd 
Press, and that he had writeen the caption underneath the photo­
graph stating, "Poliemmen examine bullet sttll i.n the wood." 
Strobel stated that he had not taken the photograph and was not 
present when the photograph was taken, and that altoough the photo­
graphs was an employee of the Associaeed Press, he could not 
identify the photographer and was unaware of any records that might 
exist which could provide such information. Additionally, Strobel 
stated to Kranz that he had no recollection with respect to any 
commmnncation that might have taken place between himseef and the 
photographer who took the photograph in question. Strobel felt 
that he may have had some conversation with the photographer, and 
thus he may have had some inilination to write the particular 
caption that was diatri^eed by the Associaedd Press. However, 
Strobel did admit to Kranz that he had no knowledge that the police­
men were techniciass or ballistas experts. Strobel stated that he 
could not ieeiaitcly state that a buHet had ever been found in the 
wood on the night in question. And Strobel admitted to Kranz that 
by statnng a conclusive fact of "the bullet in the wood", Strobel 
was viola^ng Associaeed Press directives by making conclusionary 
staeements without evidence or facts to justify the same.

Special Counsel Kranz also ineevveeeed the photographer who 
to°k the picture, Mr. WaUy Fong, currently an A.P. photographer 
with the A.P. News Bureau in Los Angeles. Fong told Kranz that he 
tsk tiw picture in question as an A.P. employee on June 5, 1968, 
and that Fong did not remember any staeement by any of the ifficers 
on tiw scene that the particular hole pointed at by Officers Rozzi 
and Wright was a bullet or buHet hole. Fong remembers taking 
several photographs inside the kiChhen and pantry area, and that 
the picture of the offers pointing to the hole was just one of 
several that he delivered back to his editor, Strobel, within the 
hour.

A subsequent ateempt to take an iatcrvCew icpoiStiia with Mr. 
Fong was blocked by Fong's superiors at Associated Press, and it 
was stated to Kranz that the Associaeed Press was going to conduct 
its own inquiry as part of its wire servicce news article concerning 
tiw photograph.

DiPierro IatervCew

On December 10, 1975, Speecal Counsel Kranz ■ ineevviwedd 
Angelo DiPierro Concerning DiPierro’s 1975 eescc,ipt.Oin of a "bullet 
hole" that DiPierro had observed on the pantry sidle of the center 
divider of the double doorway in the pantry area. DiPierro had 
observed this hole the day filiewing the assasslnatian. This hole 
was approximately 5'-8" to 5'-9" above ground level. In this in- 
terveww with Kranz, DiPierro stated that it was "an apparent bullet 
hole" to him, and he had seen the hole circeed, and had thought 
nothing of it. It was DiPierro's impression that this was part of 
the crime scene iavestlgation by L.A.P.D., and that he. never 
mentioned tiw hole to anyone iin the subsequent days filiewing t^ 
shooting.
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Interviews with Carpenters 
Re Wood Panels

Subsequent to the interview with DiPierro, the District 
Attorney’s Office made an effort to locate the person or persons 
who extracted the wood seized by the L.A.P.D. foom the crime scene 
on June 5, 1968. These two carpenter's,, who were formerly employed 
at tie Ambassador Hotel, were subsequently intervieeed by Deputy 
District Attorney Bozanich, and L.A.P.D. Officers Sartuche and 
McDDeitt. Carpenter Dale Poore stated in his December 1975 inter­
view/ that he had been employed as a carpenter at the Ambassador 
Hotel on June 5, 1968. On that date he had been requested by two 
police offieers t.o remove the wooden facing, Which was less than 
one inch in depth, from the center post of the double door area on 
tiw pantry side of the door located at the west end of the pantry. 
Before removing that material, he stated in his interveww that he 
had noticed two "apparent bullet holes" on the east portion (pantry 
sVdt of the center post). Poore felt that these two holes were 
approximately four feet from ground level, with one about 4 inches 
“g^ggS ^eot^f- But^at after removing this wooden 
maceral, Poore did not recall looking to determine if the holes 
went through ttw ^^n^ nor did he look at the underlynng wood of 
the p^^r p^st‘ The removed wood was immeeeately turned over to 
the two police offccers. Poore remembers that the removed wood was 
pine and the underlynng wod was fir wlth the removed too. being 
signlfican<.,ly softer in texture than the underlynng wood.

Carpenter Weeley Harrington was al.so intevveered by the same 
people and stated on December 16, 1975, that he was employed as a 
carpenter at the Ambassador Hotel on June 5, 1968, and that he had 
been responsive for building the center post of the double door 
area on the west side of the pantry by usi.ng a 4 by 4 inch base and 
a 3/4 i.n.ch facing, (pine wood had been used for the facnng and fir 
wood was used for the base). On June 5, 1968, while insptctigg the 
p^ry snd surrounding tr>et to satisfy his ilriolsity, Harringoon 
had noted "two apparent bullet holes" in the facnng of the east 
portion (pantry side) of the center post. He had then looked at the 
opposite end of the center post to see if there had been any corres­
ponding or "through and through" hole on that side, and Harrington 
had observed none. He rtctltee that the next time he observed that 
area, lnfinShhte wood facnng was attahted to the ctn'ttr post. He 
did remember Mr. Poores removal of the facnng upon the L.A.P.D. 
request as a result of conversations with Mr. Poore.

Examination of Wood Sammlings

Both c^P^rs ’^^ that they did not srt any builds or 
any ^^^twn of bullets lodged. i.n the wood. However, btsre on the 
stiVem^ts of L.A.P.D. Officers Rozzi and Wright, and witnesses 
DiPierro, Poore, and Harrington, the Los Angeles District 
Attorney’ Office conductrd a thorough search of the Ambassador 
Hotel kichhen-pantry area in December, 1975, and seized wood 
facing;s and lnderlying wood of the doorways Which were part of or 
adjacent to the pantry area. These wood samplings were examined by 
sci^Vfic analysis i.n the early months of 1976, and indieared no 
evidence tVt any bullet or bullet fragment had been fieed through 
the wood panelings or wood facings.
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Castellano Argument;
More than Eight Bullets .

It should be noted that one of the most frequent critics of 
the Kennedy assassination evidence, Mrs. Liliian Caatellano, has 
based much of her thesis on the argument that more than eight 
bullets were fired. In many periodicals and papers published by ’
Mrs. Castellano, she had frequently shown pictures of the two 
L.A.P.D. officers in the A.P. wire photograph, and a photograph 
taken by a Mr. John Clemente of the wooden jamb on the center 
divider between the two padded swinging doors through which Senator 
Kennedy and his party had entered the pantry area after lrlving the 
Embassy Room. This same wooden jamb of the center divider was where 
two hol.es had been surrounded by inked circles, ctotainigg numbers 
and letters. These are the same circeed holes that had been photo­
graphed during the course of the investigation, two of the most 
prominent photos being L.A. Coroner Noguchi, and DeWayne Woofer, in 
separate photographs, pointing to the circeed holes. These are the 
same circeed holes described as "reposed bullet hilrs" in FBI 
photographer Greiner's one-page report rebased under the Freedom 
of Informltion Act in 1976. It was this particuiar wood famine that 
had been removed by the L.A.P.D. with the assisaance of clrprotri,s 
Harringoon and Poore. In the Caltrllano publicltinns, both the 
photographer John Clemente and the witness, John Shhrley, had been 
under the impression that these holes were caused by bullets, and 
were evidence that another bullet had hit and p^et^ted the wood. 
CaateHano has suggested that the L.A.P.D removed bullets from the 
wooden faames and placed the bullets on Sohan's car seat, thus 
accounting for the wood tracings found on the bullets. ■

An intensive seven-hour examination of the Ambassador Hotel 
kitchen area was conducted on December 18, 1975. The exaoioation 
was conelctee by the District Attorney's Office, the L.A.P.D., and 
criminalists from the Los Angeles Shheiff's Office, and the 
Califoinil Department of Justice. In reference to staeeoeots con­
cerning possible buHet hol.es in wooden structural areas in the 
pantry area, an intensive selrth was made for these bullets and for 
any tangible evidence of their presence. One particular area 
searched was the center post between the swinging doors separating 
the pantry from the backstage area of the Embassy Room. The lower 
section part of the same double swioging door famine was also 
tearcClee. Addetitnally, the door famine between the Embassy Room 
stage and the pantry walkway was searched. This also had b^n the 
subject of ltcusationt of more bullets by crilccs, paltitullrly by 
Mrs. 'CasteHano.

No spent bullets or fragtrnts were found. No tangible - 
evidence of previous spent bullets or figments we ire found. Some 
pontoons of the wood and plaster were removed for laboratory exami­
nation, but this exatioation did not indicate the presence of any • 
bullet or bullet fragments. Finally, the object that had breo
pointed to in the A.P. photograph of L.A.P.D. of^ces Rozzi and
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Wight in a door frame between the stage and the walkway to the 
pantry the very object that had been identified in the caption as a 
bullet, was by virtue of the December, 1975, search identifedd to 
be a nail which was removed for preservation after the December 
search. However, Speeial Counsel Kranz was unable to determine 
whether the lower sectonn wooden frames on the double swinging 
doors inspected in 1975 were the same wooden frames containing 
circeed hoi.es, photogaahedd and removed in 1968.

Woofer- and the L.A.P.D. had no records to s1bstanOiete 
whethe? these door jambs and wooden famines were still in existence, 
or had been destroyed along with the ieilong panels and x-ray 
analysis in 1969 after Sirhan's trial. Furthermore, there were no 
Acords to indican if these wooden famines contrinOng the circeed 
holes had ever been returned to the Ambassador after the 1968 
inspectoon. Woofer could not aeiail.

It should be emphasized that the iiilOng panels with the 
three bul^t holes (two entry, one exit), and the wooden fames 
with the iir’ce^e holes, and Woofer's trajectory anaaysis were never 
inrrdluedd as evidence at trial. ' 

_ Adeetiooal1y, Special Counsel Kranz was never able to find to 
his satisiaction an ixalanatOoh as to why two bullets with traces 
of wood were found on the fr'ont seat of Sirhan's car. But it must 
be emphasized that these bullets, when tested and inspeceed by the 
bP^H03, ^p^ts in their 1975 examination, were f^d to have tie same class and gross ihaiaiitersties as the other bullets. No 
expert evea suggested that these two bullets had been shot by a 
second gun.

The J975 invcstigetinn at the crime scene again apparently 
c^^aned the findings of the original freearms and bailistiss ex­
perts who stated that only one gun had been fieed in the pantry on 
the night of the essessinetion. It should also be noted that 
Sppe^l^uneel Kaenz made his own personel invistggation of the 
.Amrassadra ki^ihlin area i.n October, 1975, spending sevena! houes 
examining the kichhen area and door feme, and found no evidence of 
any bul^t figments or bullet ineintetions in the wood paneling or 
in the door fjeare.

In the book Speeca! Unit Senator, by Robert Houghton, who had 
been CChhef°f Deeecive2s fra the L.A.P.D., DeWayne Woofer stated on 
aege 97, 'Thue's sM11 a lot of woek to be done crocernong the 
kii)hleo aaea crime scene. We’ve been over the kichhen aaee twice, 
a°d aae going at least one moire tine. It i.s unbelievable how many 
damn holes tteie are in that ^cohen ceiling. Even thie dooes have 
hofes i.n them, which can be ristaken for' bullet hol.es. We have 
theee builds that eeeioitc1y came ■foom the gun taken f:ror Sirheo, 
ooC from Kennedy, one from Goldstein, and one feom Weesel. At this 
point I ien’t be too sure about the rest of the baaiistcs evidence. 
We have bulZIet fnagreots from Kennedy’s head but right now all I can 
S^ ^or ^ure is that they'i^e Mi]^ Mag brand ammrnitioo, the same 
kind t^t Siehan i.s suaarsed to have bought, and the kind that’s in 
the rthea vetine. As to tie taaieitrey of the bullets, our pre- 
llrlo.eay cxamlnatOon shews one bullet freed from less than one 
inch, into the head of the Seeaaoe."
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"We’ve booked two ceiling panels and two boards from the door 
frame as evidence, but these have to be double checked to- be sure 
they contain holes through which bullets passed. We swept the 
kiCchen floor twice, once on rrriving on the scene and once later 
the same day of the crime. We’ve been over every inch of the floor, 
wins, and cliling, looking for marks and lodged bullets. We’ll go 
over the area at least once more."

Additionally, in 1971, DeWayne Woofer fi’ed a several millon 
dollar libel suit against Barbara Warner Blehr, and in the course 
of the depoostion which Blehr took of Woofer, the question of 
bullet hol.es in wood panelings arose. It was Woofer’s repeated 
sta’ements in the deposition that the L.A.P.D. investigating and 
his own persona:! investigrtinn revealed that Sirhan had shot eight 
bullets, seven of which had been found, and that they, himse’f, and 
the L.A.P.D. investigators, had found no bullets in the wood 
pannling, either the subject of the Associated Press photograph, or 
the numerous holes that had been circeed and photographed 
throughout the kichhen and pantry area. Woofer remained consistent 
in his original evaluaton of bullet holes, pathway and trajectory, 
that had been submitted as a progress report July, 1968. In further 
statements to Mrs. Blehr in the dlpooetiln, Woofer stated there 
were many hol.es in the woodwork, on the swinging door, cruehd by 
other objects. All of these holes had been explored in 1968, and no 
bullets had ever been found. Furthermore, as a eerter of ore- 
caution, Woofer stated all of these holes and indentations had been 
cinded by L.A.P.D. phopl.e ariiving at the echnh and during the 
course of their investigation in the hours flllowing the shooting 
of Senator Kennedy and the various victims.

Adddtionally, Woofer stated that the door jamb on doors going 
into the kichhen, where the swinging doors were, was the subject of 
examination in which Woofer took a knife and cut into'the hole to 
determine whether there was anything ineidl the hole. 
SpolCficrlly, Woofer stated to Blehr, "We didn’t probe, bhcrueh if 
tCtrt was bullets I wouldn’t want to scratch or drergh the bullet to 
sii what was in the back or what was in the CoIi. We took a knife 
and cut into the hole or whatever we had to do, and we went to the 
holes and saw what was i.n there. And if we had found eumeehing 
naturally we would have imeeeiately ohutogaohhdd it. But we did 
not fnnd anything." On another subject, Woofer told Blehr that h’ 
could not recall in 1971 whether they had taken portions of the door 
famn and x-aayed them and returned them to the Arnmassador Hotel 
afterwards. But that he did recall removing the cliling panels and 
booking them into property in the L.A.P.D. i.n 1968, but at that 
time, in 1971, he had no idea whether the cliling panels we ire sttll 
in the property division of L.A.P.D. On October 11, 1971, i-n the 
inlerdeosrtelntsl curheopondence foom the L.A.P.D. Board of Inquiry 
on the Woofer eeSter to Chief of Police Ed Davis, it was stated that 
an inspection of the ceilini tiees removed foom the pantry and a 
study uf the schismatic diagram eCuwi.ng the traeectory of the 
bullet fieed by Sirhan, refuted the contlntion of both Mr’s. Blehr
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differentmf irinper.n^ .Hape fad alleged that there had been two 
l'a1.?^ ire^ °n the evenine in question. The 
tile was fi.pPe r^ra^d that the sO-ue that penetrated the ceiling W^re slr^^^ traoad to the top of the steam taW. 
upward trajectory of thedhni^ne8. It was argued that tho steep 
nheresSlealeXZ of tho.shot that Penetrated the ceiling tile wap

r0sweteof tf0 nSrutt0a during Sirfri'e apprehension!? s 
Aueust m.,’ A^^lt^nM^^^ Los Angtoes City Counnil in 
those ceiling 03^1 ahsC?0*' of P°liet Daryl Gattos, stated that 
lowing t.e^i? f0^ destroyed in 1?6? immediately fol- nahiittShauSX^0’urt of tho ctiling panels and otoar 
1XWpWncy eel^^^^ upexplaiodd but an important dis- 
Chief n 1971 inter-departmental correspondence to C0f l^taoPP%Wi ly-aadw reference to leiling tttpes. metthel 
wart oead to verify ^0^07? ],--^% 196? ..destroyed celinne tites 
certain at this timt. th0 1?71 dePartaentai correspondence is not

tioulOPWvother -ala soncorning bullets that became an iesne, par- tenuldy dehth b^lttHaTitr’-W^ th0 Pmot°traph of Petrie's w/tho 
anPargyd a^iaeP[b“atttloP rhee.hori?rih ^f was an
photoeraph was to show th? ‘.mop0 S 48’ The purpose of the enlarged 
bum.t so tho not a?0 .sm'11 eoid ar.as on the fraga.ontod deaSh 
trial, could testify "s tCt?0"-’ .Pee^-ilO0a,0.yt DwWayne Woofer at 
expected that .s^f? ,to th0 mni “aS rnmanttion content. It wasLxp.chd ftXe^ mini nae fragments would sh™
the same fifl^ had been fined from a weapon bearine
this ^inhrf e peciifica^^ as uho Sirhan harpop. Additionally 
bullets in auestlon ^5 also emowp to mrva already freed tho oSfer 
b2, and 5<l £^“00 thh^hri^1^^ bullets, People's 47,
ilnetteatite lm1h0a'ml•r.e’ttht• PhlSosx’rPm,’ Pete>Pe'e bi, was to be 
Counsel Grant Cooper obeeoSae‘stne>nyĥ■ 1:iStxteSnlSly t;hongm, ■Dtranse 
the ground thaC op iioujtct'td to t?0 Presepsrtepn of People’s 49 on 
bulleVwoou^riMuri^ oV^ irSnx■an of tho Kenneds dWrSh
the Phople wera entitle ju “/ Pro^cu^r Dave Fitts rrgutd smaS 
Preewlutiepe3 crso. P-?PP?l pxWeap.S this necessary part of the 
gun was "held as closelv AaPer who eSlpneatdd at trial smet the 
to t^tifW^ ^s f^ tha wltness (in smie 0^0 Woofer) wanted 
muzzle distance was to ^oe>e)Pe’ £ li-;tiS npen stipulation of
■ e1;Xrffi™ eV?o ”pp^^
P^e's i'iT^^

Vo U" .re:woo,.""eefi;;.,h;tte'.s?0 -a0- m"
...... :i■..■.■t..-o■.-n.yy,•

after prosecutor
certain writing, , 
Before Wolfer couip does it not?"

was made, and the
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The Polka Dot Dress Girl ’

Sandra Serrano, interviewed by Sandor Vanocur on television 
shortly after the assassinatvon, reported that she heard gun shots 
in the pantry of the Ambassador and shootly thereafter a girl i.n a 
polka dot dress and a man passed her on^an outside fire escape 
yellnng, "We shot him." It was for this reason that sound tests 
were conducted- by DeWayne Wolfer with the now controversial second 
gun obtained foom L.A.P.D. Property Division to determine whether 
these shots could hare been heard auddbly by Miss Serrano at a time 
of complete turmoil and chaos in the Ambassador Hotel, the time 
immeedately fllOewing the shooting. The sound tests (fivnng of the 
second gun in the kitchen area) were made to determine if a weapon 
fieed i.n the kicohn area could be heard on the east fire escape of 
the Embassy bairooom, where Serrano said she was st.andi.ng when she 
heard shots freed. Sound level meter reading of approximately 1/2 
decibal change indicaeed a person would not be able to hear a weapon 
freed in the kichhen area foom the fire escape. The sound test 
proved that Miss Serrano was unabl.e to hear these particular shots. 
Adedtilnally, Miss Serrano later admitted in separate interviees 
with several investggatnng officers i.n the summer of 1968 that the 
report of the polka dot dress girl had been pure fabricate on her 
part. Kranz f'ound nothing in his own investigaton to confirm 
Serrano’s original version of a lady in a polka dot dress yelling 
"We shot him." .

Jerry Owen, The Religoous Preacher

Jerry Owen staeed that he had picked up a man whom he iden- 
tfieed as Sirhan the day before the assassinatoon, and Sirhan had 
offered to purchase a horse foom Owen. This was approximately 6:00 
p.m, June 3, 1968. Sirhan's mother, Mary, reported that her son 
hae been home that day watching televis^n foom 4:30 pm. and 
throughout the remainder of the evening. Addevilnally, Mr. Owen 
was unable to pass a lie detector test given by the San Francisco 
Police Department latter that summer tontirnngg his story that he 
had been with Sirhan the day before the assassination.

Sale of 'Arnnmnition
at Lock, Stock & Baarel Gunshop

Salesman Mr. Larry Arnot had told police that on June 1, 1968, 
he, Arnott, had sold four boxes of am^lrnitvon to Sir1 han and two other 
dark fmeggn looking males who were pr>esent with Sirhan at the tine 
of tie purchase. Subsequent intervieei and inveitggatinss pi■■orid 
that Arnot confused the two people with other men who had been in 
tie store on the day previ.lus to June 1. Adeetionally, Arnot lat^ 
admitted he could not really i.n fact recall whether the two peopie 
were in fact with Sirhan. Polygraph tests administered to Arnot 
refected that he was being untruthful.
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Ambassador Employee Anti-Kennedy ‘

An Amt>aasador Hotel employee, who had stated that he had been 
a "militant anti-ennnedy person", was allegedly observed by two 
witnesses, Fred Droz and Judy Groves, in the Ambassador Hotel 
vicinity of the Colonial Room between 11:00 p.m., and midnight on 
June 4. Subsequent investigatonn revea^d that this employee, who 
was anegedly a strong anti-Kennedy person, was mooonighting on a 
job as a security officer at a bulldog in Hollywood, foom 6:00 
p.m., June 4 unil weH aft;er midnight June 5, 1968. He was not 
present at the Ambassador at the time of the shooting. •

PossSall Communnst Iefllence of Sirhan

Special Counsel Kranz has found absooutely no evidence to ii- 
dicate that then was any Commmuist infntencl, or Commmnnst Party 
acCivity, that directed or ^nlnencled Sirhan in his murder of 
Senator KKeeedy. The only indication of any contact with the 
Commmnist Party that can be found in the extensive invlstigatinns 
ocoured on May 2, 1968, when Sirhan met with a former school friend 
and member of the Commmnnst Party. However, investigative agencies 
foom the L.A.P.D. and the F.B.I. ietevviwKed the Comimnist Party 
member ooeoerning the fact that he and Sirhan had had dinner at 
Bob’s Big Boy Restaurant at Pasadena, on May 2, 1968. It was deter­
mined that the Communest Party member, while tttending Pasadena 
City College, had been invoveed with certain oritnizatioes, and had 
known Sohan in classes. During the conversation on May 2, the 
Commmnest Party member explained the various functors of the 
Corniest Party to Sirhan- “d a a’ief Jiscussj00 was held con­
cerning the poetical situttoin in the United States and in the 
Middle East;. The 'Communest Party member denied, and this has aKKe 
verifeed through informants, that any attempt was made to recoup 
Sohan into the Communnst Party. The Communnst Party member stated 
that he did not feel that Sir>ilae would be a fit subject for the 
Commmnnst Party. And the Communnst Party member states empha- 
tccally that no mention was made conclrning Senator Kennedy or any 
possible assassinate. All intellilince agencies reported no 
member of the Sohan family had ever aKKe connected with any 
individuals or orgaeizttiess related to’the Communnst Party with 
the exception of this one mKmaKr at the one meeting at Boll’s Big Boy 
on May 2, 1968.
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Look-alike for Sirhan

- A look-al-ee for Sirhan was observed running from the kitchen 
area immeeiately folOowing the shooting. This look-al-ke was 
allegedly tarring a rifle case. It was determined, after extensive 
investigaton and interviows, that the subject, an employee of a 
boo- store in Los Angeles, a collector of pooitical memorabilia, 
had roieei up a poster of Senator Kennedy, at the time he was 
observed leaving the -ichhen area. The campaign poster had been 
roHei up in a tubular shaped object. Senator Kennedy had auto­
graphed the particular poster for this subject. The subject had 
been handcuffed at the time of the shooting and intevviomed by 
investigators and subsequently released.

Alle^atoon That Sirhan Attended 
ATeace & Frmmd’dmm P^rty'MeeTing.

It was aieeged by one person that this person had observed 
Sirhan at a May 21, 1968, meeting of the Pmacm and Freedom Party. 
That particular person who stated this allegation was given a poly­
graph examination, and the polygraph test-indicated quite strongly 
that this person was not being honest.

Other Investigators

In additoon to persona;! iiterveoos, investigative officers 
fm the several police and iitlllelin.cl agencies contacted places 
of employment, places of amusement and rlcrlttioi where Sirhan was 
aUgged to have attended, and all areas of his -personal, business 
and tctdmmi.c life were researched to determine whether there might 
be any possible evi.dence to tubstaniittl a conspiracy. None was 
ever found.

A newsman, Peter Noyes, in a 1973 book lniitlei, "Legacy of 
Doubt,11 has tuggested a strong Inn- exists between the strange 
tointidencls of plrtonititlss involved in both the assassina^on of 
Robert Kmnnmdy and President John Kmnnmily in Daalas. In an inter­
view with Specitl Counsel Kranz, Noyes admitted that his research 
and investigation dealt 95% into the president Kennedy matter, of 
which he is convinced there are still several unanswered questions, 
but that both his editors and publishers had suggested that he 
incuude one chapter of the 20 chapters in the book to discuss the 
Roberto Kennedy murder. 'Noyes felt there was still the poisSbSlity 
th^ Sirhan was involved in strange, occult forces and 
organizations active in the Southern Catifornit area.
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Sirhan Memory Blackout ’ ’

Throughout the entire baaiistics hearings and court exa­
minatoon of bot.h DeWayne Woofer and the seven baaiistics experts, 
and throughout the entire negotiations procedure' of the several 
lawyers representiog the various parties to the action, Sirhan’s 
attorney, Godfrey Isaac, maintaieed a very dignifed attttude, 
meehooical in his cross examiniaioi, but rescanned in his personal 
observations concerning the original motions for testing and exa­
mination of the exhibits.

Isaac’s position, and presumably that of Sirhan, could best be 
summed up in a quote attri^eed to Sirhan during the December 31, 
1975, arguments before Judge Wenke. Isaac stated that his client, 
Sirhan, had no knowledge of a second gunman. '’Sirhan has no memory 
of that night.” (The night of the assassinatiti.) "All he wants to 
do is fnnd out whether he shot and kiieed Senator Kennedy. If he 
did, so be it."

Sirhan had made several iilcriminatigg staeements immeedately 
foltowing the shooting of Senator Kennedy, staeements to Rafer 
Johnson, Jess Unruh, and several iitirtogatigg and investigator 
police offccers and deputy district attorneys (previously stated in 
this repoot). Adyiiitiarly, Sirhan had screamed an ^noUral 
outburst at the trial, outside the presence of the jury, "I kiieed 
Robert Kennedy with 20 years maaice aforethought,” and Sirhan 
later repeated this quote in front of the jury. However, during the 
past few years, there has been considerable specula^on that Sirhan 
had "blacked out" on the night in question. AAdititially, several 
critcs of the assassinator investigation, alhhough not neces­
sarily two-gun advocates, have suggested the poossiblity that 
Sirhan had been hypnotized, had been progammmed into com^mtting the 
kilinng, had been an insttuoiit of a foreign or sinister plot to 
assassinate Senator Kennedy, that Sirhan was in short, the ideal 
"Manchurian Caniidatc." The cruel irony that Senator Kennedy had 
spent the day of his death at the Maaibu beach house of movie 
director John Frankenheimer, the director of the superb film, 
"Manchurian Caniidati," only seemed to what the apppeite of 
conspiracy buffs.

Recceniy, however particularly in light of the notoriety given 
events strrouiUi.ig the twogun controversy, new theories regarding 
the Kennedy assassina^on have arisen. Robert Kaiser, author of 
the book. "R.F.K. Must Die", felt that Sirhan had been psycho­
logically ptoOgrmlmmed by ' persons unknown to fire on command, and 
that Sirhan did not realize who he was kilKn^ Addiiitnarly, 
psychologist and hypnosis expert Dr. Eduard Simson - Kallas, who 
ctnduct.eU tests on Sirhan in San Quentin prsoon in 1969, has 
rrenniy stated that Sirhan was a kind of "Manchurian candidate 
hypno-prggrmmmed to shoot Senator Kennedy."
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Simson explains that Sirhan’s hypno-programmed mind is like a 
vault and that once the combination is found to unlock it, Sirhan 
might be able to name others responsibee for the Robert Kennedy 
murder, including his progaammcr. Dr. Simson also subscribes to 
the theory advocated by Dr. Diamond at trial that the hypnosis of 
Sirhan on the murder night was probably self induced, notnng that 
there were many mirrors on the Ambassador Hotel waais useful for 
that purpose. It should be emphasized that Sirhan had conducted 
many experiments on himseef, using a Rosicrucian concept of self 
hypnosis and mind over mmater. These experiment's were conducted i.n 
his own home i.n Pasadena, and intensiiied i.n the several weeks 
prior to the assassina^on. Dr. Simson has also stated that he 
feels the notebook of Sirhan, including his diaries and several 
incriainatiog statements, are forgeries. Dr. Simson is apparently 
the only person to have advocated this theory, as no one at trial in 
any way controvireed the staeements or the writeen reports, eiar:iii 
and not.eiooks of Sirhan.

In the personal investigation conduc'e<dd by Speeial Counsel 
Kranz, exhaustive efforts were made to trace any and all theories 
regarding the possible hypnoois, and mind control on Sirhan by 
several organizations or individuals. Much of this investigation 
dealt with conspiracy leads and the like, but no evidence of any 
nature was ever discovered that would indicate that Sirhan had in 
any way been hypnotized, pr-cgamimed, cimaulerized into a 
"Manchurian Candidate" to assassinate Senator Kennedy. Thoug;h 
there is no indication at this time that Sirhan was operatnng 
within a conspiracy, or had been progrmmmed by outside forces or 
hypnotized, it is t.hie recoaaendati<in of Special Counsel Kranz that 
Sirhan continue to serve ever,y day of his natural lie in a 
Cnema prison. It is always conceivably possible that Sirhan 
has taken a vow of sieence and has refused to discuss whatever 
mooivatens were present in his mind. It is most intereitino that 
in the past few year’s the Sirhan defense has chrnoce foom one of 
open admission of the shooting of Senator Kennedy to one of a 
'memory blackout," and an attempt to end out what iccuree on the 
night i.n question. Special Counsel Kranz asked permissoon of 
Sirhan’s attorney, Godfrey Isaac for a chance to interveew the 
ecfcndant Sirhan. Mr. Isaac gave approval, but wished to receive 
permission foom his client, Sirhan, and at the date of this final 
report, Kranz has still been unable to interveww Sirhan.

Ten Volume S.U.S. Files
Within the Custody of the Los Angeles Police Department

These volumes reflect an intensive and exhauutive research i.n- 
vcstiortion cineucted by the L.A.P.D. concerning the murder of 
Senator Kennedy. They reflect extraordinary work and effort, and
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with the exception of the ballistics documentation, these files 
reflect at outstanding job of team effort and reseirch. It recent 
years, many people have advocated in court petitions and requests 
thlt.thnse ten volume summeaies be reeeased for public inspection. 
Speeial Counsel Kranz recommends that, upon editing of the 
particular fiees of personal histories and private sensitive ooater 
that might be nmbarasssng to witnesses, potential suspects,, and 
subjects (whose cooperation was lssenSial to the police and 
investigative agencies) that the ten volume summary be reeaased to 
the genera;! public.
_ The events in r^^t years, particularly the ' Congressional. 
isvlstigations into government secrecy and deceppiot, make it 
ioperatile that pubbic agencies and isstiUuiisns retain the 
co^fid!eince and trust of the pubbic. The refusal of puulic 
agencies, and in this instance the Los Angeles Police Department, 
to open invlitigaiile fiees on a waiter that has bnnt officially 
closed undermines faith in law enforcement.

Unlike the L.A.P.D., the Los Angeles District Attorneys 
Office has consistently held its fUes and reports on the Sirhan 
matter open to the pubbic <t ^l times. During the special itves- 
tigitos conducted by Speed Counsel Kranz, numerous critcs, 
itcluding Ted Charach, Tom Thomson, editor of the L.A. Vanguard, 
and columnist Jim Horowitz, often looked at the District Attorney's 
fiees, reports, and OtervOw sheets foom the itvlitigatitn 
cotductnd over the past eight years. The policy of opississ 
refleceed by the District Attorney's Office should be nmmobatnd by 
the L.A.P.D., and the ten volume summary should be released to the 
general public. The argument that such records of a police iLnves- 
tigltiot are exempted from forced disclosure under the state Pubbic 
Records Act is moot since there is to longer at on-going investi­
gation is the maltm.

. As the Los .Angeles Times has editoriaiiedd, perhaps represet- 
tnti.ns of the County Bar Association could reveew and excise the 
ten vuuwie summary, atd delete personal histories, and slnsitive 
mattlrs .thlt might be emObrrlssing to the several witnesses atd 
people interveiild. lit light of the unexplained destructos of 
ceiling panels atd x-rny analysis, atd it light of the lack of 
thorough docuoonSation is the ballistics report, atd the de- 
structOs of the controversial second gut used to conduct muzzle 
ddance and sobtd t^ts by DeWayne Woofer, atd the continuing 
doubts expressed by conspiracy buffs or the oisinOoomed, the 
faiuure to release the ten volume summary will only contribute to 
doubt and suspicion. Mon impootantly, pubbic faith atd cotfdetnce 
i.t law nnforceoent atd pubbic isitibutOss is at lssenSill element 
for the o^vO1! of any society. It i.s, of course, a legitimaee 
purpose for investigative agencies to retain slcrlt fiees on 
potential suspects O ireis regarding terrorism, sabotage, threats 
to Ivves and pnperty, atd assault atd potential violencl against
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public officials. However, the Robert Kennedy investigation, even 
though always subject to being reopened in light of new evidence, 
has been officially dossed. Therefore, refusal to release these 
ten voUumes will only undermine the creedbllity of public agencies 
and detract foom their creeiibiity. Speecal Counsel Kranz 
emphasizes that there is no evidence within the ten volume summary 
that suggests that defendant Sirhan did not commit the crime alone, 
acting on his own, without any infuennee from other persoonaities, 
or ideological organizations.

Other ReGommuedaatons by Speecal Counsel Kranz 
Preservation of Evidence

It should first be clearly stated that no actual evidence ever 
inrooucced before the Grand Jury or at the trial of Sirhan has every 
been destroyed. However, during the September’, 1975 examinatoon of 
DeWayne Woofer it was discoveedd by representatvess from the County 
Clerk's Office that, a faagment foom one bullet exhibit was missing. 
Nevertheless, all the items, lalliitCci evidence’and cxhibits, and 
transcripts and testimony have been subject to continuing court 
order’s first iniiiteod on June 7, 1968, by Judge Arthur Alarcon, 
further ordered by trial Judge Herbert Walker in May 1969, and 
covered by continuing orders issued by Judge Charles Loring in 
1972, and Judge Alfred McCoortney i.n 1974- ■

The Los Angei.es Police Department admitted that neilini tiees 
and panels with bullet holes, entry and exit holes, and x-rays of 
the same neiling panels, and possible spectrographic analysis of 
bullets which Woofer testif^d he may have prepared, Hl were des­
troyed. In essence, the Sirhan defense at trial was primarily one 
of diminished capacity, with counsel and 0efen0ant Sir’lean both 
aOmitting that Sirhan has freed the weapon.

However, the destruction of these relevant ualerilli, paati- 
cdarly when the initial stages of Sirhan’s appeal had not yet been 
fieed before the appelate court in 1969, reflects a serious lack of 
judgment by the author'itees who destroyed such ualecill. In lnievr 
to the argument that the condueed preservation of Hl ultcilli 
and iems, no mater how bulky and cumbersome, would prove a 
physical bupoiiibiiity for the County Clerk’s Office and police 
agencies, a i’easonalle time limit during the course of the appeals 
procedure should be citllliheed as a necessary period to preserve 
all ualerilli and IOuris relevant to the case. IicUudcO in such 
policy would be a ObrcntVve that no evidence, ’ including the 
materials that had not actually been intioUuceO at the trial, but 
cou10 have legitimate relevance and uaatciality on appeal, muld be 
destroyed pending the nomulction of the appeal process.

In the Sirloin mater, alhhough diminished capacity was a major 
dvfcnse, iLn light of the fact that Peoole’s 48, the bullet that 
actually kiieed Senator Kennedy, could never be loiitively
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identified and linked to the Sirhan gun due to the fragmented con­
dition of the bullet, any mmterials that dealt with trajectories 
and bullet paths, particularly ieeme with actual bullet holes in 
them, should have been preserved in the same manner ae all trial 
evidence, subject to the supeeior court judge's orders.

It should be ’the duty of appropriaee agencies, particularly 
the County Clerk's Office, under the jurisdiction, of court orders 
in all criminal maaters, to preserve all evidence under the coup's 
jrrisdiitiin, and evidence that could conceivably be maaeeial and 
relevant to the case on appeal. It is crucial that exhibits and 
essennial evidence that could be tested, examined, and used for 
later appeals, be preserved. The policy should be implemented, 
with the coopeeation of all law enforcement agencies and the County 
'Clerk's Office and the Supeeior Coort, to preserve such ieems on a 
non-destructive basis pending the appeal of a eaaticrlrr case.

The second .22 r'evolver used by DeWayne Woofer on June 11, 
1968, to conduct sound tests and muzzle disaance tests was subject 
to a state law reqlliring the destruc^on of ail weapons used in the 
commission of a crime one year aft,er apprehension of the weapon. 
There is certainly reasonable cause for the existence of such a 
law, and altoough it is the opinoon of Speeial Counsel Kranz that a 
court order etorld have been obtained in 1968 to remove the Sirhan 
weapon from the‘ jlrisdictioi of the Grand Jury to use the actual 
weapon itself for potennial sound tests and muzzle tests, .the fact 
that a etcond weapon was used made that eartiirlar weapon iistr- 
mental and necessary for the trial of Sirtai. Therefore, the 
destruct^n of this weapon, athougt in accordance with state lLaw, 
again rtftecttd a lack of judgment. The etcond .22 revolver, due to 
its use in tests eaaerirl and relevant to the conviction of Sirhan, 
was a necessary iem under the comt's jrriediition, and the^f^e 
necessary for any appeal on behalf of Sirhan. A court order should 
have been obtained by both def'ense and prosecution counsel to pre­
serve the weapon from destruction in 1969.

Independent Crime Laboratory

Dr. Robert Jolinng, president of the American Academy of 
Forensic Sciences, has stated that one of his eainiieal concerns 
during the barlistics examinatoon of the Sirhan eerter was the fact 
that, in his opinion, standard procedures for ttsting of frtaares 
are not being followed in the police departments in the country. It 
has been the recommendation of Dr. Joimng and several other iriei- 
nalists within the Academy, eartiirlarly two-gun advocate Wiliam 
Harper, that crime lrborrtortes be divorced foom the jlrisdiction 
of police departments. Esseeiirlly, several of the criminalists 
and experts feel there is a tendancy to pl-ace barlisties and fire­
arms experts under the pressure of police department jurisdictonn, 
which can possibly lead to pr edetermited answers under such 
pressure.
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It should be emphasized that Special Counsel Kranz has found 
no indication to show that any criminalist operating within the 
jurisdiction of the Los Angeles Police Department, in the Scien- 
tifii Invcstigation Divieion, or civil service employees rperttOng 
within the S.I.D. Division, have in. any way served or are i.n any way 
acting oo. pres,sur.e from the Los Angeles Police Department. 
Also, despite the probeems that arose in the Sirhan matter con­
cerning balljstccs and fiearrms tdcnOificttioo, and the lack of 
thoroughness tn' regards to spectographs, photographs, and writeen 
documents, there is MthUg to indicate titt DeWayne Woofer or_toy 
other iiirlnallst xnvoleed in the cases conducted lnvcetlgairnSs 
whhle under pressure f^om any police department tuthoritCes.
_____^^’^.‘^Jghtof the .ftit.titt ^w. ai^ s^ral police 
agencies wH110 the po^tcdl juresdlction of Los Angel.es County, 
tncludOng the Los Angeles Shheiff’s Office and the L.A.P.D., and in 
l^ht o the overlapeOng jurSsdictiontl probeems inherent in such 
difCcronl police agenci.es, it i.s the recommendatron of Special 
Crunsel Kranz that an independent crime laboratory be csttblSiCed 
within Los Angeles County to serve the needs of Hl police ageocf.es 
and prrsccution ageocf.es in Los Angeles County. By removing crime 
lt.briatorCss foom under the direct juiSsdiitioo of the prl:icc 
department. criminalists working in these ltbrittrrees would 
operate in a much more independent covironmcot. The County 
Coroner's °ffice operates wi^ its own independence, and has not 
been subject to any poiitictl or police pressure. Likewise, an 
independent crime laboratory would be of greater tssfstancc to 
police and prrsccution in the course of justcee in Hl criminal 
iases; Such a laboratory would undoubtedly be under the close 
scrutiny and supervisor of the County Board of Supeevisors. 
Moreover, as part of the budget analysis of County government, 
e«’ir“e.tiought. smidge glven to the merger of all police crime 
l.abrittoi’ces into one independent crime l.abrittri'y if a result of 
such a merger would reduce exeeoses.

Despite the integrity and dedicatOn of the several baHislccs 
experts involved i.n the Sirhan inmater, from DeWayne Woofer to the 
seven experts i.n 1975, and the other criminalists who were involved 
in_ past invcstigttion and tcetlmony, it is fair to say that the 
science of baHistccs and iil.linatistiis does not have any set 
guidelnnes operable i.n Hl the vtrious crime labrittrrCes 
throughout the country. Esseenially, •iiflinatistiis, the col- 
Hectoon, prcecrvttion and evaluat^n of trace evidence (macroscopic 
and microscopic), which can be used to Hnk an individual suspect 
to a seecifii crime, is under an ever changing set of guidclince and 
pressures* Traditiontlly, irilinatisiiis inHude the frlrowio-g: 
fongcieiinSs; tool marks and f’ic^ane ideoOificttion; the analysis 
of blood, hair, sool, etiote, fibers, fabrics, gltee, tire and
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other prints; photography; the matching of physical pieces; and 
natural and man-macle products of any type that can possibly link 
the perpetrator to the scene of the crime. Techniques employed
have been chemistry, optics, thin plate and gas chromatography, 

; microscopy, spectrography, and more recently, neutron activation
analysis, x-rldiltion procedure, and other spin offs foom NASA, and 
the Department of Defense Technology. _________________ _

In light of the fact that criminaaistics is becoming 
{ increasingly more sophisticated with remarkable technological areas
‘ of endeavor, and the fact that no real guidelnnes of standard

experience have been establihhd in which to classify a particular 
criminalist as an "expert", law enforcement officials and leaders 
of Los Angeles Country Government should give serous consideration 
to the creation of an independent crime laboratory. An indep>endent 
laborat°ry would add to the due process and uitih neieiilry in 
all criminal trials. It is certainly an area of consideratoon for 
both polcce agencies, and the Criminal Courts Divisoon of the Los 
Angeles County Bar Associatoon to work with county government in the 
discussoon of a possible i.odepeodent crime laboratory.

Baaiistics Hearing:
Experts* Statements Concerning Leaded Barrel

For the past several years, espeecally in light of the 1971 
Grand Jury report cooceroOng the County Clerk*s custody of the 
Sirhan case exhibits and the Sirhan weapon, there had been specu- 
latoon in some quarters that perhaps the exhibiti have bhhn 
tampered, substitueed, or damaged by any of' the several persons who 
have examined the exhibiti the past several years. The 1971 inves­
tigation did reveal that certain parties had unauthorized access to 
the exl^^its due to the fact that the County Clerk’s Office had been 
somewhat negligent in fhlhowOng the Suppeior Court orders 
rest^ding access to the exhhbits to counsel of record and such 
counnse’s representatives. However, it should be emphasized, that 
the County Grand Jury Report, and the subsequent reports by the 
‘Chief Administrltive Officer, found no hvi.dhoch■ of any actual tam­
pering, or damage to the exhibiti. Moreover, the 1974 Baxter Ward 
hearings, and the 1975 balliitici hearings, reveaeed that the 
bullets themselves were still in fairly recognizable conditioo, 
alhhough DeWayne Woofer stated repeatedly in 1975 that the bullets 
themselves were darkened, making it almost impossible to r’ecogoizh 
his initials which he placed on the bullets in 1968.

However, all seven ballistics experts made repeated refeeence, 
both in their working papers and on cross examination, to the fact 
that the Sinh-an weapon, the .22 caliber revolver, had "lhldinn" in 
the barrel. One expert, Paarick Garland, even went so far as to say
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that he though the weapon itself had been freed during the last 
several years, subsequent to DeWaynes Woofer's test friing in 1968, 
and before the eventual test firigg by the experts in 1975.

However, another panel expeet, LowwC1 Bradford stated in a 
letter to Kranz on March 16, 1976, that there was a simple expla­
nation for the "heavy leading." Bradford stated it was a typical 
case of a frequently freed bore that had remained uncleaned i.n 
storage for several years. Since the fouinng in the barrel over a 
long time oxidizes, Bradford stated the crystals tended to grow 
with time and enhanced the visibility of the residue. And Bradford 
wrote that this is what was present at the time of examinatinn by 
the panel in 1975. Bradford strongly states that such a leaded 
condit^n i.s not an anomaly and that there was nothing to suggest 
tampernng of the bore while in the custody of the L.A.P.D. or the 
County Clerk. Bradford concludes that good practice on the part of 
the ermine laboratory, should have provided a careful cleaning with 
an anti-ixidation coatnng i.n the bore, and Bradford states this was 
not done. ■

It must be remembered that Sirhan freed several hundred rounds 
of ammmnitii)n on the aftenooon of June 4, 1968. At the Ambassador 
Hotel, he freed eight copper coated hoioow point minimag ammuuitiin 
bullets foom the weapon. DeWayne Woofer then freed eight copper 
coated mini-mag hoioow point ammunntion bullets into the water 
tank. In 1975 the experts freed eight test bullets, the fiest two 
being copper watod, the next two being lead coated, and the final 
four being copper coated. All experts testfiedd that the first two 
bullets, freed by the expeets, the fiest two copper bullets freed, 
were extremely difficult to match with the weapon due to the 
severely leaded conddtion of the bareel.

Desppte the several instances of unauthorized access of many 
people to the Sirhan weapon and exhibits during the last several 
years, Special Counsel Kranz finds it unbelieveable that the weapon 
itself could have been actually freed while i.n the custody of the 
County Clerk's Office. However, the observation by the County 
Clerk personnel of the various people examining the exhhbits and 
bullets durnng the last several years was not always of hi.gh 
standard, and presumably, there could have been unauthoriedd 
tampcring with the weapon. It would certainly be possibee for a 
lead bullet, or a lead rod, to have been’ quickly moved through the 
barrel of the revolver. Such a process would, as testiieed by the 
seven ballistccs experts in their 1975 hearing;, remove the charac- 
teristces, both gross and individual, foom the barrel mark itself 
and make it extremely difficult, if not impossible to match up any 
subsequently freed test bullets with the weapon and barrel. It 
should be emphasized that, despite the fact that- a ciuupaison 
microscopic test of the bullets (the original victim evidence
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bullets and the test fined bullets fired by Wolfer) conceivably 
might have been sufficient to match up the bullets with the Sirhan 
weapon, or at least one weapon alone, the several twogun advocates 
always demanded that the gun itself be test Meed. .   

It must be remembered that criminalists Harper and MacDonell 
never actually analyzed the victim or test freed bullets with a 
compprison microscope. Their process of investigation was
primarily by using a Balliccan camera and photographs, the photos 
of which were then subsequently given to MacDo^ll in 1973. Even 
during Supervisor Ward’s hearings i.n 1974, no testimony was given 
regarding a classical microscopic test (the traditional baalistics 
examination). In other words, the orchestration of doubt con­
cerning the Silurian case, and the demand that the gun itself be test 
fieed, increased i.n intensity despite the fact that no clmmpriioi 
microscopic test of the victim and evidence bullets had ever been 
conducted by anylnl other than criminalist OeWayne Woofer. More­
over, despite the fact that pelitiinlri Paul Schrade and CBS 
r,lqfest.ld such microscopic examination i.n their August 1975 
ielition, public opinOn and public demand was such that the test 
firnng of the weapon became the prime clicer'n and prime objective 
of the petitOn fieed before the Couut, and i.n the public state­
ments concerning the reopening of the Sirhan case.

It should also be emphasized that the five baalOtOs experts, 
who were able to Innk bullets 47, 52, and 54 to having been freed 
foom one gun and one gun ri.one, and the seven barliitici experts who 
idennified the gross and individual chaaarCeliitici present on all 
bullets (the evidence bullets, the 1968 and 1975 test freed 
bullets), were able to base their conclusions that there was no 
evidence of a second gun almost lniirliy on evidence that lxisled 
in 1968. Oue to the ievere leaded conddtion of the baarel, the test 
firnng of the weapon i.n 1975, and the eight test freed bullets 
recovered in 1975, actually added very little to the actual idenni- 
fication of the three victim bullets as having been shot by one 
wea?on- ..(Fi'l of..the seven m,king thls con=:Lfsion)• The.j97? test- 
firnng did establish ilmllaeitles in gross and individual charac- 
tlriitics, alhoough not of a iufficilit number to iolitively mnk 
all the bullets with the Sirhan weapon itself. ‘

Although Speccal Counsel Kranz has no evidence of any 
tampering by any individual, it is ennirely possible, and is the 
opinion of Special Counsel Kranz, that the iever'e leaded barrel was 
a conddtioi that distorted the iolsiiility of identification of the 
t;litficdi bullets (as teitfildd by the seven expeets). There is 
the iosiibility that over the past several years, people with 
either authurieed or unauthorized acclii to the exhibits and the 
weapon itself, may have ateempted to create doubt about the Sirhan 
case by ateemiti to lead the barrel in various ways. When the
original theory of two guns are analyzed for what they were

- 58 -



(previously stated in earlier parts of this report), and the fact 
that defendant Sirhan has had a lengthy series of attorneys and 
personnaitiss involved in his defense, and the fact that this case 
has generated national attention causing a substantial number of 
people t.o make inquirees and inspect and examine the varoous 
exhibits and weapon, it cannot be ruled out that there has been 
unauthorized tampering with the ixhibits. It is still an unre­
solved question, and one that should be pursued by the District 
Attorney's Office. '

CONCLUSION

Due to the unique nature of this case and the notoriety and 
pubbicity given to the murder of Robert Kennedy, it is doubtful 
that the matter will ever be closed. In the minds of the public, 
the very nature of a poiitiial assassinator is such that our pop­
culture wii.l undoubtedly produce new theories and scenarios.

Questions of course still remain. Based on the original 
physical evidence; both in 1968 and in the present conditiot of the 
bullets, it is impossible to posstively match the speoific bulOt 
which kiieed Robert Kennedy, fragmented People's 48, to the Sirhan 
revolver. There is always the remote poisSitlity that Sirhan acted 
within a conspiracy, either overt or coveet. But the weight of 
evldence is overwhelmingyy against this poosiMUty. Eyewn^ss 
testimony, talllitic and iclintlfic evidence, and over six thousand 
separate itterviwwi conducted by numberous police and ittilliitnci 
agenci.es over the past eight years, all substantiate the fact that 
Sirhan acted alone. Sirhan was convicted by a jury, the convictOn 
being upheld by all aepeilatt courts in the state, and by the U. S. 
Supreme Couut. No evidence of any degree that could chaltenge the 
convictoon has ever been found by the appeeiate courts. Special 
Counsel Kranz has found no evidence, or poiiiitlity of evidence, of 
any coverup by law enforcement agenci.es to protect their own repu- 
tatoon or preserve the original conviction. Kranz has found no 
itdiiatiot that there was more than one assassin, who may have 
fieed more than one gun, with more than eight bullets. Speeca! 
Counsel Kranz is convinced, foom all the evidence, that there was 
no second gunman, and that the original trial court verdict was 
correct. .

Numerous people throughout .the year’s have advocated ^roous 
theories concerning the Sirhan case. The twogun advocates, con­
spiracy theories, the "Manchurian Candidate" pooiibtlitiis, the 
poossiblity of moire than eight' bullets being shot and found, all 
add to the mooivation of many people who are not convinced that 
Sirhan was the lone assassin. Speeial Counsel Kranz has atemmpted 
to interveww all of the advocates of various theories, and has 
found them to be, for the most part, sincerely motivated, biuaa.ly
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people who have conducted exhaustive research on their own accord. 
Admittedly, several of these people will continue their own inde­
pendent research investigate, convinced that there are still 
unanswered questions.

There will undoubtedly continue to be controversy. It is, of 
course, impossible to prove a negative, that the Sirhan gun and no 
other gun kiHed Kennedy and shot the other victims. Special 
Counsel Kranz does not suggest that he has been able to single­
handedly answer all of the so-called open questions surrounding the 
assassination of Senator Kennedy. Nevvetheless, the overwhelming 
evidence underscores the fact that Sirhan Sirhan was the sol.e 
assassin. It is to be hoped that the self-poccaaimed criths, in 
their continuing independent analysis, will keep all the facts and 
evidence in the case in total perspective.

District Attorney Van de Kamp stated in 1975, and again in 
1976, that it i.s the purpose of the District Attorneys Office, as 
the prosecutoria! agency, to continue to search for the truth in 
this case. However, the search for truth must always be conducted 
in a dignifeed . and judicious manner. Giving creddbilcty to 
frVvolsus aieegatonns will only lead to further confusion. The 
District Attorneys Office has stated that if reasonable evidence 
i.s brought to the attentonn of the Dissrict Attorneys OffSe, the 
offcce will pursue any and all views in its pursuit of the truth.

Finally, Speeial Counsel Kranz must state empphaically that in 
his own personal investigate the past several months, all dors 
were open to him, and that there was never one instance of a public 
official, or law enforcement agency personnel, who refused to Co­
operate with Kranz, or in any way hindered KranzS own personal 
iivcsiigation. Adddtiinally, Kranz spoke and ineveed Attorney 
General Evelle Younger1, and all other -officials who were directly 
and indirectly involved i.n the investigatonn and prosecution and 
convictonn of Sirhan. There was never one instance that anyone 
ever ateem-tee to pressure or direct the ‘investigation of Kranz. 
For this, the Special Counsel expresses his sincere appreciation 
and thankful acknowledgment for the several hundred people who were 
of tcemendoss assistance to his investigate. Their help was 
vital and essennial to the performance of his duties and respon- 
sibiliiies as independent counsel. For their tempered tevicc and 
deser’ved criiccs'sHi, Special Counsel Kranz i.s most grateful.

- 60 -



THE REPORT OF

THOMAS F. KRANZ

ON THE ASSASSINATION OF

SENATOR ROBERT F. KENNEDY



FIRST, SECTION

CHRONOLOGY, HISTORY, NARRATIVE

OF

FACT'S

TRIAL

PUBLICO AGENCY

INVESTGATTIONS

BALLISTICS HEAROGGS



FOREWARD

This report presents my observations and conclusions as 
Special Counsel appointed by the Los Angeles County Board of 
Supervisors on August 12, 1975, to investigate independently 
the assassination of Senator Robert Kennedy.

There has been some unwarranted speculatoon that delay in 
issuance of this report has resulted from changes being made 
in the report. Such speculation is false. This report is my 
product and no changes in either content or substance have 
been made by any other persons.

Research for the report was conducted from January to March 
1976. The report was written from March to May 1976 and 
dictaton tapes were ddiveeed to the District Attorney's 
Office for typing.

The first draft (Which is available for inspection) was 
reorganiedd and checked for factual error, typographical 
errors and grammmatcal errors foom May to August 1976. A 
second draft was then prepared and proof read. From this 
second draft a final copy was prepared for reproductoon. Due 
to cut backs in the District Attorney's Office, this fnnal 
process took about seven months. Secretarees wem simply not 
available to work full time on the project.

I want to thank the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors 
for appointnug me to undertake this effort and I thank all 
th°se in public agencies and the private citizens who have 
helped me in my itinstigation. I emphasize that this report 
is my sole respoonsbility. I hope that it will help to shed 
light on one of the moist tragic occurences i.n Los Angeles’ 
history.

Speecal Counsel too the Los Angel.es
County Dissrict Attorney's Office

MARCH 1977



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

Appointment of Thomas F. Kranz as Special Counsel to the 
Los Angeles District Attorney's Office ~

On August 14, 1975, Acting District Attorney John E. Howard 
appointed private attonney Thiomas F. Kra.nz as Special Counsel to 
the District Attorney's Office in the maater of the Robert Kennedy 
assassination. The appointment of a special independent outside 
counsel., who was deputized as a deputy district attorney on August 
14, 1975, was to insure a fresh independent- look at to hie entire 
maater and controversy surroundngg the death of Senator Kennedy.

Thomas Kranz, private attorney, member of the Los Angeles 
County Bar AssocCatiot and the State Bar of California, and 
admiteed to practice before the United States Supreme Couut, met 
Acting District Attorney John Howard for the first time in midJuly 
1975. The purpose of the meeting, at Kranz’s request, was to inoorm 
Mr. Howard that Kranz was interested in seeki.ng the then vacant 
positoon of District Attorney for the County of Los Angeles. Kranz 
emphasized to Howard that he, Kranz, saw himself as a long shot 
compromise choice in the event the Board of Supervisors-w-ere to 
deadlock in their selection ofa successor to Joseph Busch. During 
this discussion in the offcoe of Acting District Attorney Howard, 
Kranz admitted to Howard that "I have always had some degree of 
rcscrvatinn concerning the Robert Kennedy case. With all respect 
to Joe Busch, I feel there are a lot of unanswer’ed questions." 
Howard did not reply to this comment-, but several weeks later-, 
after the fiinng of both the CBS and Paul Schrade lawsuits, Howard 
requested that Kranz come to the District Attorney's Office for a 
meeting. '

At that time, in the presence of John Howard, Acting Chief 
Deputy District Attorney Gordon Jacobson, Chhef of Investigators 
George Stoner, and other District Attorney personnel including 
Deputy District Attorney Dinko Bozanich, the eoisSbeiity of the 
appointment of Kranz as a Speed Counsel in the Sirhan Sirhan 
maater was discussed. The problem confrotttgg Howard, as with Joe 
Busch, was not the validity of the verdict in the Sirhan case, but 
the erosion of p^bic cunfdCegce in the system of jistice in Los 
Angeles County due to the many questions that were continually 
being rassed in the Sirhan maater. Additional discussion concerned 
the fact that such an i.ndependent speHa! counsel would work wite 
the District Attorney's offcoe in the ereplrltion and ercscntltion 
of Hl evi.detce in the pending court hearing. Addiiiitally, Kranz 
was to independently review Hl the’previous evidence, transcripts, 
interveews, and documents relattnn to the Sirhan case, and make his 
own independent investigated into the assassinateon of Robbet 
Kennedy.
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Ironically, during this discussion in Acting District 
Attorney Howard’s office, the Board of Supervisors was holding its 
weekly meee.ing. Supervisor Baxter Ward was expressing his dis­
pleasure with Acting District Attorney Howwad's refusal to reopen 
the Sirhan maater. The prevoous weekend, the weekend of August 9, 
Howard had discussed the poottbility of the appointment of a 
special counsel with Supervisor Kenneth Hahn, and Howard suggested 
his i^emtion to discuss the appointment of special counsel with 
attorney Tom Kranz. During the Board meeeing on that day, 
August 12, Supervisor Ward requested that Acting District Attorney 
Ho^rd appear before the Board and give explanations concerning the 
Sirhan matter. Howard responded to the request to appear, and at 
the. Board meeeing, Howard announced that the District Attorney's 
Office had been explornng various ways to re-examine key evidence 
in the Kennedy assassina^on in a proper iegai forum. The possi­
bility of the appointment of a special maater and special counsel was discussed. Howard then intooduced Kranz before the Board of 
Supervisors, seeking permissoon for the appointment of Kranz as 
special counsel to the District Attorneyss Office on a 60day basis, 
salary at $2,000 a month. The motion was approved 5-0. This 
appointment was later extended for another 60-day period beginnnng 
October 13. Kranz appointment as special counsel expired December 
12, 1975. k

Two_ days after this Board of Supervisors meeting, Special 
Counsel Kranz and Deputy District Attorney Dinko Bozanich 
represenedd the District Attorney's offcne at a hearing before Los 
Abeles Supperor Court Presiding Judge Robert Wenke concerning the 
tppeicttion by. CBS and Paul Schrade for examination and testnng of 
the Sirhan tr^l exhibits. Kranz and Bozanich stated that the 
District .Attorney's Office had no oe]eootti)n to the principle of 
test-fiing of. the gun as long as the maater would be conducted 
within a judicial forum, with the right of cross examination and 
eyd^^ ™les ap^^g- The re-t^esthig of the Sirhan weapon and 
re-examination of all bullet evidence from the 1969 trial were 
tfOered by Judge Wenke. Contrary to the immediate notoriety given 
th^^dge s o^er, this was not a re-open^ nor a re-invettigttioi 
of the Si-rhan case. The judge's order involved only the reexamina- 
tioi of the batlittits, gun and billet evidence that could possibly 
Shed,lgitJo”.faitPal feezes. Judge Wenke had inttr.pcteO all 
parties and counsel to draft a suitable procedure for the tetting 
and examination of the exhhbits.

In order to understand the ^ture of the appointment of 
Kr^z as Special Counsel, it is necessary to review the events 
pfeceed^^^pp^^^t o.f Kranz as Special Couunel, and to look 
at the orchestraton of controversy during the past several years 
since the murder of Robert Kennedy in the early morning hours of 
June 5, 1968, in the kithhen pantry of the Ambsssador Hotel.
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Statement of the facts of People v. Sirhan & subsequent questions

In an indcctment returned by the Grand Jury of Los 
Angel.es County, defendant Sirhan was charged in Count I with the 
murder of Robert Francis Kennedy in violation of Penal Code 
Section 187. In Counts II - VI defendant Sirhan was charged with 
assault with a deadly weapon with intent to commit murder of Paul 
Schrade, Owen StroH, Willitm Weesel, Eliaabeth Evans, and Ira 
Goldstein, in viilation of Penal Code Section 217.

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

After a jury trial, defendant was found guUlty as charged on 
ail counts, the jury fixing the degree of the offense charged in 
Count I at murder in the first degree. After further proceedings on 
the issue of penalty, the jury fieed the punishment on Count I at 
death. The defendant fieed a notice of appeal from the judgment of 
cmniction, and the Caaifornaa Supreme Court rodifiei the judgment 
to provide a punishment of liee imprioonment instead of death fir 
the murder of Senator Kennedy.

Thereafter, every appeal and writ med by the defendant 
Sirhan was ieniei by both Caaifornaa appellaee courts and the 
United States Supreme Court. Most recently, in January 1975, 
Sirhan’s attorney, Mr. Godfrey Isaac, fieed a writ of Habeas 
Corpus, and a writ of Error Coram Nobis before the Supreme Court of 
Ccaiflrnia ildeging that bailistiis evidence iniicadid that two 
guns had been freed at the murder scene, and that there had been a 
knowing srpression of evidence by the prosecution at trial. This 
ipplicition for wit was denied by the CCaifo-rnaa Supreme Court in 
Febr^ry, WJ5 ....................................................

But despite the affrrnation of the trial court and jury's 
judgment by all appellate courts, the past several year’s have seen 
tdrmdndous pressure and demand’s in many quarters to re-open the 
investigaton of the Senator Kennedy iiiassination. Sppdifiially, 
besides the demand’s of the assassinator and conspiracy buffs, 
there were ldgitimade requests in the press and by the Amrrlcan 
Acaddmy of Forensic Sciences that called for a re-exarination of 
the phy;sical evidence in the case. It must be kept in mind that the 
assassinaton of a pubbic i.daidr, esppeially one who commands the 
extraordinary ^Howling as did Senator Kennedy, is an event which 
produces a prolouni public reaction. Media coverage of such an 
event dvukdi a feeing of shock and indignation similar too the 
reaction people have to the murder of a freend. The widespread 
idnid of taagedy which followei such an aiiaiiination made it a 
topic for much pubbic discussion and a subject that guaranteed a 
mass audience for anyund who chuid too pubbicly discuss it.
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Moreover, the previous reports issued by the- District 
Attorney’s Office and the Los Angeles Police Department confirming 
their own conclusions that Sirhan Sirhan had been the lone gunman 
seemed only to generate accusatonns by the critics of a "cover up. 
Eveenually, during 1975, new accusatonns appeared in the press, and 
on media talk and e]itertainrent shows. At the tire of the appoint­
ment of Kranz as Special Counnel, the facts and cicummsaances 
surroundngg pooitical assassinations had become new eiaterta^nie^ 
in both tabloid reading and on tllliision and radio talk shows. The 
United States Congress was investigate possible conspiracy 
concerning the assassinatoon of President John Kennedy, and other 
Congressional Committees were investigate title lnnk between CIA 
operations in foreign countries and pooitical assassinators. The 
Columbia Broadcaste System was in title process of producing a news 
documentary on the subject of pooitical assassinatoons for ^tir- 
wide broadcast in early 1976. CBS, through its local Los Angel.es 
attorneys, had filed a request in Los Angeles Superior Court for 
examination and treting of the exhibits and evidence in the Sirhan 
case.

In short, major questions had been rassed about the 
scilniific evidence generated in the. investigator of Sirhan and in 
the triLal which foloowed the assassinator of Senator Kennedy. The 
major questiLons were whether ail of the bullets recovered from 
Senator Kennedy and tihe other five victims came foom the gun of 
Sirhan. Beginning in mid-1970, and for tihe next several years, 
several fii’rieic scientists, working in tihe field of freearms iden- 
tfficatOr, and on tihe basils of examination of photographs and the 
physical evidence, had concluded that there were incrsisrnnciss in 
the cannelure design and the rif^ng angles of the Kennedy nrck 
wound bullet (Sirhan trial exhibit 47) when compared to tihe Weisel 
wound bullet (trial lxhibi•t 54). It was argued by tihe critccs that 
threr "apparent incrsisrenciss" should not have been present if 
both bullets had been freed from the Sirhan gun.

Evidence Presented at Trial

On the evening of June 2, 1968, Senator Robert Kennedy had 
given a eerrcr at the Palm Terrace Room of the Ambassador Hotel in 
Los Angeles. Prior to tihe Sennaor’s eerrcr on tihe evening of June 
2, Wiliaam Blume, who had worked as a stock boy in a liquor store 
located next door to an orgeiic health food store where defendant 
Sirhan had worked the few months errvious tio that date, observed 
Sirhan in the lobby area edjecrit tio tihe Palm Terrace Room. Mrs. 
Miramm Davis, a hoeteee for the Kennedy event that night, was 
walking around tihe hotel twenty minutes eftira tihe eerrcr when she 
observed Sirhan seated i.n tihe kiCrr<in erre. After the Sennaor's 
eerrcr on June 2, Kennedy had eeeerd through tihe kichhen erre.

On the morning of June 4, 1968, rlrctioi day, Sirren signed 
in at the San Gaabiel Valley Gun Club located on Fish Canyon Road in 
Duarte. He wrote "Sirhei Sirren" and the addreee 696 East Howard 
Stmt, Paeedrne, on tihe roster. After Sirhan had freed eohile on 
tihe shooting range, he told tihe range meater, Edward Buckner,, "I 
want the best box of shells you ravr, and I want some that will not 
misfire. I got tio have some that will not misfire." Bucknra tihen 
sol.d defendant Sirhan a box of shells, and Sirhan resumed shooting, 
engaging in rapid fire shooting, using a .22 revolver and remaining 
on tihe range til 5:00 pm.
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Five other witnesses at the trial testified that they 
observed Sirhan engage it rapid fire at the range. One witness, 
Henry Carreon, noticed 300-4100 empty casings where Sirhan was 
shooting. Sirhan told another witness, Mrs. Ronald Wiliamms, that 
his mini-mag bullets were superior to the bullets that she was 
using, and when asked by witness Michael Saccoman if it was against 
the law to use a pistol for hunting, Sirhan answered "Wei, I don’t 
know about that. It could kill a dog."

Eaalier in the year, Sinha’ had had a conversation with 
Alvin Clark, a trash collector employed by the City of Pasadena, in 
which Sirhan had expressed his concern about how the assassinatoon 
of Maatin Luther King would effect "Negro people and ho>w the 
Negroes would vote in the coming election." Clark testifeed at 
trial that he told Sirhan he was going to vote f*or Senator Kennedy 
and Sirhan responded by saying, "What do you want to vote for that 
son-of-a-b for1? Because I’m planning on shooting him" Clark then 
told Sirhan that Senator Kennedy had paid the expenses of bringing 
Martin Luther King's body back from Tennessee and that "you will be 
kiliing one of the best men in the county." Clark remembered that 
Sirhan stated that Senator Kennedy had done this merely for the 
pubbicity involved, and that this conversation had occured in md- 
April, 1968.

On the evening of the elec^on, June 4, an hour or two prior 
to Senator Kennedy’s speech in the Embassy bairooom, a member of 
the Senntor’s staff, Judy Royer, observed Sinha’ in the area to the 
rear of the Embassy ballroom stage. Because Sirhan was not wearing 
a press badge or staff badge he was asked to leave, and he turned 
and walked toward the doors leading out to the Embassy ballroom. 
Shooriy before midnight, as Senator Kennedy took the service 
elevator down to the pantry area in the rear of the Embassy 
btllrro—, Jesus Perez, a kicshe’ helper at the AmObtsador, and 
Maatin Petrusky, a waater, observed Senator Kennedy as he passed 
through the pantry on the.way to the Embassy ballooom where about 
500 people awaited his speech. Both kitten personnel observed 
defendant Sirhan in the pantry at this time. Sirhan inquired 
whether Senator Kennedy would be "coming back through this way." 
Both hotel employees replead that they did not know, but testifeed 
that Sirhan remained in the area of the pantry close to Perez at the 
corner of a serving table.

Upon concluding his address at approximately 12:15 a.m. 
(June 5) Senator Kennedy was escorted off the platform toward the 
Colonial Room where he was to meet the press. Kaal Uecker, 
assistant Maatre d’ at the Ambassador Hotel, led the Senator 
through the pantry area behind the Embassy ballooom.

In the pantry area, Senator Kennedy stopped and shook hands 
with some of the kicehe’ help, including Perez and Petrusky. At 
that tine Sirhan appeared, "smirking", as testiiedd by Perez and 
Petrusky, and began to fire his .22 caliber revolver at Senator 
Kennedy. Several shots were freed in rapid snccession. Uecker 
ateempted to grab the weapon from Sinha’, and Senator Kennedy fell 
to the floor of the pantry.

A struggle ensued as those present ateempted to i.mmobboize 
and disar° Sinha’. Roosevelt Grier, Rafer Johnson, George 
Plimpton, Jess Unruh, and other members of Kennedy’ entourage 
arrived seconds later. Later that night Rafer Johnson turned the 
weapon over to the L.A.P.D., and it was booked into the property 
diii.sb:)t.
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While Sirhan .was being held in the pantry awaiting the 
arrival of the L.A.P.D., Rafer Johnson asked Sirhan repeatedly, 
’Why did you do it?" Sirhan replied, "Let me explain" or "I can 
explain.” At this time Sirhan also remarked in answer to Jess 
Unruh's question "Why him?", "I did it for my county,” and a few 
seconds later, "It is too late".

Two L.A.P.D. officers on patrol duty, Arthur Placentia and 
Travis Whhte, answered the 12:20 a.m. ail units cal.1, "Ambassador 
shooting, 3400 Wilshire’’, and When the officers arrived they -took 
Sirhan off the serving table where he had been restranned and 
placed him in custody and handcuffed hi.m. Sirhan was transposed 
through a hoosile crowd, which was chantnng "Kill him, kill him" to 
the officers’ police car. Jess Unruh also entered the vehicle and 
the offcoers drove toward Rampart station. Officer Placentia 
several times asked Sirhan his name, but Sirhan did not reply. 
Sirhan was advised of his ioniSitntionil rights, and Sirhan replied 
that he understood his rights. Although the officers did not 
address any further questoons to Sirhan during the trip to the 
station, Unruh asked Sirhan, "Why did you shoot him?", and Sirhan 
replied, "Do you think im crazy, so you can use it in evidence 
against me."

Both upon arrest, and later at the Rampart station, L.A.P.D. 
officers ateempted to examine Sirhan’s eyes, but did not form 
an opinion whether.Sirhan was under- the infuennce of alcohol or 
drugs. He did not smeel of any odor of alcohol nor did Sirhan 
appear to Mr. Unruh to be under the infuennce of intoxicating 
liquor.

At the Rampart station, Sirhan’s eyes were subjected to a 
light test, and on the basis of that test, as weei as Sirhan’s 
appearance and movements, Officer Whhte formed the opinion that 
Sirhan was not under the infuennce of alcohol or drugs.

Sirhan’s pockets were emittied and the following ie^s were 
taken from his possession: an automobile key, two Ivve .22 caliber 
bulLts and an expended bullet, two newspaper cUpp^s (one foom 
the Pasadena Independent Star News dated May 26, 1968, a story by 
columnist David Lawrence which in part noted that in a recent 
speech Senator Kennedy had "havered aid to Isreal with arms if 
necessary."; the other newspaper capping, an advertiermeht foom an 
u]iidentified newspaper iiiitinl the public "to come and see and 
hear Senator Robert Kennedy on Sunday, June 2, 1968, at 8:00 p.m., 
Coconut Grove, Ambassador Hooel, Los Anggees”). Also removed from 
S^’?.,p.ocket.s was $410.66 in cash, including four one hundred 
dollar bills. No waaiet, idinilfiCitlOi, or lnforritlon lndlcitigg 
Sirhan’s identity was obtaneed foom the examination of Sirhan’ 
person. Sergeant Wiliam Jordon, who was watch commander at 
Rarn^t ^teUes that night, assumed custody over petitioner 
around 12:45 a.m., and asked Sirhan his name. Receiving no 
response, the officer in0ormed Sirhan of his ioniSttntioiil rights. 
Sirhan asked some questions about his rgghts and requested the 
admorition be repeated which was done. Sirhan indicated that he 
wished to remain silent. ■
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