
At this time Sieben was able to identify an absent officer 
to Sergeant Jordon by the officer’s badge number, 3949. Sergeant 
Jordon formed the opinion at this time that Sirhan was not under the 
influence of either alcohol or drugs. Sirhan was not given an 
intoxication test because Jordon conclud[ed there were no objective 
symptoms of ietixicatioe and no reason to admintster such a test. 
When Sergeant Jordon offered Sirhan a cup of coffee, Sirhan asked 
t;hie officer to drink from the cup first, and the officer did so.

For security reasons, Sirhan was taansporeed to police 
headquarters at Parker Center, arrivnng at the homicide squad room 
around 1:40 a.m. Sirhan requested some water and again, at his 
request, Sergeant Jor’don tasted it before passing the cup to him. 
Shorriy before 2:00 a.m., a Doctor Lanz examined Sirhan i.n those 
areas where Sirhan complanndd of pain. Sirhan refused to tell the 
physician his name, and the physician told the officees present 
that Sirhan was not in need of any immediate medical treatment but 
that Sirhan should keep as much weight as possible off his left 
anklLe as it was probably sprained.

At this time ChOef Deputy District Attorney. Lynn Compton and 
Deputy District Attorney John Howard arrived, as did member of the 
District Attorney's investigate staff. In an ieterrogatien room, 
Howard asked Sirhan his naime and Sirhan did not answer and at that 
time Sirhan was advised by Howard of his cmeSitltioeal rgghts. 
Sirhan nodded in the directonn of Sergeant Jor’don and stated "I 
will stand by my original decision to remain sileee.’,

During Sergeant Jordon’s various contacts with Sirhan, in
cluding the four to five hours he spent with Sirhan at the 
arragebbent and ibbeedately prior and subsequent thereto, Siee 
never appeared irritioeil. Whhle refusing to identify himself 
by name or place of origin, Sirhan engaged in banter with Sergeant 
Jor’don. Jordon formed the opinion that Sirhan had a "very quick 
mind", and that SirOae was "one of the most alert and intdiieent ‘ 
persons" the officer had ever interoogated or ateempted to interro
gate during his 15 year’s experience on the police force.

About the same tine that Sirhan was being taken to the
police state, Senator Kennedy was taken to Good Sammitan 
Hoosital in Los Angeles. Surgery was peroormed, but Senate
Kennedy died at 1:44 a.m., on June 6, 1968. Dr. Thomas .Noguchh, 
Coroner and Chhef Medical Examiner of Los Angel.es County and two 
deputy medical examiners, performed an autopsy on Senator Kennedy's 
body between 3:00 a.m. and 9:15 a.m., on June 6. It was discoosed, 
that the glnsOrt wound to the head, in the right maa'cid, had pene- 
traeed the brain and was the cause of death. The bullet had 
fractured the skull and had itself been shattered. According to 
Dr. Noguchi, ponder burns on the right ear indicaeed that the 
muzzle distance between the weapon and the ear at the time of the 
firnng was l to 1-1/2 inches. The only other two gunshot wounds 
were in the area of the right armpit and the right side. These 
shots were freed at very close range. The locate, alienrent, and 
direction of the three wruees, in coeJlection with the clrtheng 
worn, indicated to Dr. Noguchi that the three shots in question 
were freed in "rapid succession”.

L.A.P.D. criminalist DeWayne Woofer testifedd at trial (and 
previously before the Grand Jury i.n 1968) that a bullet taken from 
the base of Senator Kennedy's neck (Peoope’s exhhbit 47) and 
bullets taken foom victims Gorestcie and Wiesel (People’s exhObit 
52 and 54) were freed foom Siehae’s gun and "no other gun in the 
woold”.
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Additionally, Wolfer testified that he had test fired eight 
bullets foom the Sirhan weapon into a water tank, obtaining seven 
test bullets. Woofer had taken one of the seven test bullets and 
compared it to an evidence bullet and determined that the bullets 
in question had come foom the Sirhan weapon.

Woofer stated that the Sirhan weapon was unique due to the 
striatinss. This was the process that causes a bullet to become 
scratceed as it passes along the barrel of a gun. The bullet was 
scratceed by the imperfettlins of the barrel and the bullet picked 
up these lands and grooves markings foom the barrel when projeceed. 
And since difeerent manufacturers of guns and bullets have dif
ferent rifi^g specificaiiins, by looknng at the scratches on tiw 
paatitflai bullet under a comparison microscope, and also by 
loo^ng at the lands and grooves of the particular buHet, Woofer 
was able to conclude that the bullets - one test freed bullet and 
one evidence bullet - had been freed foom the same gun. Woofer 
emphasized that since no two barrels were going to impart the same 
impressions or scratches on the pnjectiees that pass through them 
when expelled, therefore, these bullets that matched under a com
parison test microcoppe could be said to have been freed foom one 
weapon, the Sirhan weapon.

Woofer was unable to positively identify the bullet that 
actually killed Senator Kennedy, Peoope’s 48, as having been freed 
feom the Sieben gun due to the fragmentation of the bullet. But 
Woofee testifedd that it had been mini-mag ammunition, and had the 
same rifingg speeificatiins as other bullets freed foom the Siehan 
weapon.

Woofer then iestebbed the teaeettley of the bullets.
a. The first bullet entered Senator Kpnnpdyis head behind 

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

b. The spclnd bullet passed through the right shoulder pad 
of Senator KpnupdyS suit coat (never p]itering his body) and 
traveled upward strikngg victim Schrade in the tputpr of his 
forehead. The bullet was recovered foom his head and booked into 
evidence.

c. The third bullet entered Senator Kennedy’s right rear 
shoulder apprlxi-ateyy 7" below the top of the shoulder. This 
bullet was recovered by the Conner foom the sixth cervical 
vertebra and booked as evi.iieinte. '

d. The fourth bullet entered Senator Kennedy’’ right-rear 
back apprlxi-aaely 1" to the right of bullet #3. This bullet 
traveled upward and forward and exieed the victim's body in the 
right front chest. The bullet passed through the teiling tUe; 
stri kngg the spclnd plasteeed ceiingg and was lost somewhere in the 
c^ihng ineerppace.

e. The fifth bullet struck victim Goldstein in the left rear 
buttock. This bullet was recovered from the victim and buked as 
evidence.

f. The sixth bullet passed through victim Goldsreiu's left 
panf leg (mvw eirt-ering bi’ body) and ’truck the cement Wow and 
entered victim Stroll's left leg. The bullet was later recovered 
and booked as evidence.

g. The seventh bullet struck victim Weesel in title left 
abdomen and was recovered and booked as evidence.

h. The eighth bullet struck the plaster ce^ng and then 
struck victim Evans i.n the head. This bullet was recovered foom the 
victim's head and booked as evidence.
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Finally, an envelope containing three of the test bullets 
fired by WoOfer (and havi.ng a serial number of another gun -not the 
Sirhan weapon - on the coin envelope) was stipuaaeed into evidence 
by defense counsel. This intooduction of the mismarked bullet 
envelope passed without comment by defense, prosecution, or title 
triLal court. _

At approximaaely 9:30 a.m. on June 5, (after the shooting of 
Senator Kennedy, but before his death) Sergeant William Brandt of 
the L.A.P.D. met with Adel Sirhan, one of defendants brothers, at 
the Pasadena Police Station. Adel stated that he lieed with his two 
younger brothers, Munir and Sirhan, and their mother at 696 Howard 
Street, Pasadena. Adel, Sergeant Brandt, Sergeant James Evans of 
the Homicide Divisoon L.A.P.D., and agent Sullvvan of the F.B.I. 
were admitted to the Sirhan home by Adel at 10:30 a.m. Adel, whom 
the officer's kn.ew to be the oldest male resident of the household, 
gave the offccers permissoon to search defendant's 
bedroom. The offccers did not have a search warrant and had not 
made an attempt to secure the consent of Sirhan to enter and search, 
but their purpose in going to the Sirhan resdeence was ”to 
determine whether or not there was anyone else involved i.n the 
shooting and to determine whether or not there were any thnngs that 
would be relat^e to the crime.” Sergeant Brandt knew "that there 
was a crotCnuing investigator to determine if there were other 
suspeets."

Three notebooks were recovered from Sirhan’s bedroom. One 
was observed on a corner of the dressing table in plain view foom 
the entrance to the room. A second notebook was observed by 
Sergeant Evans in plain view on the foor at the foot of the bed 
next to a cardboard box filedd with clothes. Both of these 
notebooks were put in evidence (the third notebook was never put in 
evidence by either party). The prosecution put in evidence (trial 
reporters transcript, page 4364), eight pages (4 sheets) of the 
diary - notebook found on the top of Sirhan’s dresser, which Mr. 
Laurence Sloan, employed in the District Attorney's Office as spe
cialist in handeriting and questooned documents, identifedd as 
having been written by Sirhan. These pages read in part as foioows:

"May 18, 9:45 a.m./68 - My determina^on to eliminate R.F.K. 
is becoming more and more of an unshakable obsession... R.F.K. 
must die..R.F.K. must be kiieed... Robert F. Kenedy must be 
assassinaedd before 5 June 68...”

Other quotes taken foom these pages were the frlOwwing:
”Ambassador Goldberg must die".•."Ambassador Goldberg must 

be elimnnaeed...Sirhan i.s an Arab" "Kennedy must fail, Kennedy 
must fall.. .Senator R. Kennedy must be eilSi)i)SJed of. "We beieeve 
that Robert F. Kennedy must be sacrifcedd for the cause of the poor 
exploiedd people...”
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On the evening of June 5, Lieutenant Alvin Hegge of the
L.A.P.D. used the automobile key, which had been taken from 
Sirhan’s pocket at the Rampart station, in a successful ateempt to 
operate the lock on a door of a 1956 DeSoto parked in the vicinity 
of the Ambassador Hotel. On the basis of this successful entry, 
Hegge applied for and obtanned the issuance of a warrant to search 
the vehicle at approximately 12:30 a.m., (June 6), and the 
foioownng ieems were recovered:

1. From inside the glove compartment, a wallet containnng
among other teems, current memOblship card in Sirhan’s name in the 
Ancient Myytical Order of Rosacrucian, as well as other cards iden- 
tiyynng Sirhan by name and address;

2. From insdde the glove compartment, a business car’d foom
the Lock, Stock and Barrel Gun Shop in San Gattiel and a receipt 
dated June 1, 1968, foom that gun shop for the purchase Of mini-mag 
holOow point .22 caliber ammunition, and two boxes of Super X .22 
caliber ammountion (a total of'200 bullets);

3. From inside the glove compartment one Ivve round of .22
caliber ammountion and an empty carton labeled .22 caliber "mini
mas ’’;

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

Documents obtanned from the Californla Department of Motor 
Vehicles lstablihhei that Sirhan was the registered owner of the 
DeSoto searched in the vicinity of the Ambassador Hotel.

Evidence inroddudd at trial established that at 8:00 a.m.
on the morning of June 6, Officer Thomas Young of the Pasadena 
Police Department arrived at the Sirhan resieence, having been as
signed t.o slcuuity at the rear of the rlsieence to guard the 
premises from unauthorilid persons. At lpproxioateyy 11:00 a.m., 
upon discardnng a paper cup of coffee into the trash which lay 
inside several boxes and cans of trash on the Sirhan property, he 
observed an envelope which bore on its face the return address of 
the Argonaut Insurance Company. Mr. Laurence Sloan, hlndwwtting 
speecaaist of the Los Angeles District Attorney’s Office, testifidd 
that the writnng on the back of the envelope was that of Sirhan. 
The foiowwnng words, repeated several times, were written on the 
reverse side of the lnvllope, which had been put in evidence by the 
prosecution:

"R.F.K. must be... disposed of properly.. Robert Fitzgerald 
Kennedy must soon die." (

Other trial evidence intodducii was testimony of Mir. and 
Mrs. John Weidner, the owners of a health food store in Pasadena, 
who had employed Sirhan as a box boy and delivery boy. The Weidners 
had discussions with Sirhan on the subject of pooitics in which 
Sirhan asserted that iiolencl was the only means by which Amelican 
Negroes would achieve their goals, and that the state of Israel had 
taken his home, and that the Jewish people were on top and iirlcting 
the events in America. When Sirhan stated to the Weidners that 
there was more flldOom in Russia and China than in Amelica, Mr. 
Weidner had inquired, 'Why don’t you go there yourself?" Sirhan 
replied, "Maybe one day I will go.”
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Witnesses Enrique Rabago and Humphrey Cordero testified that 
they went to the Ambassador Hotel on primary election night, June 
4, and observed Sirhan at approximately 9:30 or 9:45 p.m. at the 
election night headquarters of Max Rafferty, candidate for the U.S. 
Senate. The two men stated that Sirhan, who had a mixed drink in 
his hand, remarked, "Don’t worry if Senator Kennedy doesn't win. 
That son-of-a-biCch i.s a millOonaiee. Even if he wins he is not 
going to win it for you or for me or for the poor people." When 
Sirhan paid for a drink, he gave the waitress a $20 dollar bill and 
told her to keep the change to "show them." Sirhan also stated 
”Its the money you’ve got that counts;, not the way you look."

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

Gonzales Cepina, a waater at the Ambassador Hotel, observed 
Sirhan i.n the Venetian Room around 10:00 pm. on electOon night, 
holding a drink with a roieed newspaper under his arm. Sirhan asked 
fii Cepina’s assistance in moving a cha^. Later, at aoprrximafely 
11:45 p.m., Cepina observed Sirhan i.n the pantry area next to the 
serving table where Senator Kennedy was thereafter shot. Senator 
Kennedy was giving his speech inside the Embassy ballroom at the 
time.

Other trial evidence revealed that on September 24, 1966, 
Sirhian was injured in a fall f'rom a horse at a ranch where he was 
working as an exercise boy. Sohan's eyes bothered him for several 
months after the accident, and he had received $2,000 of Workmen's 
Comppeasfirn as the result of his injurees. During title frlOwJilg 
twelve mon-ths, Sirhan was unemployed and read a great deal at 
Ibbrarees and at home. Sirhan stated at trial that he "read every
thing about the Arab-Israeli situat^n that he could lay his hands 
on,” including pubbicationt foom the Arab informatian center in the 
United States and a book on Zionist infuencee on U.S. policy in the 
Middle East.

During this period of unemployment Sirhan also became in- 
creatingly interested in "the occult and meeaphhyscal,” alhrrugh 
his interest i.n these subjects preceded the fall from the horse. 
Because of Sirhan’s desire to learn more about himseef, he jonned 
the RorScrrciaa Society, ateendnng a meeting the week preceding the 
aeeassiaation. One book read by Sinha’, en’iteed Cyclomancy, 
was descrbeed by Sirhan as folOwws: "The basis of what he says is 
you can do anything with your mind if you know how"..."how you can 
install a thought in your mind and how you can have it work and 
become a reality if you want it to.” (Reeooter’s transcript page 
4905). Sirhan read a large number of other books in this area, some 
iavrlving "thought transference." One Roricrrciaa articee read by 
Sirhan taught him that if he wrote eomething down, he would ac- 
comppi.sh his goal. Sirhan testfiedd that he had recorded varorus 
th’ngs in his ^tebook "with the objective in mind of accrmplishang 
his goa].e...and i.n reference to that, the assassiaatOon of Robert 
Kennedy.”
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At triLal, Sirhan admitted writing on May 18, 1968, that his 
"determination to eliminate R.F.K. is becoming more the more of an 
unshakable obsession'... (and that he) must be assassinaeed before 5 
June 68." Sirhan stated at trial that he did not remember when he 
wrote this, but admitted that he could have written this at the time 
Senator Kennedy had said he would send 50 planes to Israel.

Sirhan testifeed that he purchased the .22 caliber revolver 
i.n early 1968 with his money and for his own use, firnng it at 
shooting ranges approximateyy six times between March and May 1968. 
On June 1, 1968, Sirhan brought some mini-mag lmmuuition at the 
Lock, Stock and Barrel Gun Shop and engaged in target practice at 
the Corona Police Pistol Range. When he purchased the amm-uitioo, 
he had not requested this particular type; he had merely said, 
"Wil, give me your best,” and was then given the mini-mag.He had 
never before used mini-mag. -

After seeing an ad in the Los Angeles Times invite 
atlnn•dance at a speech by Senator Kennley at the Ambassador Hotel, 
Sirhan attended the June 2 speech. He did not bring a gun at that 
time and testifeed that he did not contemplate assassinatoon at 
that time.

During the two weeks prior to the assassinatoon, Sirhan had 
been going to the horse races and bet^ng almost daily. On June 3, 
Sirhan asked his mother for the rlmaioing $500 of his Workmaans 
Com-peosaion award, which he had turned over to her, as he planned 
to attend the races on lllctioo day at Hollywood Park. Originally, 
he planned to attend a Rooscrucian meeting that same evening June 
4. However, when Sirhan saw the race entries in the newspaper for 
June 4, he concludld that he did not like the horses that were 
running, and changed his mind and decided to go target shootnng at 
the San Gaabiel Valley Gun Club. After finSshing his several hours 
of shooting on the gun range, Sirhan had dinner at a Pasadena rest- 
aurrnit -d observed a ^spaper ad which read, "Join in tie mirocle 
mile march, for Isrua." Sirhan testifedd that "this advertll-ment 
brought him back to the six days in June of the prevOous year, and 
that the fire started burning inside of him as a result of the ad.” 
(Reppoter’s transcript page 5175.)

Sirhan mistakenly thought the parade was scheduedd for that 
evening, June 4, and set .out to obslrvl it. He testiiled that he 
was eriLVing Mke a maniac, got lost, and eventually arnieed at 
Wilshire Boulevard where he looked for the parade. The gun was 
still in the back seat. His wwllet, he testifedd, was i.n the glove 
compartment as he always carried his loose money in his pocket and 
he nlVlr kept a waHet on his person.

When Sirhan saw a sign for United States Senator Kuchhe’s 
Headquarters, he dropped by and was told that a large party for 
Senator Kuchel was going on at the Ambassador Hotel. When Sirhan 
walked toward the hotel, with his gun still i.n the automobile, he 
observed a large sign concerning some Jewish orgloizltOon and 
Sirhan testifeee that this "boiled him up agaan."
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Upon entering the lobby of the hotel, Sirhan observed a sign 
at the entrance to the Rafferty Headquarters which was located in 
the Venetian Room. Sirhan jonned the Rafferty celebration where he 
testified that he stayed an hour. Sirhan’s main parpose was to see 
Raffeety’s daughter, whom he knew from high school, bat he never 
saw her that evening. While at the Raaferty party, he testifeed he 
ordered two Tom Corline drinks. Sirhan testiiedd that he returned 
to his automobile and "Couldn't picture myseef eriving my car at 
the time in the conditonn that I was in.” He feared receivwg a 
traffic citation or having an accident without being covered by 
insurance, and decided to return to the party to sober up with some 
coffee. He testifeed that he did not remember picking ap the gan 
foom the car seat before returiing to the hotel for coffee, but that 
he "mast have.” He states the next thing he remembers was being 
choked and being broaght to a police car with a flashlight shone in 
his eyes.

On cross examinaaion, Sirhan testifed that he rrald not 
recall ever having "blacklO-out" except when he had the fall foom 
the horse and at the time the present offenses occared.

During the coarse of trial, Sirhan’s atoonneys Grant Cooper 
and Emile Zola Bergman, were in the pr’rcess of possibly cllling 
certain girlrriiede of Sirhan’s nammly, Gwendolyn Gam and Peggy 
Osterkamp (whose names appeared repeatedly.in Sirhan s nrtebrrKs) 
as possible witnesses for the defense. Sirhan had placed an "X" 
mark beside the Useed names of witnesses who>m he did not wish his 
attonneys to call, and both girls were in this category. Out of the 
presence of the jary, Sirhan screamed to the trial coart "I kiHed 
Robert Kennedy willfally, premeeetately, with 20 years of mUce 
af^e-hhoaght." Adeetioially, Sirhan stated, "I’m willnng to fight 
for (the Arab cauee)...I,m willing to die for it.” _ .

In front of the jary, on re-direct examinatoon, Sirhan ex
planned the ciramisaances ander which he had declared that he had 
killed Senator Kennedy with malice aforehhought. He had stated 
that at that time, outside the presence of the jary, he had inarmed 
the court, "I at this time, Sir, withdaww my original plea of not 
guilty and sabmit the plea of guilty as charged on all clints. I 
al^ reuaest that my coanse! Oieaeeoriaee thereelves foom this case 
romrPelely.’' Sirhan stated in front of tlw jary Unt he was 
"boiling’’ at this time. And when the trial coart asked him 
"alright, and what do yoa want to do aboat the penalty,’’ Sirhan had 
responded, rgrin onside the presence of the jary, "I will offer™ 
defense whatsoever...I will ask to be execated, Sir." The trial 
coart had refused to accept the plea and had ordered the trial to 
proceed, finding Sirhan incapable of represent^ himself. 
Thereafter, Siriai’s mother and Mr. Nakhieh, a PalletinainAaab 
attorney serving as a defense advisor, had spoken ^i^ Sirhan and 
had given him aOvire. Sirhen had agreed to proceed with the trial 
represenedd by his coanse!, once they agreed ^t to call the two 
girls as witnesses. And at the time that Sirhan conceded his 
testimony on these rirurrsaances in front of the jary, Sirlim 
stated that he was no longer angry with his attorneys bat that he 
was "very sltisfiee" with them.
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Defense of Diminished Capacity

Sirhan’s defense lawyers tried to convince the jury that the 
evidence in the case would discOose that Sirhan was an immature, 
emoOionally disUurbed, and meenady ill youth. In light of the 
numerous stipulations by Sirhan’s counsel throughout the trial to 
avoid aresentatoon of infCommatoyy photographs and raaiistcss 
evidence regarding the shooting of Senator Kennedy, and the out of 
court admissions by Sirhan’s attorneys that Sirhan actually shot 
and kided Senator Kennedy and shot the other victims, it was 
obvious that the Sirhan defense team was attempting from the very 
beginning to portray their client as haviLng severe mental problems, 
thus laynng a foundation that Sirhan could not be convicted of 
premeditaeed first degree murder.

Defense witnesses and psychiatric testmmony were offered 
that Sirhan had been, in the early years of his lHe, while a child 
i.n war-rav’shed Jlrusalom (at the time of the original Arab-Israeli 
war in 1947-48), exposed to severe, repeated acts of war. It was 
argued that this early chdhhood experience produced effects on 
Sirhan that marked his alrsonidty for the rest of his lfee.

At the age of 12, Sinha^s family moved to Amoliic, (in 
1957) only to have Sirhan’s father leave their home, abandon his 
family, and return to Jordan, and supposedly do iothiig for the 
Sirhan family fincniiclly.

Sirhan hricined a .job as an exercise boy at a thoroughbred 
ranch near Corona, with the intent of becoming a .jockey. . One day 
Sirhan was thrown by a horse into a rail, knhikle unconscious, and 
taken to an emergency hospital. From that date onward, Sir1 hi an 
ihmolcinld about hlcdcihlp, rlcaml more and more trrtCarli, 
brhheee, was quick to anger, and became preoccupied with fcnaCiicl 
obsessions of hatred, suspii:ion and distrust. His attonneys and 
later psychhe!^ doctors argued that Sirhan spent long hour’s 
reading works on the power of the mind.

One such instance was offered into evi.dence that on June 2, 
1967, Sirhan had written, "Declcrctiin .of war against Amortcan 
humocity." An atlemat to iiltoeducl this writnng and other such 
acts by Sirhan was to show illcr evidence of diminished capacity 
and mental elfiiieiiy.

It was argued i.n court that Sirhcn, after his fad and 
cii■ielit, became more concerned with mys’^! thoughts and searched 
for supernatural powers of the mind over ooCter. In January, 1968, 
Sirhan and his brother bought a .22 iclirlr Ivor-Oohnpoi revolver 
to use for sport and Sirhan spent time shooing at various ranges. 
It was argued as part of his defense that this shooting gave Sirhan 
a staange release, but that his oysSiicl experiments gave him no 
picci of mind, and only produced further bewilderment and emooioncl 
confusion.
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It was also argued on behalf of Sirhan, that in late May 
and early June 1968, when Senator Kennedy, during the course 
of his political campaign, stated that he, as President, would send 
50 phantmm jets to Israel, that this pledge provoked a heavy shock 
in Sirhan and sent him back to myyticssm. -Sirhan testified that he 
never thought he would ever kill Kennedy, but felt that through his 
myytic mind power he could fantasize about it (killing Kennedy) and 
remove that fnnling of emppiness inside him. Defense counsel 
argued that there was no doubt that Sirhan did i.n fact fire the shot 
that kiieed Senator•Kennedy, but that the kilinng was unplanned and 
undeliberaee, impulsive and without premeedtation or malice, 
totally a product of a sick, obsessed mind and personalty, and 
that at the actual moment of shooting, Sirhan was out of contact 
with realty, and in a trance in which he had no voluntary control 
over his will, or his judgment, or his fnnltngs or his action. It 
was argued that because of this mental iltness and eeo0a°nal dis
order, Sirhan did not have the mental capacity to have the mental 
state that was the necessary element of murder: namely, maaumly 
and eeelinnfully prneeeetltn, deliberate or reflect upon the 
gravity of his act.

At trial, defense psychhatrisss included Dr. Eric Marcus and 
Dr. Bernard Diamond, both of whom stated that Sirhan had been a 
"paranoid schizophrenic: at the time of the shooting.” They con
tended that Sirhan was i.n a ei.slssohi.ated state of "restrictiee 
consciLousnets” as a result of hi.s particular psychotic condi- 
tloning. Esssettally, thiey argued that Sirhan lacked the capacity 
to matem^ and eenatntfully reflect on the gravity of the act of 
murder.
■ In rebuttal, prosecution psychiaarist, Dr. Seymour Pollock, 
stated that he had interaewned Sirhan eight times and the 
defendants family several times, and found that Sirhan was "not 
clinically psychotic.” Pollock did admit, however, that Sirhan was 
eeolionally eislubbed and eentally ill. Pollock stated that the 
ripeeitive writnng ("R.F.K. must ein" and other writnngs and 
acrons stated previously i.n this report), were examples of 
Sirhan's attempt to strengthen his courage and ability to carry out 
his intentltn to kill Kennedy. However, Pollock strongly argued 
that Sirh^'s writnng, the manner i.n which Sir^n wrote, reflected 
a healthy, mature mind. Pollock also argued that an accused i.s 
found n°t guilty by reason of insanity where there i.s proved a 
tpeeh:fahalCy imparted mental flthtlot and capacity. Pollock felt 
whether a particular eefeneant has a psychosis, paranoid hondetiot, 
or schizophrenia i.s not r'nlevltt to his guHt or i.nnocence. 
Pollock conhl.uelee that an accused i.s never found "not guHty by 
reason of shhizophrenta.”

In Pollock's clinical judgment, Sirhan was slffnrtng from a 
tlbstantill degree of paranoid eitlrenr. But he did not believe 
tert Sirhan had kiieed Kennedy as a "compulsive act", and Pillock 
felt there was no evidence of any batture paranoid ilttslons. 
Pollock stated that Sirhan’s desires to kill Kennedy showed intent, 
but they did not fall into the category of a paranoi.d obsession.
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Pollock stated his conclusion in this manner. Pollock felt 
that if Sirhan had really had a paranoid obsession, Sirhan would 
have been much more personally invelved with. Senator Kennedy in 
that Kennedy would have been perceVeed by Sirhan as an individual 
who had wronged him personally. Pollock felt that Sirhan at no time 
showed such ideas of reference, ideas of infUuence, mis
interpretation of reality, or iioogical or bizarre thinknng which 
would have been present had he been obsessively duveloping his 
paranoid thinking with regard to Kennedy.

Additiiualyy, Pollock stated that although Sirhan beloved 
that the United States was unfair to the poor and minority groups 
and that he felt that laws i.n this country were unjust, and that the 
country favored the rich over the poor, Sirhan did not feel that he 
was personally suroounedd by hoosile Americans.

Defense piychtatrisis had attempted to show, through state
ments by Sirhan, that Sirhan actually loved Bobby Kennedy, both 
before and after he had kitted him, and this refeeceed a mmenally 
deficient state of mind. However, Pollock, in rebuttal, stated 
that this paaticular swing in uInoOioual attaohmuut rufUecUed a wide 
arc of strong love and strong hatred that was possibly pruiuut in 
Sirhan. Furthermore, Pollock felt Sirhan would not be aware of his 
logical incousisUnncy in his sU^ement "I love the guy. But I hate 
him enough to kill him.” Sirhan also stated in intevvUwws with 
Pollock, "I killed Kuuuudy so I am responsible, but I ihooOdn’t be 
held legally responsible because Kuuuudy himself is a murderer to 
be."

Pollock concluded that Sirhan’s iiuniificatioi with the 
Palustineau-Arab cause was logical and ratoonal. Pollock felt that 
Sinha^s interest i.n reading the B’nai B’rith Messenger Newspaper 
and his interest in attending Jewish meetings and parades (a news
paper cttppnng in Sirhan’s pocket the night of his arrest announced 
a march to support Israel) dumonuiratud, to Pollock, a somewhat 
pecuuiar extension of his concern about the Arab-Jewish problem, 
and could be interpreted as a tendency toward seeking out current 
events that would support his atttudde and justify his point of 
view.

The prosecution offered several oucontrovurtud facts sup
porting the proportion that Sirhan acted with prumeUitatOon and 
malice aforehhought, and thus was guilty of first degree murder. 
Several of these raiments and actoons by Sirhan in the days pre
ceding the assassination r'uf’UecUed a premeditaeed state of mind. 
Included i.n these actoons were the fact that Sirhan had spent June 
1st at a rifle range practicing target practice. On June 2nd, 
Sunday, he had been seen at the Robert Kennedy rally at the Ambas
sador Hotel, and in the kitheen area follow^ Kennedy^ speech. 
Sirhan spent several hours on the rife range, with alturuatiig 
row and rapid fire practice, on the day of the assassination, 
June 4th. Sirhan parked his car several blocks away from the hotel 
and left his iieniification in the glove compartment on the evuuiug of the shooting. Sirhan had articOs concerning Kennedy promise 
to give phantom jets to Israel in his pocket. Sirhan carried his 
gun to the Ambassador and into the kitthen area with the gun hidden 
in his belt. Several times Sirhan asked witnesses of the where- 
abloti of Kuunudy, which route Kuuuud[y would be taking, and 
inquired about hotel iecuirty. Sinha^s itaeements immed.ately 
flttowing the shooting such as "I can explain," "I did it for my 
country,” and his refusal to identify himseUf or make any state
ments after tellng police officers "you think I’m-craizy to tell 
you anything!”
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Additionally, on cross examination of one of the defense 
psychiatrists by Deputy District Attorney John Howard, Dr. Schorr 
was asked if he (Schorr) had heard Sirhan testify that Sirhan had 
first left the Ambassador and we nit to hit car and got in hit car and 
then determined he (Sirhan) was too drunk to drive, and that Sirhan 
had wooried about car insurance and the posstbility of an 
automobile accident and thereafter deci.ded to go back to the 
Ambassador Hotel to get coffee and sober up. Howard asked Dr. 
Schorr if that indicated to Dr. Schorr a diminished capacity. 
Schorr answered that it did not indicate a dimbntitdd capacity 
personnaity.

Additisnally, the prosecution argued that activitess and 
staeements of Sirhan ref^c^d his intent to kill Kennedy, 
staeements to the Pasadena trash collector, and his staeements 
concerning his gun "it could kill a dog", and that these pointed to 
a deeinite premeditaedd state of mind. Additisnally, while at the 
police st^atoon during inteviecws by police offcnes and deputy 
district attonncys, when offered first water and then coffee, 
Sirhan asked the sffictrs to first sip the liquid before Sirhan 
would taste the offeeed coffee and water. Several police sffictrs, 
including the original arrestnng sfficers and interveewOng 
sffictrt, testifeed there was no odor of alcohol, or indicatoon of 
drug use by Sirhan, and that Sirhan at all times rtftcctdd and 
showed an alert state of mind.

Summary of Trial Evidence

It is clear from the record that there was abundant evidence 
of premeeetatioo and deliberaton of first degree murder. Sirhan 
had purchased the murder weapon almost six months prior to the 
assassination. Statements to the trash collector two months prior 
to the assassioatSon that Sirhan was "planoong on shooting that 
ton-of-t-biCih Senator Kennedy", and Sirhan’s staling of Kennedy, 
all refected by Sirhan’s own ttstimony added substance to this 
conclusion. Adeetinnally, Sir1 han’ trip to the shooting range, his 
visit to the Ambassador Hotel two days prior to the assassioatSon, 
and his cnnduct immieeately prior to the assatsioatSon, including 
his asking of questions relaties to Senator Kennedy’s inennded 
route and security protection, including his ttatements after the 
assassioatSon that he inuld "explain" and committed his act "for my 
county," and his pntsetsi.no on his person of ilpppongt relative to 
Senator Kennedy and the Senator’s favorable positoon towards 
Israel, all added to evidence of premeditaedd murder. Finally, in 
front of the jury, Sirhan admitted that during a inurtnnom outburst 
while the jury was absent, he had stated, "I ki^dd Robert Kennedy 
willfully, prtmeeettttely, and with 20 year’s of malice afore
thought. "
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Previous PuUlic Agency Reports in the Sirhan Case

On May 28, 1969, then District Attorney Evelle J. Younger 
issued a report at the conclusion of the triLal and conviction of 
Sirhan giving an account of the nature of the investigation im
mediately foioowing t;iie assassinatoon of Senator Kennedy. Younger 
stated that public interest and national security had required an 
exhaustive inquiry into the cicuumstances of title offense and the 
background and associaees of the defendant Sirhan Sirhan. Of 
paaticular concern to lao dnfocdemdnt agencies was the poosibility 
that the accused, Sirhan, was a member of a conspiracy whose ol- 
jectiees were not iatbifdei ly the dlitiortioo of one poOitical 
leader. Under the direction of Chief of Los Angeles Police 
Detectives Roheet A. Houghton, the L.A.P.D. dstalliihed a special 
task force (Special Unit Senator) to conduct the invditigatinn. 
Younger reported that oeel over 5,000 witnesses, and other's pre
tending to have some knowledge of events bearing upon the crime, 
were intevvewwed. Younger further stated that agents of the 
F.B.I., acting independently of Caaifornaa law dnfocdement 
agencies, conducted a paaaalel invditigrtion, including intevvdows 
with hundr’eds of iiiividuals across tihe country, who were not 
^assly accessible tio local authorrties.

IncUuded among these fiees were recorded intevvdows of more 
than 70 people who aleeged to have observed tihe defendant Sirhan at 
some tine during tihe evening of June 4, and early moring of June 5, 
1968, at the Ambassador Hotel. Sixty-five witnesses were called by 
the prosecution to testify during the course of tihe trial. Younger 
stressed that the total number of witnesses called by loth 
prosecution and defense, whose testmoony proved pertinent to tihe 
issues of tihe indictment, probably did not exceed 2% of the 
c^bUU work product of the Los Angeles Police Department and tihe 
F.B.I.

Three year’s after tihe murder of Senator Kdooddy, and two 
years aft,er tihe convictron of Sirhan for that murder, Los Angeles 
Attorney Barbara Warner Blehr sent a letter to Muuiel M. Morse, 
general manager of tihe personnel department of the Los Angeles City 
Civil Service Commission, tihe letter dated May 28, 1971. This 
letter aldigdi that L.A.P.D. criminalist DeWayne Woofer had acted 
improperly Vo conducting bamsties tests and testify^ concerning 
evidence in the Sirhan case. On June 4, 1971, District Attorney 
Joseph P. Busch announced the bnbtiation of an independent boidstb- 
irtion into these charges. Busch stated, "As this offCce was 
responsible for the prosecution of Sirhan Sirhan for the rssrs- 
sinrtroo of Senator Kdnnddy, it is incumbent upon us to conduct the 
investigate so that there wil be no loss of confidoncd on the 
part of tihe pubic as tio whether the facts presented i.n the couut- 
room were correct.’’

, On October 18, 1971, District Attorney Busch issued a report 
statU-g that the rldeirtioni of Barbara Warner Blehr concerning tihe 
procedures of DeWayne Wolfer in tihe Sirhan case were untrue. Busch 
s^ted t^t these rldeirtions appeared tio be the result of 
inadequate exaninatoon of - the trial rdcor‘ii and of incompletd in- 
vdstiirtroo of tihe actoons of Mr. Woofer in tihe case.
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The Busch Investigation

During those several months if 1971, the District Attorney’s 
office inteviiewed DeWayne WoOfer, Mrs. Blehr, Wiliimm Harper (whom 
Blehr had identifedd as her chief criminalist source), three 
criminalists cited in Blehr’s letter to the civil Service 
Commission, several eye witnesses to the shooting in the pantry of 
the Ambassador Hotel, ail of whom had been previously intevieewed 
subsequent to the 1968 shooting and prior to the 1969 trial., and 
other persons who claimed special knowledge of the incident. The 
entire grand jury and trial transcript had been reveewed, and at- 
tiotioo was directed to the exhibits, namely, the bullets, that had 
been called into question by Mrs. Blehr’s charges.

DeWayne Woofer Mistakes

The basic errors in the Blehr lliegltions accoreOng t.o the 
Busch report stemmed from two reHaeed incidents:

1. L.A.P.D. criminalist DeWayne Woofer had mislabeled the 
envelope Which was received in Court as People’s Exhhbit #55. This 
envelope contanned three bullets test freed by Woofer foom the gun 
taken from Sirhan (Serial #H53725). Woofer had mistakenly labeled 
the envel.ope with the serial #H18602. This latter number was the 
serial number of an Ivor-ohinnonn .22 caliber cadet model gun (the 
same make and model as the weapon seized foom Sirhan), which Woofer 
had used for muzzle distance and sound tests on June 1 1 , 1968., five 
days after he test freed the Sirhan weapon.

On June 6, 1968, Wolfer recovered seven bullets which had 
been test freed into a water tank from the Sirhan gun (H53725). The 
Busch report issued in October, 1971, stated that Hl seven test 
freed bullets were compared with the bullet removed from the sixth 
cervical vertebra of Senator Kennedy, People’s 47, (the neck 
wound). And after making these comppaisons, Wofer pooitively 
identifedd the Sirhan gun as having freed the bullet eemoved foom 
Senate Kennedy. (In the special court discovery proceedings 
^11^ by Los Angeles Suupeior Court Judge Robert Wenke in 
September 1975, Woofer teitifiee that he actually compared just one 
of the test freed bullets to the various victim bullets foom 
Senate Kennedy and foom Weesel and Goldstein, and that he was, 
unable in 1975, to recall the speecfic test freed bullet he com
pared.)

Four of these seven 1968 test freed bullets were intoeducee 
before the Grand Jury as Grand Jury Exhhbit #5-B on June 7, 1968. 
Three of the remaining bullets remained in the custody of Mr. 
Woofer, who inennded to compare them with bullets foom the other 
victims not yet recovered by or received at L.A.P.D. These three 
bullets were later inroeUceed at trial as Peoope’s #55 in a mis
labeled envelope.
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2. The Busch report stated that Golfer conducted two series 
of ballistiss tests. The first test was conducted on June 6, 1968, 
with the gun actually seized foom Sirhan, and title bullets foom this 
test were used to identify buUef removed ...........
from the victims of the crime. The second baHis^cs test was 
conducted on Juine 1 1, 1968, when Woofer used a weapon obtanned from 
the" Property Division of L.A.P.D. (Serial #H18602). The Busch re
port, which Woofer corroborated in testionny in September 1975 
before Judge Robert Wenke, states that the use of the second weapon 
was necessitated by the fact that Sirhan's weapon had been entered 
into evidence before the Grand Jury hearing on June 8, and that a 
court order rrstriceei the availability of the original Sirhan 
weapon. These second iallistics tests were conducted to determine 
sound chalalCeeistics and to verify muzzle distance by examining 
gun powder pattern. This second weapon was destroyed in July 1969 
in accordance with state law. Since this weapon had been
originally confiscated by the L.A.P.D. from a suspect in the com
mission of an unrelated crime, state law required that. such 
confiscated weapons, if not intloducrd as evidence at trial, be 
destroyed one year from the date of apprehension by law enforcement 
agencies. However, this weapon had been originally scheduled to be 
destroyed in July 1968. Subsequent records ^ooified by C.I.I. and 
the L.A.P.D. showed the gun was actually destroyed i.n July 1969-

The Busch investigation reveaeed there had been a mi’l^el-ed 
envelope intli^ucei at trial i.n February, 1969, containing the 
bullets identifed as People’ #55. This mismarked envelope had 
been intoduuced without lb,jrttion by the trial court, the prose
cution or defense attorneys, or the baaiiff and ether ^urt offi
cials- . . . . _ . _  It should be added, that Grand Jury Exhibit 5-B, containing 
the original four of the ’even test bullets need by Woofer on June
6, 1968, were correctly lirntlfeid with the Sirhan gun sa-ial 
number, and that at the subsequent baHistcss examination hearing 
in the fall of 1975, there was no evidence that any of these seven 
test fieed bullets came foom other than one gun.

Conlitoon of the Exhhbits

A new but related prob^m arose during the course of District 
Attorney Busch's investigation: the ^nditwn of the exhibit’. 
The District Attorney’s Office discoveeed that various questoons 
surrounded the handling of Sirhan trial exhibits by the Los Angel.es 
County Clerk's Office. Adiitilnalty, the District Attorney felt 
that these questoons were sufficeent to suspend further investi
gative activity into the Barbara Siehr charges pending a grand jury 
inquiry into the ^erk’ tending of tUe exhibits. Among the most
serious of these questoons were the violatonns of tlntlnuing 
Suppeior Court order’s settnng forth to hie manner in which the evi
dence was to be handled.

In a letter to the Board of Supervisors dated August 24, 
1971, the Grand Jury expressed ‘seroous concern about the lperations 
of the County Clerk's Office and stated:
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"Because the exhibits, under the custody of the County 
Clerk’s Office, were handled, examined and phrtogaphhdd . by 
unauthoriedd persons and mishandled by the County Clerk exhibit 
personnel., there exists a reservation on the part of the 1971 Los 
Angeles County Grand Jury relating to the present integrity of the 
iallistiss exhibits which were intooduced into evidence both during 
the Grand Jury presentation on June 7. 1968, and during, the cub- 
shquhnt trial of the defendant Sirhan B. Sirhan. Since this 
evidence is presently out of the jdrisOiition of the Los Angel.es 
County, (the evidence at that time being within the jdrisOiition of 
the Caaifornia Supreme Court in San Francisco), we are unable to 
crbstlntiahe these reservations.”

The District Attorney's Of:f:ich made an extensive investi
gation into the handling of the exhibits and the Busch report 
stated that the investigato-nn rassed serious questions concerning 
the present integrity of the exhibits due to the handling of the 
evidence by unauthoriedd person while the evidence had been in the 
custody of the Los Angel.ess County Clerk.

Charach - Harper Investigaton
In July 1970, Investigator Ted Charach had given his theory 

of a potential second gun and the frinng of such by security guard 
Thane Ceasar to Grant Cooper, chief defense counsel in Sirhan’s 
trial. Cooper referred Charach to baalistiss expert WilHai 
Harper, whom Cooper had known profhccionllyy for many years, aW 
whom Cooper had recently learned had begun his own research nto 
the ballictics findingc in the Kennedy case.

Harper had begun his work after reading llSpecial Unit 
Senator11 by former L.A.P.D. Chief of Deetectives Robert Houghten. 
Harper had been puzzled due to an apparent inconsiseency over a 
slug too large to have come from Sirhan’s smaH revolver.

In the first of what was to become many 1970 visits to the 
criminal exhhbits section of the County Clerk’s Office, Harper 
found that the large slug was a nearly flathneod .22 buuiet. And 
after many months of testing, weighing, phiti-miciggrpphing with a 
Balis scan camera, as wel.1 as studing Coroner NogurCi’s massive 
autopsy report on Senator Kennedy, Harper developed these hccennill 
iriiicSimc of Woofer's work.

a. At least two of the bullets removed foom the pantry, one 
from Kennedy’ body (Exhhbit 47), and the other from worn0h0 ABC 
newsman WilHam Weesel (Exhhbit 54), did not match each other and 
thus could not have been freed foom the same gun.

b. Woofer stated at trial that bullets freed foom the same 
gun will have matching inOivOdrll characierictiss, while bullets 
from two guns of the same make will match only in class chlrlc- 
teristics. The lbchnch on the two bullets of any "phase marks" - 
^uaHy the investigators initials - to serve as guideposts in 
mung up the .points where bullets matched, indicaeed W Harper 
that Wolfer matched the bullets down to class characierictics but 
not as far as inOivOdull ihalaliehistiic.

c. There was a 03.:f>eehnnch of 14% in the rfling angles of 
the two bullets - again pointnng to a conclusion that they came foom 
difeerent guns.
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d. While Exhibit 47 and Exhibit 54 bullets did not match 
each other, neither did any one bullet match any of the three 
bullets contained in an envelope labeled Exh” 55. It reported 
to contain three test bullets fieed from Sirhan’ gun after his 
arrest. But the serial number of the gun fiiing the three bullets 
was given as H18602 while the serial number of Sirhan’s gun was 
H53725.

e. At the Sirhan trial, it was concluded that Paul Schrade, 
standing behind Kennedy, was hit i.n the forehead by a bullet that 
went through the shoulder pad of Kennedy’s coat. That would have 
had to have been a shot firey from i.n front of the two men, as both 
men were i.n one Une of fire. But lab analysis of Kennedy’ coat 
reveaeed the hole through the shoulder pad was a back to front shot 
as Woofer himself testifedd, and that a bullet lodged i.n the 
ceiling, after striking Schrade, was never recovered. Harper felt 
this unrrcovrrv!d bullet that went thoough Kennedy’ shoulder pad 
could possibly have been a ninth bullet.

Preliminary to a compPaint and affidavit fieed by Godfrey 
Isaac and Charach, Harper had written to Charach in a letter that 
"eultiple gun shootings are not a rarity i.n police work. The 
capture of Sirhan with his gun at the scene resulted in a total 
meemerization of the investigatvve effort. The well establ’hed 
teachnngs of crieinaliitCss in forensic pathology were cast aside 
and bypassed i.n favor of a more rhpryient solution and unfor
tunately, an erroneous simplfication.”

Harper admitted during the 1971 investigator that he had 
compared these bullets to each other (Peoi)Pv’s 47 and People’ 54), 
but that he had not compared them to title-tost bullets in Exh” 55. 
Moreover, his comparison was by means of photograph’ blowups, and 
not by means of the tradifnal and more authentic comparison exa
mination use of microscopcc camera equipment. Harper stated in his 
1971 interview with District Attorney invest:!gators that he wanted 
the oppootunity to do further studies, to use a comparison micro
scope and compare evidence (victim) bullets to the test bullets i.n 
Exh” 55, and perhaps examine a new set of test bullets taken from 
a new test firing of Sirhan’ gun. Then, and only then, did Harper 
feel that he could make a final judgment.

ComePlint Filed by 
Attorney Godfrey Isaac and Theodore Charach

On June 25, 1971, a coeePaint for disclosure of inforeation 
(C-6027) was fieed by Godfrey Isaac and Thrrdrrh Charach with the 
County Clerk's Office. The coeeParnt aH^ed that criminalist 
DeWayne Woofer had committed errors, and that the L.A.P.D. and 
Chhef Davis had surpassed inforeation regarding the murder of 
Senator Khnnhdy. Adyytirnally, it was argued in the coeePaint that 
the surpression of evidence had been an attempt by officials 
involved in the Kennedy invvstinatinn to cover-up their own inade
quacy. Howwver, the L.A.P.D. Board of Inquiry on the Woofer eeatvr 
i.n its October 11, 1971 report to Chivf Davis, found that the above 
mentioned crmelarnt was without substance or•foundation.
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The police department memorandum stated that all evidence
had been submitted for review to the District Attorney at the time 
of the original investigation and triLal.. Not one ieem of evidence 
had been withheld from the proper authoorties, and that the case 
had been completely ievieeed by the District Attorney’s staff, the 
L.A.P.D. and the F.B.I. Several agencies had comppete exposure to 
all phases of the invistigation. The defense attonneys, and t^i’ 
investigate staff, had availed themselees of ail the evidence and 
witnesses’ staeements. Moreover, the memorandmm stated:

a. The only gun freed in the pantry at the time the Senator
was shot eas that belonging to Sirhan Sirhan; a .22 caliber re
volver, Seeial number H-53725. Two other guns, both .38 caliber, 
were displayed (not freed) by daiOrrmed guards Thane Cesar and Jack 
Meerrtt.

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

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

d. The second welpoa, serial #H-186G2, was secured foom the 
Property Divisor, Parker Center, on June 1G, 1968.

e. The bullets from Sirila’s gun had six gr,oovee. At the 
time of the autopsy, Dr. Noguuhi, after reuoving a bullet foom 
Senator Kennedy’ sixth cervical vertebra, noted that the bullet 
had fvve groovie. As Dr. Noguchi stated, this was done immeedately 
after his removing the bullet, while wearing surgical gloves and 
away from the operating table where the lighting was poor. Dr. 
Noguchi admits not being a baHistiss expert and that his exami
nation was only cursory. (Taped interviee with District Attorney 
Investigator, July 28, 1971 .) It should be added that in hearts 
conducted by Supervisor Baxter Ward in May, 1974, concerning the 
lsslssialtion of Robert Kennedy, Dr. Noguchi admiteed that he had 
made a mistake in his earlier 1968 etaeemeat that the particular 
bullet, People’s Exhhbit #47, had only fvve grooves. Dir. Noguchi 
pubbicly corrected his mistake at this May 1974 helring by stating 
that the bullet had six grooves.

Eyewetaess Testimony:
Charach’s Statements of Such Tietimony

The I:saac-Chli’lch comppaint llieged that proeecdtoes David
Fitts and Lynn Compton had falsely inorrmed the Sirhan jury that 
Karl Decker, the first key witness for the prosecution, had stopped 
Sirhan after the fourth shot. Charach stated that Decker had told 
the press- the morning of the lsslssialtion and in eubeiqdint 
L.A.P.D. and F.B.I. intirvieee, that he, Decker, did prevent Sirhan 
f’rom eitting past him, and that he, Decker, was moving with
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Bobby Kennedy after the presidential candidate finished shaking 
hands with busboy, Juan Romero, and that Kennedy was fa^ng decker, 
in the direction of the Colonial Room. Charach argued that Kennedy was walking face to face with Sirhan, and that decker absolutely 
halted Si-rhan during the significant pause, after the second shot. 
Charach furthur states that this testimony of,decker was supported 
100% before the Grand Jury by banquet captain, Edward Minasian, who 
stated that Sirloin could not have been firnng at Kennedy after the 
second shot, and that the muzzle of Sohan's gun was three feet in 
front of Kennedy. Charach felt that the admission by chief defense 
cou^h.G™11* Cooper ’ that. Sirhan had killed Kennedy (tlie only 
significant dlfenil presentation at trial being that of drmrnihhed 
icppcity), and the stipulation by dlflnil counsel on many vital 
p,01^’ Prevented, acclrding to Charach, t^ public from gstUng 
thl full proof. Charach further felt that the People did not pr>1vl 
th^r case beyond a reasonable shadow of doubt. Additionally, 
Charan felt that Mayor Sam Yorty contributed to the mesmeeization of the lnveitigctVse efforts by reading at a press conference 
Sirhcn'i diaries, and sayi.ng "We know, of cluris, he kined 
Kennedy", and then rslecsing prematurely the Sirhan diaries to the 
media.

Trial Temtimony 
of Eyewitness Relative to 

Pharaoh's Statements

_ Pharaoh's itaSeesnts, and those stated in the Isaac-Charach 
cleePaint.of 1971, appear to be i.n ioniliit with trial testimony. 
Several witnesses testified at trial as to Sirhan’s phy;iiicl posi- 
tioi PhU1 shooting.

Frank Burns Testimony

-------Los.W1*8 Attorney Frank Burns, who was right behind 
Ksnnsdy at the time of this shooting, testii'idd at the trial that, as 
Senator Ksnnsdy was shaki.ilg hands with ths busboys, that hd, Burns, 
stropped and turned in ths same directon Kdnnsdy was turning so that Burni wa’ standing right off Kennedy’’ right shoulder as 
Ksnnsdy was shaki.ng thsir hands. Burns stated at trial that he 
fheard.ths "oi’1,-thd riPPle of. what was a gun, and it ’ounded like frsecraiksri." In answer to ths question of what dlreition Burn’ 
facid, Burn’ replied, "I was facing the same way that ths Senator 
wa’, to^tly west of norto loo^ng about that way." (Trial 
transcript page 3398).
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Valerie Schulte Testimony

Kennedy aide, Valerie Schulte, was less than six feet from 
Kennedy at the time rf the shooting. Her trial testimony stated 
that she was approximately two people behind Senator Kennedy 
folOowing him down through the door into the kitchen area (the 
"door" referred to are two double dooos). Schulte repeated that
Kennedy was about two yards in front of her. She folowwed him past 
the ite machine. SchuUte then testified that she nottced Kennedy 
stop, turn to his left and back, and that "hie shaked the hands of 
the kitchen help which were meed up, assembled to his left, and at 
that time, the crowd behind him kept moving and I was somewhat 
pushed to the right and forward." Addetfonally, Schute itstified 
that "the Senator turned something more than 90 angle fating 
roughly someehing west of north where there were peopl.e standing." 
Solute contiuued that "I noticed he extended his hand. And at this 
time I noticed an arm extending with a gun and heard shots and 
observed the shots.”

Boris Yaro Ttstimony

On June 7, 1968, Boris Yaro, a photographer for the Los 
Angel.es Times, who was three feet behind and to the right of Senator 
Kennedy, made the foio^nig staeement to the F.B.I. "I was about 
three feet behind Kennedy and to the right of him trynng to fnnd his 
head in my oamera vieofinder when I heard what I though were two 
explosions. My first thought was ’some jerk has thrown some fire- 
irliktrs in Ctrt.’ All of the sudden the two or three people that 
had been blotking my view of the Senator disappeared ltaving me 
with a full view of what was happening. The Senator and the 
assailant were a little more than sioouettes, the Senator was 
batking up and puttnng both of his hands and arms in front of him in 
what would be best destribed as a protettive effort.. The suspett 
appeared to be lunging at the Senator, I don’t know width hand the 
gun was in - I didn’t realize it was a gun untl he started fiinng 
again - this time I tould see the fashees foom the short barreled 
muzzle - I heard no sound from either man - I felt powder foom the 
weapon strike my fate - I knew it was gun then. I thought I Uelrd 
three shots, but in rttrosptit, I know it is more, however. All of 
the sudden the fiinng stopped and some men jumped the suspett and 
there were tries of ’get him, get the gun' - muth shouting." It 
should be added that stve]ial of Yaro's photographs apptai'td on the 
front page of the Los Angeles Times on June 5 and June 6, 1968. 
None of these photographs, however, showed Sirdar actually firnng 
at Senator Kennedy.
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Karl Uecker Testimony

Karl Uecker, the assistant miitre.d' of the Ambassador 
Hotel, was leading Senator Kennedy to the pantry and was within two 
feet of him at the time of the shooting. His trial testimony in
cluded the foioowing: "He.broke away from me. He shook hands.” Jin 
response to a questoon at trial of how far would Uecker be from the 
Senator at that time, Uecker responded, "We.ei, just as far as my 
hands can reach from here, a maater of a foot, more or less, two 
feet." "At that time, he shook hands with the last man and I looked 
over there and I was kinda watching and this guy was coming close... 
He (Kennedy) was shaking hands and I talked to him and then I turned to my left and my right and I felt something moving in between the 
steam table and my stomach.

I was ver,y close to the steam table. The next thing I heard 
was someething like a fieecaacker and I turned my head to the left 
and I slid over again and I heard something lkke a shot, and Mr. 
Kennedy was falinng out of my hand, and his upright arm, and he was 
turning and then I realized there was somebody frlrowinn me with a 
gun.” (Repporer’s transcript pages 3095-3096)’.

Edward Minasian Tnetimony

Mr. Edward Minasian, a hotel employee, was within five feet 
of Robeet Kennedy. His trial testimony was as folloos: "We were 
walking. I could tell the Sennaoo's right shoulder was very close 
to my left shoulder and when he reached a certain point I observed 
the Senator shaking hands with the hotel personnel in the same area 
in which he was standing. This was immendately in front of it hie 
first steam table. At this time, I moved several steps closer to 
him. Thnrn was several people with whom he was shaking hands with. 
I don’-t recall their names. As I walked toward him, i.n my peri
pheral vision, I observed somn0nn running i.n the dirnetion in which 
we ^ere walking. This person was running foom east to west. He was 
running toward the Senator and me and the next thing, as I looked 
up, I saw a revolver extended but I couldn’t get a ver>y close look at the person, but I saw the arm extended with the revolver and he 
had .reached around Mr. Uecker. Mr. Uecker was stand’ng almost 
immeedately against the service table. The party who was running 
reached b^^’ the steam table or service table ( one and the same 
table) and Uecker, with his ar’m extended, and I saw the ex_plosinn of 
the, sheils and I saw the Senate raise his ar’m practically in front 
of his face and then the second shot went off and after the second 
shot, why, I jumped across this area between myyeef and Uncknr and 
ateempted to grab, and grabbed a hold of him, the party, around the 
^st and at the top of the leg. We had him pinned up against the 
enricn ^bl^" (Reppoter’s transcript pages 3154, 3155, & 3156).
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Martin Petrusky Testimony

Martin Petrusky, a waiter at the Ambassador Hotel, was 
within five feet of Senator Kennedy when he was shot. He testified 
at trial that "at that point we had stopped and the Senater was 
shaking hands with the people that were standing along tte way. He 
started to move a litlle'and when he got towards Mr. Perez ^ver 
there he started to turn, and all of the sudden there was l-ike a 
freccaacker going off, then there was another one, then there was a 
pause. Then all of the sudden there was rapid fire. I saw Karl 
(decker). I ducked down and I saw Karl swinging around and grabbing 
him around the neck." In response to a question of grabbing "who", 
Minasian replead, '’Sirhan.”

Queetion foom Deputy District Attorney: _ .
"Is that the same person you had taHed to earlier in the 

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

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

Eyewitnesses, ail within eight feet of Senator Kennedy, des
eribed his position as "west of north, walking in an easterly 
direction, stopped, turned to the left and baek to shake tends with 
the kiCceen help." Faaeeto-fa.ee positoon would have put Kennedy 
looking easterly director since ail the trial testimony indicates 
that Sirhan was running into and firing into a westerly ^nec^o^ 
Witnesses indicaeed that Senator Kennedy's positoon was freing.west 
of north or northwest. This would logically put Sirten’s firing 
posi^on to the right and somewhat to the rear of Senator Kennedy.

Autopsy Report

The autopsy report of Dr. Noguchi in^cated on page two that 
gunshot wound #1 entered Kennedy in the right mastoid region in a 
"right to left, slightly to front, upward ^j^teion." (Peoope's 
Exihbit 48). Gunshot wound #2, through and through, entered the 
right axillary (armppt) region and traveeed through tte right wfte 
claiicelai region in a right to left, back to front, upward 
eir'sctioi. Gunshot would #3 entered the right axilary (armpit) 
region (just below gunshot wound #2 entry), travelog through tte 
soft titsus of the axilla soft t^sue of right upper back to the 
level of the sixth cervical vertebra just beneath the skin in a 
right to left, back to front, upward posi^on. (People's Exhibit 
47).
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The paths of these three bullets, which entered Senator 
Kennedy’s body are consistent with the Sirhan testimony of eye
witnesses. Dr. Noguchi’s triLal tesiimony revealed gunshot wound #1 
to have a path angle of 10 to 15 degrees upward, gunshot wound #2 to 
have a path angle of 35 degrees upward, and gunshot wound #3 to have 
a path angle of 30 degrees upward. Dr. Noguchi concluded in his 
examination that Senator Kennedy’s arm was raised 90° when gunshot 
wound #2 was inflhceed, and that the Sennaor’s arm was moving be
tween shots #2 and #3. On page 4531 and 4532 of the trial trans
cript, Dr. Noguchi Cestiiied as follows: "My opinion, alhhough 
there were difeerent directinns of the gunshot wounds, but the 
overall pattern of the directon of the three gunshot wounds, gun- 
sihC wound #1, #2 and #3 were in a positoon right to left, an upward 
direction, and this pattern is consistent with the wounds iiflicred 
by shooting in the rapid scccessi.on.. . and also these wounds alone 
were not the factor in determinigg it. I think an examination of 
the hllthing hcght to be also taken into hlnsSeeratili."

1971 Grand Jury Iivrstigltion

In August 1971 the Los Angeles County Grand Jury commenced a 
formal hearing relative to internal procedures and security control 
in chnnecCion with the Grand Jury and triLal exhibits received in 
evidence in the Sirhan case. In this fire day hearing, thirty 
witnesses were examined under oath, and aLl witnesses detailed 
the secucity breakdown hccasi.onee when a Superior Court judicial 
order rstlblishing pre and post triLal exhibit srcucity was ignored 
or n^t implemented by the staff of the County Clerk's Office. The 
apparent villations of previously issued court orders by Suppeior 

■ Court Judges Arthur Alarcon (1968), and Herbert Walker (1969) re- 
striiting access to court exhhbits to either chcnsel of record or 
by court order, prompted a Los Angeles County Inquiry based on 
fhidnigs of the Grand Jury iivrstigatlon. .

Chief AdeinisSrativr Officer, County of Los Angeles 
Repoot Regarding the Department of the County Clerk; 
“ : Analysis of Grand Jury Fineings " “

Relative to the Sirhan Case "

In the fall of 1971, the Chief AdeiniiSrltivr Officer of the 
County of Los Angeles initateed a comprehensive iivrstigltinn of 
the operation of the offcne of the County CLerk. This particular 
action was in response to a report to the Board of Supervisors by 
the Grand Jury which conClined various charges of mismanagement by 
the County Clerk in the handling of the exhibits in the Sirhan 
tria-. Arthur G. Will, Chief AdmlniiSrltlve Officer of the County, 
eirecred the iivrstigltinn into three major areas:
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1. Analysis of the specific charges contained in the Grand 
Jury Reepot.

2. Evaluation of County Clerk management and effectienesss 
of the department in providnng csseniill services.

3. In depth reveew of criminal division procedures and 
operations.

Arthur Wil, Chief Adminisiratiic Officer, concUdedd that on 
the basis of his off^e review, it was his conclusion that the 
offeree of the County Clerk was being effectively administered by 
the present departmental management.. However, Will felt that in 
the case of the Sirhan trial specifiillly, inadequate lttcitiin was 
given to the magnitude and importance of the trial by top manage
ment i.n the County Clerk’s Office, and that the department needed 
to establish an effective mechlnitm for tdenttfying cases of major 
iigiifilnnce. Also, Wil felt there was a need to create appro
priate procedur'ei to ensure foolproof handling of Hl aspects of 
the clerks rcipoii:ibilitCes.

The summary of the findingi iigil:LghCed the filiewing:
1. The Grand Jury had felt that the Suueeror Court orders 

winded that tte fragiee balliitiis evidence be ipeeifically pack
aged but the County Clerk did not comply with this wish, resul^ng 
in doubts as to the integrity of the bullets entered as evidence in 
the Sirhan trial.

The C.A.O. task force found that no special initructiiis 
were given by the Court i.n this r•cnlrd. Storage of the bullets i.n 
the custody of the County Clerk remained in the same package that 
they had originally been placed i.n by the L.A.P.D. This was con- 
sisterni. wi^ the standard operating procedure of the storage of 
baaiist^s cxhibiti.

2. The Grand Jury had been ver>y cribcd! of the manner of 
enforetment of court-imposed reitrictiiss on viewnng and handling 
of Sirhsrn cxhibits, particularly balliitiis evidence, chlrging that 
the County Clerk had aiowwed uiluthoriedd persons acceii to the 
cxhibits, and had faieed to keep an accurate recor’d of visits to the 
exhibit viewing room and faieed to provide adequate secur'ity and 
supervision over the Sirhan exhibits. The Grand Jury al.so noted 
that several pages of copies of notebooks of Sirhans notes were 
missing.

In rebuttal, the C.A.O. task force found that the person who 
was permitted acceii to the balliitiis evidence was admitted by the 
criminal divinon staff on the basis of telephonic and written ver- 
rifidtwn that the person was a r•epr■eseitltiee of defense. 
Allowing reprcicitatiess of counsel to view exhibits had been 
st^terd operating procedure for the division. However, it was 
ciimeit that furthur inquiry and ciniiUtation with the court would 
hlve been in order i.n this particular case. Furthermore, i.n recon- 
itructing the events discussed in the Grand Jury chlrnei, the 
C.A.O. task force found that the iyittms, records, and secuuitl 
measure i.n effect, at that time, were deficient. Improvements 
were implemented by the department.
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3. The Grand Jury made a general statement criticizing the
performance of upper and middle management of the County Clerk’s 
Office and expressed concern regarding the operations of the 
divisions of the office. This was based on the charges rtlating to 
the care and handlong of the Sirhan exhibits.

The C.AO. task force found that the management and overall 
operation of the department was generally satisfactory.

The Court Order Re ExXibits

On June 7, 1968, a court order was promulgated by Judge
Arthur Alarcon. His order contnuued into effect unnil May 20, 
1969, at which time Judge Herbert Walker issued a court order which 
stated in substance that the original exhibits in the Sirhan case 
w?re “I .to,b,e ’ie»ed. except .upon order of _the court. _ This 
instructoon did not apply to attonneys of record. Judge Walker’s 
court order was preceded by a conference in his chambers on May 16, 
1969, which was receded by a court reporter. Three 
rrprrsrotatlrss of the County Clerk's Office, inciuding Mr. Peter 
J..Talmachoff, Chief of the Criminal Divisoon, were present during 
this conference in order that the views of the two superior court 
judges would be clearly cormrnncatrd and understood. During the 
conference, and based upon the trstrmony rrllting thereto, it was 
demoontrably clear that both presidnng Judge Charles Loring and 
Judge Herbset Walker also expected that the critical ballistits 
evidence in the Sirhan cltr was to be tpeeificllly packaged to 
prrsrr'vr its integrity. This conference occured weei after Hl of 
the exhibits had been intoducedd into evi.dence and had thus come 
into the care, custody and control of the Los Angeles County 
Clerk's Office. '

But the C.A.O. task force found that the idea of special
packaging fe ballittits rvidencr was not clearly cormruocltrd to 
or expected of the County Clerk. An alhouugh the conference with 
the judges was recorded, the traotcriptioo was not prepared for 
circulate unntl July 26, 1971 . The C.A.O. task force di.d state 
that it. was unforuunate that Mr. Talmachoff did not question the 
lack of reference to special packaging in the court order since it 
was discussed in conference.

Conclusion Re
Gred Jury Investigate of County Clerk's Office

T^r^ was no real evidence developed during the 1971 Grand
Jury investigate that any tampering with exhibits actually 
occured, but investigators foom the District Attorney’s Office and 
from the Grand Jury were gravely concerned about the problem. The 
District Attorney’s Office stopped short of saying that there was 
any tampering with the buies °r gun, but the investigators had 
concern about the poittbblity that it did oseur.
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1974 Hearings Conducted by Supervisor Baxter Wand

. .One of.the most persistent critics of the .manner in whichballistics evidence was presented at the trial of Sirhan was Los 
Angeles newsman Baxter Ward. In 1971, Ward often devoted a 
sizeable portion of his progamm on KHJ television to highlighting 
apparent discrepancies in trial testimony of variou’ eyewitnesses, 
giving sizeable coverage to trial critics such as Theodore Charach 
and others mitcd! of criminalist DeWayne Wolfer. In 1972, Ward 
was elected to the County Board of Supervisors and . in 1974 
commenced his own hearings to investigate baalistlcs evidence by 
virtue of his chairmanship of the Coroner’s Department of Los 
Angeles Couto tty.

. Prwr tn the May 1974 hearing, ward asked ^ 
supervisors for subpoena power to compel District Attorney Joseph 
Busch and L.A.P.D. criminalist Woofer to appear before his hearing.

Prior to the hearing date in May, a series of Board of 
Supervisors meeeings in Appil revealed a growing feud between Ward 
and Busch. Ward stated his quarrel with Busch was based on the 
belief ' that the District Attorney should "remove the cloud 
presen^y hangi.ng over law enfoceement in the Kennedy case by 
iiitiating a total reveww of the baaiistcss evidence, iacluding 
refiiiing of the gun used by Sirhan." Adddtionally, Ward stated to 
Busch, ’’I remind him that I made this same basic pr>lposal back in 
1971 when the bullet controversy first devel.oped. In fact, it was 
my persistence in this maater in a three month broadcast series in 
1971 that led to the total estaagemment between Mr. Busch and me.”

Ward iacisted that his hearing was to deal with doubts 
rassed by certain crimiaoligicts that bullets used as evidence i.a 
the Sirhan murder trial did not match up.

Busch, who descrbbed the proposed hearing into the bujLlet 
dispute as "rddloulouc", stated that he would not appear at the 
hearing and cited gnvtr’nmtat code sections in the Los Angeles 
County Charter challengnng the authority of a Supp^sor too conduct 
legislate hearings into essctiiaaly a criminal case. 
Additionally, he felt that Supervisor Ward was using the issue of 
the Sirhan case as pulobicity too capture public notoriety during his 
campaign for the DemonrrUc nomination for Governor that eer:ing;.

Mac Donnei Affidavit

In l<iditioa too the original lffidliit of WilUmm Harper of 
December’, 1970, Ward’s headings were to highlight the lffidliit and 
personal testimony of criminalist Herbert Mac Donnei, dir’ectlr of 
the Laboratory of Forensic Science in Corning, New York. Mac 
Donnei had examined the same 1970 photograph taken by Harper of the 
bullets removed from Senator Kennedy^ neck and victim Weesel. Ted 
Charach had dtliveeed these photographs to Mac Donnei in 1973. 
Esseenially Mac Donnei made two coacltcionc.
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First, Mac Donell stated the bullet removed from Senator
Kennedy and the bullet removed from Weesel could not have been 
fieed foom the same weapon. Mac Doneei claimed the two bullets were 
of different manufacture or were manufactured by the same firm 
under diffefeet conddtions of manufactfre. All eight cartrddge 
cases' removed from Sirhnu’s gun were manufacturfd by Omaak-C.C., 
and all had two cannelures. Mac Donnei stated the li)catioe of the 
cannelures on the Weesel bullet showed it could have been a part of 
a cartrdgge in the Sirhan revolver. However, Mac Donnei concluded 
the Kennedy bullet had but one cannelure, and therefore could not 
have been Omark aanufacture and, therefore, could not have been a 
part of one of the cartrddges taken foom the Sirhan revolver.

Adddtiieaaly, Mac DoouV1 stated that his detailed
examination of the Hycnu Baaliscan camera photomicrographs taken by 
Harper of the Kennedy and Weesel bullets showed "a diffrfencf of 
nearly 1/2 a degree in rifling angles." Also, Mac Donnei felt there 
was a lack of agreement between any of the idfntifiabfe ieiividual 
chaaaaceristiss that appeared on the two bullets. Ovveall 
sharpness of the Keuuedy bullet suggested that it was freed foom a 
barrel whnsv iiflinn was in far better condition than the one from 
which the Weesel bullet was freed. Finally, Mac Doneei stated that 
he felt two guns had been freed.

It must pointed out that both Harper and Mac Doneei were
working only from pictures taken by a special camera called a 
Bamsczm. Even though this camera is an acknowledged diagnostic 
aid in balliitici, criminalists agree that the most rfllabfe evi
dence cnaes foom lctfll microscopic examination of the bullets. 
Additiinally, Harper had stated under oath to the Grand Jury i.n 
1971 that he had "stong reservlti(uis regarding the present utility 
of the physical evidence for microscopic re-exlaiultiou bvcnfsv of 
the way the evidence had been initially handled by the police 
ngvucy and thereafter maiutaened, i.n the same manner, by the 
Clerks Office."

Prepare to hold his hearings in May, 1974, Ward puuiicly
stated that he did not ihaleegge the co■neictioe of Sir^im, but had 
many questions about evidence, particularyy lalliitiis evidence. 
Ward stated, "In my opinion, there is no question as to Sirhlu’s 
invpVvaaeut and the i^uidilg of his guult, and he should be 
mainta^ed in prison for the balance of his Iffe.” Ward nddvd, 
"that he (Ward) had no knowledge or paltiifllr suspicion that 
Sirhan did not act alone. But I sill feel that a case of- this 
importance should not leave unresolved as anuy ipefifii charges as 
are being made i.n this iase."
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District Attorney Busch challenged the authority of Super
visor Ward to hold such a hearing, but Ward relied on the advi.ce of 
County Counsel John Larson that as Department Charman of the 
Coroner’s Department, it was appropriate for Ward to hold su.h a 
hearing and inquiry. Ward laid a preliminary foundation for hit 
hearing by telling other Board of Suppevisor members that he, Ward, 
had met with County Clerk William Sharp and discussed the previous 
charges against Sharp and his office by the Distri.t Attorney and 
the County Grand Jury in 1971* Ward stated that he was satisfied 
with Sharp’s response and, felt that tho integrity of the exhibits 
he would examine at his hearing were satisfactory. He then stated, 
"There i.s a cloud over law enforemment i.n the County of Los Angel.es 
that can only be dispelled by a proper inquiry.” (Board of 
Supervisors Meeting Appil 23, 1974). Additionally, Ward quoted 
from a book lntitlei "Inside the Crime Lab", which stated ”critics 
clam that it is scarcely possible- to imagine a case so botcLd up 
i.n the physical evidence collection, preservation, analysis an0 
tesimmony as was the crime lab work by the L.A.P.D. Bailistics 
Fureesic Divisoon i.n the Bobby Kennedy kiliing.” Ward used this 
allegatien at the Board of Supervisors Meeting on Appil 23, 1974, 
to justify hi.s ateempts to subpoena District Attorney Busch and 
DeWeyne Woofer to appear for his May, 1974, hearing.

May 13, 1974 Hearing •

Ward prefaced his hearing with staeements by Mr. Roy Ito and 
Mr. Eskanos, both members of the 1971 Chief Adimnistrativl Office 
task force. Both Eskanos and Ito testif^d that them was no 
subbtannial evidence of reluthurilod handling of original exhibbts. 
They stated that they disagreed with the Grand Jury fihdingt that 
them was an unfortunate lack of conmn for the integrity of t.he 
lxhibbts. Adiiliieally, Ward lnslrled into the moord a staeement 
by the 1971 Presiding Judge of the Supeeior Court, Charles Loring. 
Judge Loring stated that, "Despite considerably adverse pubbicity 
(in 1971) during the currse of these invlstggltinns, our committee 
found nothing to indicate that the handling and tturing of the 
exhibits i.n the Sirhan case impaired the integrity of the 
exX^bts. ”

Affidavit of WilHmm Harper Read Into the Record

WilHmm Harper could not earticepatl in the May 13, 1974, 
hearing. Portoons of Haapee’s previously sworn affidavit prepared 
on December 28, 1970, wen read into the r'eoor'i. ' In this affidavit 
Harper stated that, "During the past several months (in 1970) I 
have made a careful revloo and study of physical cioru^lstances of 
the assassinator of Senator Klnnldy. In this cueeection, I have 
examined physical evidence intoouuced at the trial, including 
Sirhae*s weapon, the bullets and sheU cases. I have also studied 
the autopsy report, the autopsy photographs and pertinent pontoons 
of the trial testimony."

"BisiO on my background and trainnng, upon my exeerience as 
a ooesultigg criminalist, and my studies, exlminltions, analysis of 
the data relati to the KenneOy attattleatinn, I have arrived at 
the ^nowiing findingt and oeiei.oes:
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"No test bullets recovered from the Sirhan gun are in evi
dence. This gun was never identified sciennifically as having 
fired any of the bullets removed from any of the victims.

"Other than the apparent self evident fact that gun #53725 
was fri’cibly removed lirom Sirhan at the scene, it has not been 
connected by microscopcc examinations or other scientfic trittng 
to the actual shooting.

"In fact, my examinations disposed that the bullet, Exhibit 
#47, has a riflnng angle of approximately 23 minutes (approximaaely 
14%) grrtter than the rifiing angle of Bullet ExXhbit #54.

"It is therefore my opinion that Bullets #47 and #54 could 
not have been fieed foom the same gun.11

1974 Lowell Bradford Testimony

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

Like other critcos, Bradford was looking at photographs of 
Bullet Exhhbit #47 and Bullet Exhhbit #54 originally taken by 
Harper in 1970. Ward asked for cotclusrtns regarding the number of 
cannelures in Exhhbit 47, the Kennedy bullet, as compared to 
Exhhbit 54, the Weesel bullet. Bradford replead: "Notice that the 
photograph of #47 portrays an image which appears to be one knurled 
cannelures, whereas photo 54 has an image which appears to .portray 
two ctnnerurrs."

Ward then questooned Bradford about the poosibility of 
bullet tampering or damage. ' SppeCficalll, Ward had requested 
photographs be taken of the two connroversitl bullets, 47 and 54, 
photographs taken at his request in Appil, 1974. Ward asked 
Bradford if he had examined the new 1974 BaH^ann photographs and 
compared them for any changes that might have occurred i.n the 
quaaity of the speccfic markings on the bullets, (the bullet photos 
of 1970 taken by Harper, and the bullet photos of 1974 taken at 
Waad’s request). ’ Bradford replead, "I could fnnd no iintifCtatt 
changes in the types of marks which would be useable in identi- 
fccatinn between the two sets of photographs."

Ward implied that he had rtisee that question to Bradford 
for the reason that it had been suggested in some quarters that 
that age could have a serious effect on the qua^ty of the bullets 
and their integrity for examination. Ward felt that two-and-a-half 
year’s time had passed since the assassinator and the time the 
bullets were first photogaaphed by Harper i.n 1970. Adeetirttlly, 
there was an even longer period, roughly thrrc-ttd-a-hatf year’s 
that elapsed between the Harper photographs and the Ward photo
graphs. And when asked if he had found no cotseeuaetitl 
deterioratOn, Bradford answered, "That is correct."
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Asked if he had compared the rifling angl.es of photographs
#47 and #54, Bradford stated that he could not discern any 
diffemcces between the riflinn angl.es of the two photographs. 
Ward asked Bradford that based on the individual charactcrieties of 
the’speiat bullets, did he ateempt to make a positive identificatoon 
of the photographs of People's Exhhbit #55 and 5B (the seven Woofe!- 
fieed test bullets) and the Kennedy bullet, 47, and the Weesel 
bullet, 54. Bradford eepleed that he determined that the class 
chaaaaterieties, the number of marks foom tho effing and the 
general dimensions, weM consists on an the ^11^3, Mt that he 
could fnnd no evidence of any epeeific iientificatotn mark which 
would be necessary to identify one bullet as having been fieecl from 
the same weapon. .

Ward then stated, "So i.n the ceucial analysis to determine
if the bullets were freed from the saime weapon, you did not fnnd 
sufficeent characCerieties on which to base that conclusion?"

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

theeefoee, that the characCerietces were not present to identify 
the saime gun as having been used foe all of the loullets?"

Bradford answered, "That is correct.”
Finally, Ward asked Bradford what Bradford thought shoul.d be

done to resolve the questoons being raseed and Bradford eepleed 
that title only manner of rfeolvtgg all of the questions was to 
conduct a thorough examination of all of the evidence. When asked 
by Ward if the Sirhan gun should be eefreed, Bradford answered, 
"Yes."

1974 Teetimony of Criminalist Herbert MacDonell

In the fall of 1973, and prior to the hearing of May, -1974,
Herbert MacDonnll had examined Balisccan photographs of spent 
bullets that had been taken by William Harper i.n 1970. 
Speeifically, ManDoon!! was looking at bullets #47, title Kennedy 
bullet, and #54, the Weesel bullet. Thereafter, MacDonell also had 
access to the other photographs taken, under Ward’s directonn i-n 
Appel, 1974. At the hearing, when asked by Ward if he had ar^eed 
at any conclusonn as a result of his examinatonns of the several 
photographs MacDooell eeelfed, "An examinatoon of the photograph of 
Trial Exhibit #47, as Lowed Bradford has just testif^d, 
demoneSrates the appearance of one cannelure which is towaM the 
top center of the exhhbit labeled ’Harper-Kennedy.’ The Harper- 
Weesd photograph gives evidence of two eatnnCulee."

And when asked if he could fnnd any difeeennce i.n the
physical chaaacterieties of the bullets i.n the Harper photographs 
of 1970 and the Ward photographs of 1974, MacDonell replead, "No."

When asked if he had aei,ifed at any cneclusOees as a eesllt
of comparison of the effing angles i.n the photographs of Exh-hhid 
47 and 54, MacDon!! stated, "That Exhhbit 47, tihe original Harper 
photograph, has approximately up to half a degree or 30 minutes 
difeeennce i.n the angle of riflng between the Weesel buHet." 
Ward asked if this was a ecrioue difeeennce. And MacDonell 
implied, "No." ManDoon!! tihen stated that since he did not have the 
negative of the photos taken by the Balleccae camera, it was really 
impossible to make any estimate. However, he doh cnncludf Ihd tho 
difeeennce in riflinn angle was less than one-half degree or less 
than 30 minutes. He did suggest that tdditiontl measurements be 
made on the test freed bullets.
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Ward then asked if he was suggesting that the bullets were 
not fired from the saime .gun, and MacDonnll answered, "I a.m sug
gesting that they were not fieed foom the saime gun based upon the 
photographic evidence.” And when asked whether he was able to make 
any positive idennification of the bullets as compared to each 
other, MacDonell repleed, ”I could not eoiStiitly identify them as 
being fieed from the saime weapon."

Finally Ward, i.n summary to MacDonnll stated, "You leave me 
with the impression that the cannelures are difeerent, manuUacturer of the weapon is difeerent, and that you are incapable of f‘inding 
the specifii characCeristics that would directly relate one spent 
billet, 47, Kennedy, with another, 54, Weesel.” MacDoonll repMed, 
"That i.s correct.

• Testimony of Or. Noguchi

Supervisor Ward then called Or. Noguchi to give his con- 
^usoons regarding the proximity of the murder weapon to the three 
gunshot wounds in Senator Kennedy. Noguchi stated, "As to muzzle 
distance, in my opinion, in the headwound, right maatoid, it was 
three inclies from the right ear, slightly one inch to the edge of 
the right ear. The gunshot wound #2, that’s a very close wound, I 
would not be able to tell because we did not have an oppootunity to 
study the Senntor’s jacket, but I would say that’s ver,y close, 
nearly a ionttct wound, that means, the muzzle was very, very 
close. Gunshot wound #3 was about the same, very close."

Previous to this testimony of Or. Noguuhi, Ward read into 
the transcript the trial testimony of Valerie Schhute, Vicent 
OePPerm, and Edward Minasian, ail of whose testimony stated that 
the Sirhan weapon was a few feet from Senator Kennedy at the time of 
shooting the Senator.

With this foundation laid i.n the transcript, Ward then asked 
Noguchi regarding the proximity of closeness between the muzzle and 
the Sennaor’s body. Ward questioned that Noguchi’s testimony indi
cated one inch, onieaai--ahhtf inches, to three inches, virtually 
point blank range, whereas the trial testimony indicated two or 
three feet being the muzzle distance. Ward asked Noguuhh, ’When 
di.d you become aware that this was a point blank range? Was it 
before the trial?" Noguchi replead that it was on Friday, June 7, 
1968, that he testified at the Grand Jury as to muzzle distance.

Ward then stated i.n the record that the "Oistrict Attorney's 
Office has witnesses who placed Sirhan fve or six feet i.n his body 
disaanct foom the Senator, and muzzle distance two or three feet 
away. Was tie Distr^t Attorney’s Office aware of the disceepancy 
between the testimony of their witnesses of the muzzle distance as 
opposed to your findings?’’

Noguchi mentioned the concern of one Oeputy Oistrict 
Attorney about the apparent disceepancy and then mpieed, "I do 
not kn°w whether they (the Oistrict Attorney's Office) knew or 
not.” .
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Response of District Attorney Busch, June 1974

In a letter to Supervisor Petter Schabaumm, District Attorney 
Busch stated that he thoroughly deplored Supeerisor Waad’s ennire 
course of conduct in his May, 1974, hearing. He stated that Ward 
had acted outside It lie scope of his jurisdiction under the guise of 
conductnng Board business to initiaee an aieegedly impeatial 
inquiry into the Sirhan mmtter. Adddtionally, Busch felt that 
Wad's hearing was a skillfully drafted scenario designed to estab- 
issU predetermnned findings and conclusions that the Los Angeles 
Police Department and/or the District Attorney's Office failed to 
thoroughly investigate the ponsCbiiitl ^f a second gunman, if not 
actually engaged in techniques to cover-up such a eoossbiiity. In 
short, Busch felt that Ward had unjustifiably shaken public conni- 
dence i.n both of the law enforcement agencies.

Busch further stated that the Ward hearing lacked all the 
characteristics of the adversar’y process, and was seelifictlly 
designed to provide no opportunity for anyone to cross examine any of the witnesses, whose appearance and testimony was carefully 
orchestraeed. Moreover, Busch felt that the inherent weakness i.n 
the Ward procedure was the cellcCivitl in erecentatOon of issues 
and the ernjettion of an image or impression which had no basis i.n 
fact.

Busch was extremely irltical of Ward for creating the 
"illssion of the poosCbilitl of a second gun.” Busch felt an 
obvious staring point was to create a connfict between eyewitness 
atcountc and physical evidence regarding muzzle distance. Busch 
felt that whenever a number of persons see an event, it is axiomatic 
that there will be difeerent attounts i.n regard to difeerent 
delail. Furthermore, when placed in the context of a victory cele
bration at the conclusion of a long day, the enobiailitl of 
disceppancy is lnhancld. Thus, in such a situation, Busch felt it 
was relatively easy to select a few witnesses whose rlcolllction 
was inconsistent with irlflutalle evidence.

Busch continued, i.n his letter to Schabarum, that, "In order 
to implement this cornersonne of his strategy, Mr. Ward created the 
imag;e of coonfict by placing into the record very brief pontoons of 
stanemnnts by three persons. When these staeements were compared 
with the ctaeements of the Coroner, which is ereticel.y the same 
testimony given by the Coroner during the Sirhan trial, Busch felt 
a ionnfiit was readily produced. But the existence of such 
ionnfiit required one to acsumn that these three isnlaled accounts 
fairly represeneed the ctaeements of the many other persons who 
witnessed the tragedy. Neeeethelecc, Busch concluded that Ward, by 
this technique, laid the ground for further inquiry regarding the 
physical evidence. Busch also expressed his displeasure in that 
the Ward hearing raised questoons as to what the prosecution faHed 
to do with respect to its invectigttinn of physical evidence. 
Busch felt that such a technqque might have the purpose of 
iictlocing ineptitude, but that it also rassed a question when no 
question i.n fact existed. To Busch, this represeneed a smoke 
screen of ireelieent iccuec.

- 37 -



Finally, Busch felt the witnesses•intooluctO by Wand to es- .
tablish that the County Clerk had effectively preserved the ’
physical evidence were totally inconsistent with the findings 
of the Los Angeles Country Grand Jury in 1971. Busch felt the Grand 
Jury had conducted and arrvved at its fi^dingr only after an inten
sive hearing conducted under oath, and this hearing included the 
testionny of members of the Clerk’s Office actually involved in the 
maater.

Busch concluded that it was regrettable to him that the Board 
of .Supervisors had provdded Ward with the springboard of govern
mental authority to articulaee his previously formed conclusoons 
dating back to his days as a newscaster in 1971.

1975 Report of the Select Committee 
- of the Ammrican Academy of Forensic Sciences

This ■commmttee, composed of three memt)err of the Ammeican 
Academy of Forensic Sciences; Thomas Johnson, James Osterburg and 
Ralph F. Turner, stated in a July 2, 1975, report that ”legitimat.e 
forensic questions in the Robert F. Kennedy case have been raised.” 
The committee felt that there was more than a reasonable possi
bility that these questoons could be answered if there was a new re
examination of the physical evidence in the case.

Io reviewing the steps leading to the committee’s report, the 
President of the Academy of Forensic Sciences, Robert J. JolUng, 
issued a sta^m^t that was later incorporated as an affidavit in 
the petition fieed by Paul Schrade for the inspection, examination 
and ttrting of the ballistiss exhibits (fieed in the Los Ange].ess 
Suppeior Court in August, 1975).

Io his. affddavit, Jollinn stated that he was currently the 
prtri0tot of the Ammrican Academy of Forensic Sciences. Addi
tionally, Jollinn is an atoonney admitted to the practice of law 
before the United States Supreme Court as weei as in his state of 
residence, Arizona. Jollinn acknowledged that he had informally 
contacted Ralph Turner and asked Turner to serve as the chaimman of 
the Ad Hoc committee which would reveew the Robert F. Kennedy case. 
Ths “A® e®rLy. 1975-. JOllVn was aC:iLon in. his capacity as 
PrtriOtnt of the American Academy, (and was appointmg a select Ad 
Hoc committee) with Ralph Turner as Chairman. This committee had 
been for^d after a rhoeinn of the Ted Charach film, ”The Second 
Gun”, at the full session of the American Academy of Forensic 
Sciem^s in Chicago. .Attending that session, and viewing the film, 
were panel participants Lowell Bradford, Vincent Guinn, Godfrey 
Isaac, Herbert MaoDoonei, and Thomas Noguchi.

The Ad Hoc committee revewwed numerous maaerials that had been 
under Oirilrri.oo in prevoous hearings concerning the Sirhan case. 
The committee recommended that a panel of recognized and quaaifed 
persons having expertise in fiearrms examination and iOtotifipation 
be assembled to revtew the baaiis^cs evi-dence as weei as the trial 
and Grandi Jury transcripts of the Sirhan cpre. Alhhough not making 
any formal pccusptom against the District Attorney’s Office or the 
findingr of the court and jury, the Executive Committee of the 
American Academy of Forensic Sciences stated in its Juiy 13, 1975, 
report that such a re-examination of the evidence would be ”of 
value in ilpifyyin the ciclumraances of the death of Robert 
Kennedd.”
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Emergence of such a respected organization as the American
Academy of Forensicc Sciences as a potential critic of the Sirhan 
investigation added further substance to the growing demand to re
open the case. On Sunday, July 13, 1975, the influential and 
respected Los Angeles Times ran a major feature article written by 
Williee Farr and John Kendall'" headlined': "Robert Kennedy Case 
Sttll Stirs Queetion: Pressure" 'to Reopen ‘'Asssassnnaton Inquiry 
Includes Gun, Bullet Holes."

Death of Joseph Busch

To compound the problem, District Attorney Joseph Busch had
tragically died June 27, 1975, Isoom a sudden heart attack. Chief 
Deputy District Attorney John Howard became Acting District 
Attorney, and irreedately assumed the role of lrotsgsoist in the 
growing demand to reopen the investigation. Ironically, in one of 
his l.ast conversations before his death, Joe Busch had told Times 
reporter Wiliamm Farr he was seriously considering peeitooning for 
the appointment of a Speeisl Maater by the Cciifiroii Supreme Court 
to reveww the bailistiss and fieaarms evidence in the Sirhan case. 
Busch was, of course, concerned about the integrity of the 
exhhbits, as one of his first jobs upon being appointed District 
Attorney in late 1970 was to oversee the 1971 re-investigation of 
the Sirhan natter, and the Grand Jury investigate of the County 
Clerk's Office concerning unauthorieed access to the exhhbits. .

Additionally, and more important, the District- Attorney's
Office was most concerned that if the Sirhan case was to be 
revealed, it should be done i.n a court of law, where the i'ulrs of 
evidence would apply, where sworn testimony would be taken on the 
integrity of the exhhbits, and where the right of cross examination 
and presentation of evidence was guaranteed. The District 
Attorney's Office was most concerned that a proposed Cciifiinia 
Legislate Ad Hoc ^ommrt.t€Jr investigate into the Sean natter 
might balloon into a circus-liee atmosphere cirelrtr with 
televise, ongoing intevveews and comnerOa]iy, with an "any theory 
you can do, I can do beeter" atmosphere. Both Busch and Howard had 
discussed the possible appointrent of a Speecal Meater in a 
judicial forum. In the early weeks of July, Acting District 
Attorney Howard had assigned Deputy District Attorney Dinko 
Bozanich to reveww the statutes and procedure prreitting an 
applicate to the State Supreme Court for the appointment of a 
Speecal Master.
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Schrade Petition

Later that same month, oot if the wounded victims oo the oight 
if the assassination, Paul Schrade, fieed a civil law suit for 
personal iojurees suffered the oight if the shootong naming Sirhao 
aod teo John Does as defeodaots. The oature of this civil suit was 
that Schrade was presently seeking to establish the ideotity of title 
person or persons who caused his injury. As paaaaiel actioo to the 
civil matter fieed io Superior Court io early August, 1975, 
Schrat fieed ao applicate for ao order authorizing the 
inspection, examination, aod testihig of several ballistics aod 
fi^rrms exhibits io the Sirhao case. Apppication for iospectoon 
aod ttcting was fieed io Departmeot 1, before Judge Robert Wenke, 
Presiding Judge of the Los Aogeles Suppeior Couut. It was 
Schrade’s ciottotioo that certain exhibits io the ciiiiili 
proceedings agaiost Sirhao could fuiiCsh evidence aod informatoon 
oecessary for his peoding persunal injury actioo io mother 
superior court. Schrade cootended that he had recently learned 
certain "factc" which supported the conclusion that persons other 
than Sirhan might have been involved io the assassioatoon of 
Senator Kennedy aod io causing his own injury. He felt that such ao 
examination and ttcting of the exhibits would give factual infor- 
matiin ^senoial to achieving proper discovery inOormatiin in his 
persinal injury action.

As a corollary to both civil law suits, Schrade, through a 
third attorney, fieed ao action seeking injunctive rtlJLtf com- 
pellOng the Los Angeles Police Department to reveal the ten-voumme 
summary ef the Robert Kennedy investigator, the so-camed Special 
UnOt Senator File. .

'in support of his applicate to inspect, examine, and test 
the various ballictics, fitaarmc, and clothnng exhibits, Schi’adt 
fieed:

a. supporting affidavits of Robert Jolinng, who as 
Prmidmt of the Ammricao Academy of Forensic Sciences, added cre
dibility to the advocacy of re-examination and testing;

b. the declaration of WilHmm Harper ctlting that based 
upon his 1970 examination and his more i’tctnt examinatoon of the ' 
bullets, shell cases, and the Sirhao weapon, Harper felt that the 
only i,easunable cunclusion from the evi.dence developed by the 
police was that two guns were freed in the kichhen pantry;

c. a partial transcript of Supervisor Waad’s May, 1974, 
Hearings highlightnng the testimony of criminalist Herbert 
MacDoonei; wherein MacDonoll mHed oo Harper’s and Ward’s 
bailsman phutus, which suggested t.o MacDoooll a eiftitinct in 
cannelures and the poicCbili■ty of two guns;

d. a paliill transcript of the 1974 Baxter Ward Hearing i.n 
which Los Angeles County Coroner Thomas Noguchi stated that the 
muzzle of the Sirhan wtcpon was "very, very Dlost” to Senator 
Kennedy;
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e. the report of the Ad Hoc Committee of the American 
Academy of Forensic Sciences which outlined potential testing 
procedure;

f. a 1969 staeement by then District Attorney Evelle 
Younger iutlining the investigation into the conspiracy theory and 
his conclusion that the jury had found Sirhan gutlty as charged;

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

Schrade also argued that the right to inspect the exhibits 
was meanongful only if the exhibits were tested. He underscored 
this argument by statnng that mere visual inspection of the 
exhhbits would not give him the inforeation he legitimately needed 
and sought in his personal injury action. Therefore, the court 
having the power to authorize the tests, should grant Schrade such 
a motion. Schrade emphaaized the unique order of Presiding Judge 
Loring in 1972, that all exhhbits in the Sirhan case were to be 
retained "forever because of the historical nature and importance 
of the case." Schrade stated that the court anticipated that 
important future use might be made of the exhhbits, therefore, the 
right to inspect and test such exhibits was inherent in this 1972 
order-_______ _________________ .......................................Schrade’s ermorandem characterizeed the District Attorney's 
Office as "repeatedly refusing all requests to reopen the 
inveesigaaion." The staeement avoided mention of the several on
going invfstigations in 1971 and 1974, and the fact that the 
Distriiot Attorney's Office had lutiicly stated its willinoness to 
conduct an investigate protected in a judicial fouum where rules 
of evidence and cross examination would apply.

CBS Applicate to Inspect and Test Exhhbits

Almost simuianneous with the fiinng of the Paul Schrat 
apphication, was an apphicatioo fUed by CBS before Presiding Judge 
Robert Wenke seeking an order for the inspection and examination of 
the various baaiistiss and fieaaems exhibits i.n the Sirhan case.

The exhibits sought to be insheceed and examined were 
idennical to those hetitioeed by Scar’adln. The major difnenoncn 
between the two hetitioeess before the court was that CBS relied 
upon the declaration and affidavit of criminalist Lowen Bradford 
to specify the procedur’e and substance for scifniific examination 
of the ^hhbits. Additionally, CBS phrased its applicate for 
inspecte and testinn on the rather unique argument of "tn hie 
puMic's right to know." ■
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CBS broadly sought a sciennific examination of all of the 
firearms exhibits, including the expended bullets, the cartridge 
cases, the live cartridges and the Sirhan weapon. CBS argued that 
evidentary value i.n these exhibits would be forihcoming by scien
tific commpai.son, and would verify whether or not particular 
expended bullets had come from one gun or from more than one gun. 
Like Schrade, and criminalists Harper and MacDonell in their 
suppooting affddaviss fni Schrade’s peeition, CBS did a^nit in its; 
memoranumm of'points and authority that one possible result foom 
the examnation and test ing might be an i.ecoecl.us ive determ!nation 
wheeher' the bullets had come from a certain gun. .

CBS argued that under the First and Sixth Amendments, which 
guarantee free press and a right to a fair trial, peeitionei, as a 
representative of the news media, had a right of public scrutiny of 
the edminisSratioe of .jusiice. Additionally, CBS argued that exhi
bits intooduced in a criminal trial were part of the public reco'd, 
and iesirictinns of ahhrss to such records prevented publication 
about them. Therefore, First Amendment guarantiees would be denied 
by restricting access to the inforeetion. CBS admitted that the 
sciennific examination requested in their petitOn was for the pur
pose of gathering informalOn to be used in a news documentary for 
nation-wOe brneOhest on the subject of the assassinator of 
Senator Robert Kreerdy, and that the test0g and examnatOn of the 
exMbits were needed to supply necessary informatOn to be used in 
the documentary. '

OerleretOn of Lovell Bradford: CBS Perttioe

Bradford briefly isseed a series of questOns and pubbic hoe- 
troversies concerning the Sirhan mater, statnig the prnbrems hoe- 
crrei.eg bullets and the weapon. He reveewed the pretrial and ^i^ 
proceedings, and stated that the issue that the bullet which 
entered Senator Kennedy’s body had come from the Sirhan weapon (and 
in the hands of SOhan), had never actually been argued at trial. 
Furthermore, aieeged Bradford, there had been no pretrial discovrry 
cnetrsting this .conclusOe (SOhan erapne fiinng the bullets), and 
at trial, Bradford continued, there was no hi'nss examination of the 
sciennific testimony offered concerning fieeamss ideniifOaiOn 
evi.ileehe. It should be. remembered that, at trial, the major de
fense, and perhaps the only Oefeese, was that of ^mnOlaed 
capacity.. Orfrnsr ettoeneys Grant Cooper and Emile Zola Berman 
actually stipuaaeed to the intooductOn of the eiseark:rO envelope 
in the hands of Woofer. It was the defense attorneys' intent to 

. keep as much baHis^cs evi.ilenhe and photographs away from the eyes 
of the jury for fear of iirjuOicine the minds of the jurors wiW 
photographs of the slain Seeeeon .
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As part of his declaration in the affidavit, Bradford next 
stated the conclusions of forensic scientists Herbert MacDonell and 
William Harper. Esssenially, Bradford resstaeed the MacDonnll 
positoon concerning gross diferencess between cannelures on Kennedy 
billet, 47, and Weisel bullet, 54, and the Harper positoon con
cerning di.fireeniss in pitch of the rifling (angle of the grooves 
left by barrel riflng) which indicaeed that both the Kinnid[y and 
Weesel bullets had been freed froa di^eent barrels.

Additionally, Bradford, in his declaration, cited Harper’s 
privi.i)ls staeeaents that Harper had freed to find iidividual 
iientifcaaiiin charactiristiss on all the test bullets freed froa 
title Sirhan gun when comparted with title Kennedy bullet, Exhibit 47. 
In so doing, Bradford basied his staeements on prevoous siaeemenis 
of Harper and MaaDonnei, both of whom had based their siaeeaenis on 
photographs taken by Harper in 1970 and at the request of Baxter 
Ward in 1974. Bradford concluded that "on the basis of this 
examination (of the photographs and conclusions of MacD°onll and 
Harper) as weei as a reveww of available inforaatonn concerning the 
fieiaims iiiniificitioi evidence intodduced in the Sirhan trial and 
related proceedings, it i.s ay opinion that there is readable 
cause for a iciiniific ri-ixaaination of all of the fr^aras iden- 
iiiiiaiioi evidence." But, unlike Harper and MacDontel, Bradford 
was not speecfically stating that he had served any definite 
iifieitncis in bullets, cannelures, or evidence of a second gun.

Bradford rnerely stated a summar,y of the previous ilienitions 
of a secoiid gun and evideiiary discrepancies in his declaration and 
affidavit. These were:

1. A conclusion concerning cannelures and rifing pitch 
contradicts tihe proportion that all of the bullets freed at the 
scene we ire froa one gun.

2. The conclusion about these critical difieetniss in 
cannelures are verifaabee froa photographs and appear to have 
aert, but such an exarnination of photographs is not as deter- 
aitativi as an exaaination of the original object.

3. The cnnclusiins concerning iifieitncis of riflng pitch 
are based on a set of measurements that statistically appear to 
have aert, but the result should be tested because the quannative 
difeeetniss which have been found, are close to the lait of 
precision of the rnethod used in diteraining these iifieitncis.

[Here it is obvious that Bradford is hesititing, in rnaking 
absolute declaration of a secntd gun. He equivocaees in the 
siai^r aanner as he did in the Baxter Ward Hearing in May, 1^74.]
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Bradford’s declaration continues by pointing out lack of 
written notes and docnments relating to the prosecution’s exhibits 
on firearms and. ballistics. Bradford., states that "on the public 
record there is no examiner’ notes, no pretrial discovery 
ioforretion, no demoontrative exhibits, no'explanation of the exact 
examination methodology used in the' cetr, no ttaermrnt of the basis 
for.lhe .o1”’ ae.odeae_d. that, give an wa^atoon of iderti- 
fKation. The previous District Attorney Office's investigate 
concerning the baHishics evidence in 1971 and 1974 had fatted to 
discoira any such written documents or notations. Bradford felt 
that "a complete independent rr-rxerioatioo of the bullet idmti- 
fcetlli ?vidence do much to. restore public faith and 
confdeence in the ability of modern science to resolve paobrrms of 
sjiLeinifk fact in law enforcement."

Adddtiioelly, Bradford called for a very thorough examination 
a?? test Procedure-. ..Bradford readily admitted tttt a nrn- 
ierlficetloo of the bullet comparison through the lack of indi- 

■ ^tol identifynng iharaeierittiss would io-aod-of itself not 
exclude the poittblliyy that Sirhan’s gun had freed the Kennedy 
billet, nor would it actually determine that it did. Io other 
words, Bradford was honest to admit that his eleboaetr test 
procedure might produCr more ebts 1ether than settle the queston 
resolving baHisiccs and flrearms idrnilficetlou.

As a prerequisite to any test procedure, Bradford (as did the 
0.thrr’aio?e.itt?? ^^^^ Joiling), cue for a ilessiiel 
bullet idrntlfilallon comparison using the comparison microsooee 
with a stereoscope ricrotcooe. Such an examinatoon would verify 
bullet comparison of the Kennedy bullet with the test billet. 
Bradford etkrd for a very thorough examination of individual 
sharaeSerittiss,• and a very thorough comparison of Hl test bullets 
with .the evidence bullets.

Adddtiooelyy, Bradford stated after rxerining both the Harper 
and the Ward hearing photographs, that the bullets did not eoorea 
to hevr suffered detrriiletion foom oxidation, or handling, and 
that there was a good opportune to verify bullet i.drniificetiou.

Bradford also called for edddtiooel tests if the bullet 
comparison of the Kennedy bullet to a test bullet freed from the 
Sehan gun could not be esteblthhed. These edddtiooel tests 
wHudod ■micoomrasuromrnts of the buttet’. This proceduee would be 
an analysis of the pitch of the lifling, and the bullet diareten. 
Bradford reasoned that there were minute difreroncrt in the 
dimension among manufacturers of .22 caliber bullets and, if 
^Jiets were P^d from. two di^erett barrels, resh f^m a 
dif^rent ranunactnrer, it would be possible to discover cIiss 
difrlroncrs between the two bullets.

Bradford Heo etkrd fil the ooittbiliyy of chemical test;’ on 
bullet’. These tests would help determine the presence and amount 
of trace metal i.n the bullets themselves. Commonly used trace 
^a-^’ts sonsrlne^d rnragy x-ray analysis ^d nrutron_ activatwn 
enaeyslt. Bradford asked that samples be removed from bullet lead 
about the size; of a pinhead. This lead would be removed from the
nose of t^he bullet, and snsh samples would be sent to the Physics 
Department.of the Unnveesity of Caeifornia at Irvnne, where Dr. 
Vincent Guinn would srndnst such examinations.
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A further test advocated by Bradford dealt with powder residue 
composition analysis by gas chromatography. This ballistiss 
examination would utiliee a new methodology recently developed by 
the Aerospace Cooperation of El Segundo). Bradford felt this method 
would demoonsrate the diferencess in crmporition of a single burned 
particee of ammmuntion powder. Spoeifinally, if particees rf 
powder could be removed from the Robert Kennedy coat, from the 
autopsy specimens and foom fieed cartridge cases fi^oni tihe Sirhan 
gun, the method of analysis could then determine whether Hl three 
powder residue sources were consistent with each other and whether 
or not there was any signifcm! difereeness which would indicate 
the presence of a ienrnd gun.

In his final request for the test fi^ng of the Sirhan weapon, 
at the conclusion of his declaration, Bradford admitted, "That it 
is a weimnown fact among fielroms examiners, and a fact of my own 
expereence, that a smaH percentage of .22 caliber guns have title 
napolility of producing successively freed test bulled WH 
identify with each other on a basis of oinrosnooic nharacteriitiss 
of individuality. Failure of test bullets to identify mW 
evidence bullets is so prevalent with .22 caliber guns that 
microscopic idennificltion are expected in less than 20% of title 
naiei examined." Bradford was merely statnng obvious facts that 
would be readily revealed when title seven balliitiss experts 
nreduntl(dd their own i.niepenient examination and testnng in 
September and October of 1975-

Hearings before Judge Wenke, August 1975

The ie-teitend of the Sirhan weapon, and the re-examination of 
all bullet evidence, were ordered by Presiding Judge Wenke in 
Septiember, 1975. Alhhough the court order was related to the 
poemcns of Paul Schrade, and CBS, several parties and counsel 
were before the court in this unique proceeding.

Adiitioellyy, Judge Wenke iestruciei all counsel to formulate 
an examination and test oroceiur,e, and submit such test for the 
niurt’s approval. Judge Wenke was, in effect, requesting counsel 
tio negotiate the ground rules and parameters for title forhnromegg 
balliitiis examination.
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Parties and counsel represented were:
CBS, Inc., through their attorneys McCutchen, Black, Verleger, 

and Shea (Howard J. Privett and Robert Damuu);
Paul Schrade through attonneys Mel Levine and Leonard Unger;

• Los Angles County Counnsl’s Office at title request of the 
. Board of Supervisors through their attorney County Counsel

John Larson and Deputy County Counsel Robert Lynch;
Defendant Sirhan Sirhan represeneed by attorney Godfrey Isaac;
Attorney Genneaiss Office, Evelle J. Younger represeneed 

by Deputy Attorney General Russell lunergich;
Dist^t Attorney's Office represeneed by Deputy District 

Attorney Dinko Bozanich and Speeial Counsel Thomas Kranz.
For the next several weeks, t^ various parties, through their 

attorneys of record, negotiated the test procedures.In order to retain his independence, Special Counsel Kranz 
attained from aitoal negotiatonss alhhough was an observer 
throughout, and Deputy District Attorney Bozanich advocaeed the 
District Attorney^ position for tie forhcoonlng test. Crucial to 
tie di^ussion throughout these few weeks were the integrity and 
utiltty of the exists exhibits and the weapon. The heart of the 
Bozanich argument was that there were )obs)aniill questoons whether 
or not the Sirhan exhibits had been preserved so that meaaingful 
data regarding the assassination of Senator Kennedy could be 
derived foom any testhig at all. Speeifically, Bozanich asked the 
other atoonneys to first ask the court to determine the impact of 
the f^ume of tile County Clerk to administer the lxtrahrdinary 
orders of the Superior Court (original Judge Alarcon, Judge Walker 
and Judge Loring orders) on the integriyy and utiliyy of the Sirhun 
^Mbita Additionally, Bozanich felt that other factors, such as 
the uere passage of time, and potential oxidatonn of the exhibits, 
might have an impact on the present usefunness and tlsting of the 
Sirhan exhibits.

Integrity of Exhibit)

B°zanich was states a concern of the District Attorney's Offioe that one possible resuut of the test procedure to be adopted 
was that the Sirhan exhibits, inandof themselves, were inconclusive 
as to the number of guns at the scene of the Senaaor’) assas- 
sinatoon. Bozanich asked the other attonneys to request that the 
court fir^ dlterminl what signifcancne, if any, could be atachhed 
to the conclusonns reached in the testing of the Sirhan exhibits. 
Int hthlr words, the District Attorney's position was that the 
pubbic had a right to know all of the facts and Cicoumstances sur
rounding the assassination of Senator Klnnldy, and that this right 
would be frustaaeed, unless goidlliees w^ first estabDseed, both 
as to the sigiifianncl of the test procedures, and to the con- 
cl°sions t.hat coul.d be derived foom the examination and tlsting of 
the exhibits. Additihnally, Bozanich argued in several preliminary 
meetings with the various attonneys that fai^tum of the ihO]rt to 
stat;e speccf ic finding) of facts and chnclusOiss of law after the 
balli^^s exami nation, might further confuse the public.
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[In his February, 1976, ruling, Judge Wenke declined to make 
such findings and conclusions and stated that the unusual 
ballistiss examination had always been considered to be only a 
limited discovery action.] . .

Bozanich argued to the other atooraeys that the judicial 
process had already twice estlblSsted that Sirhan was the lone 
gunman. Therefore, an appropriate procedure to determine the 
present integrity and utility of the Sirhan exhibits was necessary 
before any test procedure could be outlied. Bozanich felt that 
any eventual testing would be of little or no value, and would only 
perpetuus rather than eliminate two gun speculatoon, unless the 
integrity and utiliyy of the exhhbits was first determined.

AdditionaHy, in these informal negotiatooss beUeen aril, 
attorneys, it was the District Attorneys Office that was 
advocating the most thorough and exhaustive test procedures. 
Bozanich repeatedly asked that as many ballistics experts as 
possible be brought in for independent examination of sail filets 
and exlhbits, including the weapon. In what was often referred to 
as ’,Bozaaich's obstacle course,” the Deputy District Attorney 
advocated a cross check pr>ocedur’e whereby each buuiet would be 
cross-checked and compared with Hl iodividual bullets.

Additiioally, Bozanich proposed that such a thorough and 
vigorous crosscsteck examination would establish a criteria for 
objective analysis by the experts. Bozanich was concerned that 
each panel member might havt a difeere°t level or threshold by 
which they might make a positive or lnconclusiee tdtnilfiCltiOi of 
each buuiet.
' When the argument was rassed by several ltiooneys that such a 

procedure wuld be, le°gthy, Bozanich repleed that the lack of 
thoroughness, and the so-called "clerical errors" in the past, had 
perpetunted the cootr,i>vtr'sy, and it was the District Attiroey,s 
posStioo that as thorough and exSausttve test procedures as 
possible, be devel.oped. Bozanich cieed for his evidentiary sources 
the Grand Jury transcript of 1971, and asked Judge Wenke to r’ead Hl 
the three volumes concerning the integrity and utiltyy. of the exhi
bits. Inherent in this argument was the poisStitity that t^ 
exhibits- themselves, and the weapon, had bttn tampered with to such 
an extent that any test firdng could lead to incooclusiee results.

The problem centered around the poisititity that the weapon 
itself, partiiullrty the bore of the revolver rifle, might savt 
been tampered with to such an extent that a test freed bullet would 
fail to have the necessary todeotltinns and individual and cnss 
cSaralteristiss present to be matched up to this specific revolver. 
In informal meeeings with ^criminalist Woofer and other inves- 
^gators, both Kranz and Bozanich were concerned that any object 
rammed through the barrel of the Sirhan gun, such as a pencci, a 
lead buuiet, or indefinable object, could conceivably remove or 
camouflage rhe speecfic tore markings. Ms wuld result In litte 
or no lientlficltioc of testfieed bullets. And i.n light of the 
admoiition of LowwH Bradford that there i.s a less t^n 20% ^enH- 
fccal^n factor for testfieed bullets foom a .22 caliber gun, and 
the fact that the Sirhan weapon was a stcind hand rtiilitr that had 
been repeatedly freed on rife ranges previous to the assas- 
si-natoon, the District Attorney’s concern was weH founded.
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Bozanich, in his affidavit filled with the court in September, 
gave several reasons to support his argument. Citi-ng the history 
of the court orders Bozanich stated that on May 29, 1968, Judge 
Herbert Walker had issued an order rlstricting access to title 
original Sirhan exhibits by providing that persons, other than 
counsel of record, could obtain access to the exhibits only by 
order of the court. Theieaftnr, during an investigation in 1971 by 
the District Attorney into claims that a second gunman besides 
Sirhan had been involved in the assassinatoon of Senator Kennedy, 
it had come to the tttlntOn• of the District Attorney that various 
persons, who were not counsel of record, including Wiliiam Harper, 
had obtanned access to the ori.gii.nal Sirhan exhibits.

Bozanich further stated that during a four-day period from 
August 16 to August 19, 1971, the Los Angeles County Grand Jury 
heal’d evidence presented by the District Attorney, including the 
tesimmony of harper, that there had been unauthoriedd access and 
handling of the original Sirhan lxhibits. Harper was not an 
attorney, and had not been rltainle and was not iffiiialee with 
attorneys rlprlslnting Sirhan. Harper had only been given a 
"letter of accommoddtion” directed to the County Clerk by George 
Shibley, one of the several atoonneys rlprlslnting Sirhan on 
appeal.

Bozanich argued that Harper had access to, and handled the 
original Sirhan nxhhbits pertinent to frntaams ielniifCcatioi, 
including all the controversial bullets, People’s 47, 52, 54, and 
55, and the weapon, People’s Exhibit 6.

Adeetiiiaily, Bozanich stated in his petitOn before Judge 
Wenkn, that . Harper’s testamony indOm^d questionable security 
measures on the part of the County Clnrk in regards to the original 
Sirhan exhibits. Finally, Bozanich showed that Harper himself had 
admitted his (Harper’s) concern in a 1971 intervlww with thn 
District Attorney’s Office that the method of stoaage employed as 
to the Siahan exhibits could operate to impair or llioinrte their 
utility for meannngful frnarams ieeniificitioi.

BdianiLch referred to the 1971 Gaand Jury rnsnrvttiins relating 
’to tin integrity of the banistOs evidence. Finally, Bornich in 
his petitOn argued that there had never bnnn a judicial deter
mination, such as a full and cdInalete evidentiary hearing, on the 
issue of UHity and integrity of the Sir’hi an ixhOits.

Bozanich then discussed thn 1974 hetrings cdndrct<ed by 
Suppevisor Ward. UUil the written applicator of thn Los Angnles 
Times i.n 1975, and the subsequent applicator by Paul Schradn and 
CBS, the only known order’s provi.eligg accnss to the original Sirhan 
exhibits (after the order by Judge Loring i.n 1972) were two orders 
dated Appil 19, 1974, and Appil 24, 1974, by Judge Alfred 
McCoortney authorizing access to Supervisor Ward, Coroner Thomas 
Noguuch, and members of their staffs.
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Bozanich stated in his affidavit to Judge Wenke that despite 
the 1971 controversy regarding ireegularities by the County Clerk, 
and the steps purportedly taken to insure that no further mishaps 
would occur, the clerk in 1974 apparently faieed to comply with 
these express mandates. Therefore, requested Bozanich, Judge Wenke 
should conduct an evidentiary.hearing designed to determine the 
present integrity and utility of the Sirhan exhibits, and whether 
or not meeanngful data regarding the assassination of Senator 
Kennedy could be obtanned by testnng of these Sirhan exhibits.

Nevertheless, ail petitineess were solidly opposed to any 
hearing on the utility of the exhibits, and Judge Wenke denied the 
peeitoon by the District Attorney’s Office for such an evidentiary 
hearing.

Finally, after weeks of negoOiatOon, Judge Wenke signed a 
court order on September 18, 1975, grantngg the examinatoon and re
testing of the Sirhan exhibits. .It shoul.d be .emphasized that this 
fjLnal court order was the result of several weeks of regolittios 
and compromiee by all parties and atoorneys involved, and that the 
final order, altoough signed by Judge Wenke, refeeceed the working 
compromiee of the several attorneys.

Inherent in the order for retestnng was a detailed procedure 
for comparison microscopcc examination of the various bullets and 
exhhbits. Seven fietrans experts chosen by ■ the atoonneys would 
work independentyy of each other and submit ireivedutl and joint 
reports. The Attorney Geeneaa’s Office selected Cortannd 
Cunninghmm of the FBI from Waahington D.C. The County Counsel’s 
OOfice s^cted private criminalist Stanton 0. Berg of Minneatolis, 
Minn. The District Attorney's Office selected Alfred Biasooti, of 
the Caaifornaa Department of Justice, foom Sacramento, Caaifiinia. 
CBS selected Lowwei Bradford, foom San Jose, Claif,iari.t. Paul 
Schrade selected Ralph Turner, foom Michigan State Unnveesity in 
East Lansing, Michigan. Godfrey .Isaac, attorney for Sirhan, 
selected Charles Mootin, independent forensic scientist foom 
Oakland, Caaifornaa; and all attorneys acting in unison selected 
Patrick Garland foom the Tide Water Regional Laboratory in Neofolk, 
Virginia, as a seventh and i.ndependent choice. Preliminary to the 
actual test procedure was a court hearngg in which L.A.P.D. 
criiinatist DeWayne Woofer was subpoeaned to deterai.ne whether the 
various bullets originally intoeducee into evidence in 1968 and 
1969 were still, in fact, the same bullets. Adeetiistlly, as part- of the court’s sobooest power, Woofer was to brngg all rnaaeeials 
telttrng to tests performed by or under his eirectior. Wolfer was 
to be examined by all parties and counsel as to the identity and 
procedures of the tests he performed with respect to the bullet;’, 
the revUver, and any of the other exhhbits.
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Admission by L.A.P.D. of Ceiling Panel Destruction

Prior .to ths appearance of DeWayne Woifsr i.n Judge Wecke’s 
court for cross examination by the several parties in mid
September, 1975, was a shocking discoosure before the Los Angeles 
City Council in late August, 1975. At this hearing, Assistant 
Chief of Los Angeles Pooicc, Daaryl Gates admitted that th’ 
L.A.P.D. had destroyed ceiling panels containing three bullet holes 
that had been taken foom the Ambassador Hotel kichhen pantry the 
day after the assassination. Moreover, Gates stated that these 
ceiinng panels, along with x-rays of the panels, and records of th’ 
x-rays, had all been destroyed in 1969 because they "proved 
absolutely nothing."

Gates had been summoned before the Los Angeles City Counnil as 
part of its own independent invsttigatinn into police procedures 
relative to the Keccedy assassinatOn. Reports had suraaced for
several months that ieems of evidence in the case were missing. 
Gates argued that the destroyed items, including the ccil^g panels 
with the three bullet holes in them, were technically not eviLdsnce , 
since cocs of the destroyed teems had been inrooduced at the trial 
of Sirhan in 1969. Legally, he was correct, altoough at ths time of 
their destruction, ieeeeoately foiowwiing the 1969 trial, the first 
appeal of Sirhan was not yst in progress. Gates justfiidd the 
destruction of these panels and x-rays as "havnng absolutely no 
value since all of the tetting, ths real important tstting,
trajectory and ths Une of fire and the number of bullet holes, had 
been done prior to their removal from the ceilnng. The L.A.P.D. had 
made those tests and they had showed absolutely nothing. They 
proved absolute! nothing. They did nothing so far as ^pooting 
the invettigatinn and i.n supporting the guilt °r innocence of 
anyone.” Gates also made reference to the fact that the records of 
the x-rays and ths x-rays themselves proved nothing and were no 
longer in existence.

Adddtionally, this disclosure by Chief Gates occured at a time 
in which other law suits were being flied by other intdidsCdd 
parties (adddtoonal advocates of two gun theories) for a release 
and discoosure of the ten volume L.A.P.D. summary of ths Special 
Unit Senator fiies. A refusal by ths Los Angeles Polios Department 
and thc Los Angcles Police Commessi°c to rcCdass these volumes 
added to ths previous charges of "covsr-up’’, ”ttonewwaling”, and 
ths like. Police C<immestion President Samuel Wiliamms stated, 
"that a procsdur’e would bc created whereby all questions in written 
form to the Polios C°mmestion i°nierning evidence in the tsn volume 
summary would bc rsieased by a.writien answer to ths questions." 
Thc Police C°mmestion was concerned that if it opened thc fiies to 
the public, much of ths informatoon reiaased would bc harmful to 
innocent parti ess and would have no reivancee whatever to thc assas- 
tination. This was primeaHy because the tenvoumme summary 
contained hearsay evidence and police reports on the private ivces 
of some indivdduals who had latcr bccn found to have had no part i.n 
the assassination.

Finally, the admission of destroyed cciUng panels contrbbuidd 
to the growing clnictee and doubt concerning ths assassinatOn. 
Many iritics of thc official version of ths case clammed ths 
ieiling panels were of crucial importance. They angued that the 
number of bullet hol.es i.n ths now destroyed panels might determine 
whether more than si.ght shots had bccn freed i.n the pantry.
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Wolfer Examination: September 1975

At t^hie actual cross examination of criminalist DeWayne Wolfer, 
attonneys for Schrade, CBS, and Sirhan questioned Wolfer at length 
as to what he did and did not do in conducting his tests.

During title examination of Woofer, Judge Wenke narowwed title 
scope of examination by rulnng that title purpose of title questioning 
of Woofer was maanly tio aid the panel of experts, in their* 
forthoomigg tests. "The purpose here is not to impeach or 
vindicate the witness” said Judge Wenke in answer to several 
repeated ateempts by petitooners’ attonneys to impeach the 

credibiliyy of Woofer. Wenke repleed that he had no iiteition of 
”retrying the Sirhan case" during the re-examiiation of evidence by 
the baHistics experts.

On examination by all counsel concerning photographs and tiestis 
conducted by Woofer in 1968, Woofer r*epeatedl.y stated tihat he could 
not recall if he had made phase marks on the bullets during his 
examination of the three evidence bullets (Peoope’s 47, 52 and 54) 
tihat he had identified as having come from Sirhan’s gun. Woofer 
stated tihat he usually placed such a designation of phase marks on 
bullets, and recalled tihat he had been able tio make a quick identic 
fcjatOm in the Sirhan case. When Attorney Levine asked if he could 
re-creaee his examination in court, Woofer replied that, after 
seven years, he could not say either yes or no.

Woofer was most careful in his statements on the witness 
stand, statnng on many occasions tihat since tihe bullet evidence had 
been handled by several persons in tihe interval between his 1968 
tests and his current 1975 testimony, there could be oxidation of 
the bullets. However, Judge Wenke ruled tihat alhoough "it does 
appear tihat tihe County Clerk's procedures left somethnng to be de
sired, and while there's always the poosSbility of damage, tiher*e i.s 
no actual evidence of damage t.o these bullets and exhibits." A 
major surprise produced by Woofer was a photographic photo
micrograph of two bullets tihat he had apparently taken in 1968, 
photos of bullets 47 and 52. This admission by Woofer, and pro- 
doctioi of the photographs at tihe Woofer examination hearing in 
September surprssed even Deputy District Attorney Bozanich who w- 
pieed tihe District Attorney’s Office had never known that these 
photographs were in existence. ................................................................

Roofer did testify tihat the bullets’ sheei casing tihat he was 
examining with a maanifying glass during the three-day 1975 cross 
examination hearing were ’’temmendously dark." Additioillly, Roofer 
felt tihe strlaliins (strlaliins are murks made on bullets as they 
pass through a gun barrel) on tiwo bullets (Peoope’s 47 and 54) were 
not in tihe same conditonn as when he first examined them i.n 1968. 
Wolfer felt tihat his original initials imparted on tihe bullets in 
1968 had become by 1975 "temmendously darkened."

Woofer prefaced many of his answers throughout tihe hearing 
with reminders tihat he was trynng tio recall what he had done several 
years ago. Woofer even suggested tihat tihe handwerting on People’s 
'Exhibit 55 at tihe Sirhan trial appeared tio be his, but he did not 
recall who had given him tihe wrong serial number, thus causi.ng the 
so-calied cleri.cal error.
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Wolfer also stated that he could not recall whether he made 
any other tests on the Sirhan gun other than test firing it. Golfer 
could not remember examining the gun's cylnnder. Woofer did state 
that he used one of the seven test fieed bullets fjoom the .22 
caliber revolver to compare with an evidence bullet but he did not 
know if he had marked the one used for comparison, and could not 
remember i.n 1975 which test freed bullet had been compared to an 
evidence bullet.

The apparent lack of reports, both written and photographic, 
either made by Woofer and destroyed, or never i.n existence, raised 
serous. doubts as to the substance and credibility of the 
ballistics tviLiltnct presented i.n the original Sirhan trial.

Special Counsel Kranz commented during the Woofer examination 
ttet -the forhhoomngg iallistlcs txaeination by the experts would be 
crucial because it might be the first thorough txamination of 
bullet evince in tile hase. Kranz emphasized that the only area in 
tile entire Kennedy assassination where the reports were not 
complete was in the iaalistics area. Several of the attonneys 
involved were lriticll of the lack of documents and working papers 
to suppleoent Woofer's testimony.

Subpoena Ducus Tecum - Teems Produced 
Woofer's Dany Log “

, . „In answer.?® toesubp0CTa. •duhus .tec0™ asking W^r and L.A.P.D. officials to produce analyzed evidence reports prepared by 
Woofer and other L.A.P.D. Scleniiflc Investigatoon Division 
off1cerl concerning tests or examinations relative to bullets and 
fitsaoms exhibits, Woofer, and L.A.P.D. offlcerl Sartuche and 
McDD^tt stated that they were only abl.t to fnnd one progress 
report dsttd July 8, 1968. This progress report was essentially a 
summary of laboratory work done in the S.I.D. Diiilion under 
DeWayne Wooler's supervision, and a trajectory analysis by Woofer 
of bullet pathways.

Additionslly, DeWayne Roofer produced his own daily l.og 
covtring his lcliiittel foom June 5, 1968, through June 19, 1968. 
This log highlighted his work in the lrioinaliltlc sthtion of 
S.I.D., and was a r'tcoi,d of the folOowini:

RetolsSruction of the crime shene; ■
Search for phy;sl.hsl tvi.iIt!nct;
Examination of the Ivorjoohnson .22 caliber to dtiei’oint the 

number of shots f^ed;
Anaaysis of the bullets;
His damnation of tte destroyed l^iHni panels and x-rays 

thereof;
His microscopcc examination of the GoOdsttin and Stroll 

bullets (June 6, 1968, at 8:30 S.O.);
His rthtivigg of the Kennedy bullet, Exhhbit 47, at 3:15 p.o., 

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

Go0dsttin bullet (52) at 9:00 p.o., on June 6, 1968;
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His testimony before the Grand Jury at 8:00 a.m., June 7;
His microscopic and chemical tests on Kennedy’s coat on June 

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

at 9:00 a.m., on June 10; .
His purchase of additional ammmuntion foom Ben Harrick at title 

Lock, Stock and Barrel Gunshop in San Gabbiel on June 10, 1968;
His meeting at the Coroner’s Office with Dr. Noguchi on June 

10;
His constructonn of devices to conduct muzzle tests with the 

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

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

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

His visit to the Ambassador Hotel for reiiihtruitOnn of the 
crime scene and ballistccs studies in the aftennoon of June 11;

His x-rays of evidence on June 12;
His photogaahhs of evidence bullets on Juine 12;
His rtiiihtruitinn of the Kennedy coat and baHistcss studies 

on the feraoon of June 12, .....................................................................
His additional baHistccs tests and ammmuition and nitaaee 

pattern studies on June 14;
The H-acid test on the Kennedy coat for a niirraU pattern on 

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

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

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

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

This daily log supplied by Roofer foom his S.I.D. Divi-soon was 
sketchy at most, and did not provide very thorough informatonn 
concerning the types of tests conducted, or the analyzed evidence 
reports or written documents that might supplement the tests 
descrbbed i.n the daily log.

Woofer’s Laboratory Progress Report

Additiinally, L.A.P.D. Officers Saratuche and McODeitt, in 
anhwtr to thie hubaoena, produced a progress report submitted by 
L.A.P.D. Officers Cooiins, Patchett, and MacArthur, dated July 
18,1968, which esseeiiblly highlighted the laboratory work 
conducted by DeWayne Woofer. This progress report was submitted by 
the three offcner’ to Lieutenant Pena, the Supervisor of the 
Special Hunt Senator Unt, a oit-bid-b-hblf page document within 
the tenvolmme S.U.S. fiees.
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This short progress report stated that in the reconstruction 
of the crime io preparation for the trial, a photograph’ album 
containOng 8x10 photographs of pertinent evidence had been 
prepared. The photos incUuded photographs of autopsy wounds and 
photos, photos of bullets and fragments, and photos of money and 
boxes of ammonotion obtanned foom Sirhan*s person at the time of 
arrest.

' Addiiionaaiy, the July 18, 1968 progress report stated that 
the Ivorjoohnson, cadet model .22 caliber revolver serial H53725, 
having been taken f'rom Sirhan, had been identifidd (presumably by 
Wolfer) as having freed the ^’oliwing bullets:

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

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

badly damaged for comparison purposes. However, the foUOThig 
could be determined frmm the remaining four damaged bullets.

The bullet fragments removed f'rom Senator Kennedd’s head were 
fin;d from a weapon with the same rifMng speiificatiio as the 
Sirhan weapon and were mini-mag br’and aomonitirn. The actual 
bullet which killed the Senator (Peollv's Exhibit #48) was so badly 
damaged upon its entry and fran;oenOatioo in the brain of the 
Senator that this paaticular bullet could never be poiStivily 
identifeed, either by Woofer in his 1968 anaaysis, or during the 
1975 baaiistiss re-exroioation. It should be emphasized that the 
actual murder bullet has never been scienOifically Innked with the 
Sirhan weapon, and the convict^n of Sirhan for the murder of 
Robert Kennedy by the fi^ng of the particular Peede's 48 was by 
inferential and circuosSanOirl evidence, including eye witness 
testimony, and the matching ihararieorstiis of the several other 
bullets to that of the figments of Peoope’s 48. .

The Woofer lab progress report cootiuued that the bullet 
fragments f’rom victim Stroll, victim Evans, and victim Schrade all 
were mini-mag br’and a]mlonitirn. All eight shots had bwn freed at 
the Ambassador Hotel and had bwn accounted for, and all but one 
bullet had bwn recovered. The explanation given for the failure 
to r’ocovor the eighth bullet fieed from Sirhan’s weapon on the 
night in question was that Woofer and other L.A.P.D. offcner’ had 
conducted a thorough search of the hotel kicheen pantry area and 
that the bullet was prwumably "lost somewhere in the wilinn 
structure.”

The lab report crotonued that a Wafers H-acid Test conducted 
on Senator Kennedy’s coat indicaOed that the shot ootering Senator 
Kennedy’s coat was freed at a muzzle distance of between one and six 
inches. Furthermore, powder tests conducted by Woofer with with a 
svcrnd .22 caliber gun indicaOed that the bullet which voter’ed 
behind Senator Kennedy’ right ear was freed at a muzzle distance 
of approximately one inch.

The pr’rgr’vss report concluded that four hundred oinhty-niee 
(489) .22 caliber shells were examined and none of the shells were 
found to have bwn freed feom Sirhan’s weapon. These shells had 
bwn picked up by Michael Swwman at the San Gaa>r,:Lvl Valley Gun 
Club. Soccoman had thought these shells may have bwn freed by 
Siehan as Soccoman had bwn fi^ng on the rife range on June 4, and 
had seen Sirhan fi^ng for several hours the same day - the day of 
the assassination.
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Trajectory Analysis

Finally, also produced during examination of DeWayne WoOfer 
was the trajectory and bullet pathway analysis which hld never been 
intooduced as evidence at trial, and which had been the object of 
much dispute and criiicism for several years. This report, pre
pared by DeWayne Woofer on July. 8, 1968, and submitted to 
Lieutenant Mann of the irislnallitii sectoon of S.I.D., was an 
analysis and trajectory study. In it, Woofer stated that the 
weapon used i.n the case was an Ivorjoohnson, cadet model, .22 
caliber 8-shot revolver (21" barrel). The weapon ha° eight 
expended shen casings i.n the cylinder et the time of recovery from 
the suspect. And a trajectory study had been made of the pantry 
area which indicated that eight shots were fieed as foioows:

1. Bullet entered Senator Kennedy^ head behind the right 
ear and was later recovered foom the victims head and booked as 
evi.dence.

2. Bullet passtd through the right shoulder pad of Senator 
Kennedy's suit coat (never entered his body) and traveeed upward 
striking victim Schi,a01t in the ctnttr of his forehead. The bullet 
was recovered foom his head and booked as eviLdence.

3. Bullet entered Sentor Kennedd’s right rear shoulder 
approximately 7" below the top °f tie Moulder. Tais bullet was 
recovered by the Coroner from the sixth cervical vertebrae and 
booked as evidence.

4. Bullet entered Senrntor Kennedd’s right rear back 
approximately 1" to the right of Mllet #3. Tois bullet traveled 
upward and forward and exited the victim's body in the right front 
chest. The bullet passed through the ^ilng tie, stri^ng the 
second plasteeed ^ilng and was est ^mewhero in tie ceilng 
intesspact.

5. BuUet struck victim Goldstein in the left rear buttock. 
This bullet was recovered from the victim and booked as evidence.

6. BuUet passed through victim Good'sein's left pants leg 
(never ent^ng his body) and struck the cement fe^ and entered 
victim StroH’s left leg. The bullet was later ^covered and 
booked as evidlence.

7. Bullet stuck victim Weesel in the left abdomen and was 
recovered and booked as evidence.

8. BuUet struck the plaster ieiling and then struck victim 
Evans i.n the head. This bullet was recovered from the victim's head 
and booked as evidence.

Wils ; trajectory and bullet 
the hearing for :LOtnilflClt:Lon 
balliitics experts during their

pathway analysis was submitted to 
purposes only, as an aid to the
examination.
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Adddtional Wolfer Testimony

Wolfer also testified at the September 1975 hearing that the 
one photograph he produced (that the experts later determined to be 
a photograph of People’s 47 and People’s 52) was actually, 
according to Woofer, a photograph of People’s 47 and a test bullet. 
He could not remember and could not tell by any indentatinns or 
markings on the photograph which test bullet it had been. The seven 
experts deterained by an* analysis f the rther photo?rapbs and the 
bullets themselves that WoOfer was mistaken in his ldiitlflcatiin 
of the picture as being that of Exhhbit 47 and a test bullet, for in 
reality, it was a .Pho.to.f^^^ ....... .WoOfer also testifeed that he received the Sirhan weapon on 
June 5, 1968, and commenced test firing into the waiter tank and 
recovered seven of his test freed copper coated bullets. He 
initiaeed the comparison of bullets the next day, on June 6, 
alhhough his log was deficient in its dessriptoon of a test filing 
conducted or documiniation as to tthie method of test firnng and 
comparison of tthie bullets. No additional documents concerning the 
test firnng were supplied or fieed with tthie court. WoOfer also 
testifeed ithat no photographs- had been made or taken for any 
comparison microscopcc findings, and that the photograph he took 
was purely a simple photograph and not a comparison study. 
Moreover, there were no photograp’s of phase marks of tthie evidence 
bullets, and WoOfer was unable to identify whether he had actually 
made phase marks on the bullets during his analysis in 1968. WoOfer 
could, not remember whether he had compared tthie Kennedy (47) bullet 
to tthie Weesel (54) bullet, tthie two more perfect comparison bullets. 
WoOfer only remembered that in 1968 he compared one test freed 
bullet with tthie Kennedy (47) bullet to make his 1969 trial obser
vation that "no other gun in tthie world had freed tthie evidence 
buHets. ”

Additilnrlly, in 1975, WoOfer could not remember if he prd 
compared the Weisel (54) and GoOdstein (52) bullets. WoOfer sitrited 
on examination that he did not make any rrfling pitch tests. He did 
not remember if he had made photographs of tthie seven test freed 
bullets individually, or made photographs of tthie seven revered 
evidence buUlets. WoOfer was pustvve that he had used one of tthie 
seven test freed bullets (which particular one he could not recall, 
and he did not have any of tthe bullets marked or iientlfied) to 
compare with tthe Kennedy buHet, Exhhbit 47. WoOfer did remember 
that he had checked all tthie cannelures on all tthie test freed bullets 
and tthie evidence bullets and that they had all matched. But again 
there was no writeen dlruminnation of this in any of tthie progress 
reports.
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