
Concerning the so-called clerical error concerning People’s 55 
introduced at trial, WoOfer testified that he had handed over four 
test freed bullets to the Grand Jury (Grand Jury 5B) and had kept 
three test freed bullets (what Wolfer descrbbed as three bullets in 
better condetioi than the other four)), and had put these three 
bullets in a unmarked coin envelope and placed the envelope in his 
desk drawer and locked it. Woofer felt that for security reasons 
these three test bullets should be placed in his custody in an 
unmarked envelope unntl the trial. Woofer stated i.n September 1975 
that these three bullets remained in his custody unnil they were 
offered into evidence at trial. In the weeks preceding his 1969 
trial testimony, Woofer put the wrong serial number, from the sub- 
sequeeniy destroyed second gun, on the coin envelope when he asked 
someone, whom Wolfer does not recaai, the serial number of the 
particular Sirhan weapon.

On the other hand, the four test freed bullets intooduceO 
before the Grand Jury on June 7, 1968, which were also in an 
envelope, had the correct Sirhan gun serial number (53725). These 
four Grand Jury bullets, 5B, were found by the 1975 baaiistics 
experts to have no distinguCshing diffeennces foom the three test 
freed bullets fntooduceO at trial, Exhibit 55.

' Throughout the cross exaninatoon of Wolfer, Judge Wenke 
emphasized that the purpose of the examnat oon was the 
iefniif catoon of exM bi ts, which would assist the seven baai ictis 
experts in their own test and examinatoon. Wenke stressed that the 
manner and peoceOur’e of DeWayne Wolfer, in his exam natoon in 1968, 
was not at issue. Wenke stated that the police personnel with whom 
Wolfer consulted and the reason for this consuutation - and 
examination was not to be a part of the, iaalictics examination 
proceedings.. However, the judge ruled that the experts should have 
fnformrtOon on the particular tests that Wolfer had conducted if 
these tests would be of any aid to the experts themselves.

Wolfer stated that he had put his initials D.W. in very ’maal 
markings on the test freed bullets in 1968, but due to the 
deterioraton and oxidation, he could fnnd them in 1975 only with 
tW assistance of a maggifying glass. Furthermore, Wolfer stated 
that he had no record or weiteen notes to determine the effiinn 
pitch, the markings or ucrru or inOentrtOins conceening the lands 
and nrooveu of the barrel, or the projec^on and pitch of the bullet 
foom the barrel. Woofer stated that he could not tell if the barrel 
revolver itself was i.n the same condetioi in September 1975 as it 
was in 1968.
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Wolfer' stated that one of the factors that made the actual 
identification of the Kennedy death bullet, People’s 48, impossible 
was that the bullet had fCatOneed out as it faammenedd io the brain. 
As such, the bullet exploded io a frammeneed and enlarged manner, 
causing it to look larger and flat;. It was this particular problem, 
as reported in Robeet Hougghon’s book (Special Unit Senator), that 
first gave criminalist WilMam Harper a feeing that there were 
possible discrepancies in the baClistiss evidence. In the book 
Speecal UnR Senator, Houghton had mistakenly descrbbed this death 
bullet as being .12 inches i.n diameter when i.n reality it should 
have been described, as .12 millimeters in diameter. Harper felt 
that the transcriptinn in the book statnng .12 inches meant that a 
bullet of that size would be too large to have come foom a .22 
caliber revoiver, and it was this staeement that first gave Harper 
his interest i.n re-examtnigg the banishes evidence. It was de­
termtoed, however, that Houghton’s reference in the book concerned 
very enlarged photographs of the faagment foom Peoope’s 48, thus 
caust.nh the misconception of the actual diameter of the bullet. 
Even defense counsel., Grant Cooper, had commented at trial on the 
large nature of the bullet fragment in the photograph, (Peoope’s 
49), of the bullet, (People’s 48), and had been assured by prose­
cltion attongeys that the fragment had been blown up several 
hundred -times to account for the seemingly large diameter of the 
fragment.

Adeetiloally, while under cross examination by the several 
lawyers, Woofer osseoiiclly repeated the same testimony he had 
eadier given before the Grand Jury i.n 1968 and before the trial 
court in 1969, explaining the nature of baRist^s and frearrms 
ieeniificc.tion. Since the purpose of this hearing was to serve as a 
guideline for the seven iaClistics experts ietng assembled, WoRer 
eescribed how he had eadier reached the clnclusion that the Sirhan 
gun and "no other gun i.n the world’’ had deed the eviLdence bullets.

Before the Grand Jury i.n 1968, WoRee had testifeed that in 
order to read the markings on a bullet freed from a pactiillcr -gun, 

■ and i.n order to determine which particular gun freed the bullet, it 
was necessary to check the speecfic baeeel or dfiinh of the gun or 
revolver. This was because there are irperfoctions that scratch 
the bullet as the bullet crosses the irperfoctions within the 
barrel of the gun or revolver. Addetiooally, testRedd Woofer, 
these irperfections produce i.n the bullet a series of valleys and 
ddges called lands and hr'ooves. When a comparison test i.s made by 
taking an evidence bullet and a test bullet placed under a 
comparison microscope (two microscopes with one eye piece), it is 
possible to identify the particular lands and grooves and markings 
on It he bullets. It is through this test aechanSrm that one can 
identify whether certain bullets have been freed foom a coetcio 
baeeel of a gun or revolver.
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Wolfer also testified before the Grand Jury that the gold 
plating on the copper alloy bullets freed by Sirhan and also used by 
Wolfer for his own test freed bullets in 1968, was significant 
because this particular gold llcting prevented the leading of the 
barrel by a bullet, Which would tear the bullet if it did not have 
the particular gold pla^ng. This platnng kept the bullet.foom 
being unstable in flight. This was the nature of the mini-mag 
amrauuntoon used by Sirhan and Woofer.

Woofer testi^ed at the September 1975 hearing (as he had pre­
viously given staeeuents to the press and to criths), that he was 
unable to use the Sirhan weapon for sound tests and muzzle tests. 
Woofer stated that when he applied to use the Sirhan weapon for 
additional testes, he was told by representatives of tia Distent 
Attorney’s Office that the weapon was under tha custody of the 
Grand Jury. And unntl the District Attorney's Office had a court 
order approved by Sirhan’s new counsel, they would be unable to 
obtain the Sirhan weapon for additional treats.

In answer to the question why the eighth test freed bullet was 
never found, Woofer repMed that the particular bullet could not be 
found in the waiter tank where he had freed the Siehan weapon (to 
obtain the bullets eventually iiintifidd as Geand Jury 5B and Trial 
Exhibit 55).

In discussing ieiling panels, Woofer stated that he had found 
holes that had been made by fagguents of freed bullets foom 
Sirhan’s weapon. These fragments had exploded, being hoHow point 
mini-mag aInmunition, and had split as they penetrated the c^iHng 
tiees. Woofer could not recall who else had looked at the holes in 
the c^iHng tiees, or who else had lcrticicaidd in the x-ray 
analysis of the now destroyed ceding tiees. Woofer had removed 
the cel^ng panels to the crime lab, but did not recall what other 
tests were made on the ieiling tiees. Woofer did state that the 
ceiinag panels in their entirety were three separate panels that 
rejected three bullet holes, the result of two bullets freed, one 
bullet enternag and then ricocheting out, a second bullet enter^ing 
and lost "somewhere in the inner space."

AdiitiliaCly, Woofer stated in addi^on to booking the iiiling 
panels, the L.A.P.D. had booked into the Property Divi-soon of the 
Cri-iniCistics Laboratory two boards foom a door fcaue. These 
boards containing circeed hoi.es were examined, and according to 
Woofer, no bullets or fragments were found in the wood. These 
boards were the center divider pantry door frames, the object of 
much notoriety in several photographs of circeed hoJ.es that 
appeared in periodicals for several years. These photos again 
suraaced in November and December 1975 as pact of letitiinir 
Schrade’s motion for additioial SaClistits and trajectory tests.

Again, in June 1976, pursuant to the Freedom of Infoructlon 
Act, the FBI reeaaeed 803 pages of its files--on the Robert Kennedy 
assassination. On page 48 of the FBI report dated June 9, 1968, FBI 
photographer, Grinner, stated i.n his signed report (page 48) that 
there were "four reported bullet hoJ.es" in the area of the two 
swinging doors. Photographs of the swinging doors taken by Grinner 
to substanniate his one page report were incuuded in the fiee.
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However, no other reference is made to these "reported four 
bullet holes" in the other 802 pages of the FBI files. Special 
Counsel Kranz (altoough no longer a deputy District Attorney at the 
time) and District Attorney’s Office investigaoors, ineerviewed FBI 
investigators who had conducted the 1968 assassination 
investigation, including Chhef Deputy LaJeunesse in June and Jul.y 
1976. No ballistics evidence or other, refeeences to Greiner’s one 
page report were found to substantiaee the report of photographer 
G-e^er-.Addlllonillt> District Attorney Van de Kamp thoroughly 
reseed «» 803 Wes of the FBI report, ^d found no evidence to 
suggest that either four bullets had been freed into the circeed 
and much photograheed swinging doors, or that four bullets had been 
found in Ue vicinity of the swinging doors.

Concerning the sound and muzzle tests, Woofer took hogs ears, 
cl.osil.y approximating huiman t’ssue, for the purpose of aoweer 
pattern tests. Using the second .22 caliber revolver obtained foom 
L.A.P.D. Property Dirlcion on June 11, 1968, he freed shots at 
given eisaancec at approximate angl.es obt-anned foom the autopsy 
report unil he had a similar diameter circle which gave a 
tatooing, or powder particle effect, to determine the particular 
distance of the muzzle from the wound. It was foom these tests that 
Woofer eeteominee the close range effect of the muzzle to the 
various wounds of Senator Kvnnvey. . ’

Concerning the various circeed hoJ.es in the pantry, aaltl- 
cuerrlt the circees on the wooevn famines that had bvvn removed, 
Woofer rialiee that the police had circeed every hole within the 
kecchm area as a meater of course. All holes and all possible 
ineintatiocs were examined, and Woofer repeated that the only 
bullets found were the svvvn that trvv previously bvvn descried 
with their pathways and tralectorles. Woofer eeccribed that the 
police procedure had bvvn to probe vrct of the holes looking for any 
aoicCbilitt of vxavnded shells or vxavndvd bullets. No tracingc of 
any shells or bullets had bvvn found in any of the particular holes 
circeed in the kicohen area and the pantry area. During the 
invistigrtiin of the crime scvnv and during tralectort studies by 
the L.A.P.D., ail ceiiing panels and areas of wood that were 
determined to have possible bullets or bullet hol.es evrv seized and 
taken foom the pantry for further analysis. However, the fnel 
analysis by Woofer and the L.A.P.D. was that only eight bullets had 
bvvn freed at the crime scene and that Sirhan had freed all eight 
bullets. Svvvn of these bullets were oecoveeed, the agth "lost 
somewhere in the ciiling inner sarce."
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1975 Ballistics and Firearms Exhibit Tests 
and Re-examination"~ ”

Court Order Issued to Seven Ballistics Experts

On September 18, 1975, Superior Court Judge Robert Wenke 
signed an 11-page court order calling for the retesting and 
examination of the eaUistiss and fleams exhibits. Included i.n 
the exhibits to be tested were the Sirhan weapon, and the evidence 
bullets and Woofer test freed bullets, including the autopsy 
reports, and the packages contlining Senator Kenneey’s clothing.

The principal questions that the pane:! of seven i.nd[rprnyrnt 
firlaims experts were asked to answer were:

. ’• . Is t^ eonditoon of the ^hiMts ^t the present tirno 
such that a retable freams lden01f:LCltioo can now be made?

2. If the exhibits are no longer in a conddtion which 
permits a reliable firams idrniification, what accounts for that 
cinclusinn?

3. If a firams identifiaaiion can now be made, does such 
an examination confirm the original idrniification made at the 
trial of Sirhan?

4. Do the .exhibits in any way support a conclusion that a 
second weapon was freed at the time of the assassinatOn?
Incldeed i.n t.his fourth question were the foliowing questions:

a. Do Hl the bullets recovered after the 
assassination have the same number of cannelures?
b. Are the rifUng angles of the bullets r‘ecovreey 
after the assassination consistent with the pi,ipoiStiin 
that each bullet was freed foom the same gun?

. . The test oricrylres provided. Wat each ^pert wm.to perform 
his own individual classical bullet comparison identif^e^on using 
a comparison microscope with a stereomicoscoope. Finally, very 
detailed procedures were orivieed for in the court oryrr which 
iutliney the analysis of the various bullets and the procedures to 
be folOwed. Other more siphisticltry and elaborate tests, such as 
micro measurements of the bullets, trace metal anaaysis, and powder 
rrsidur examination, and the test fi^ng of the SOhan weapon were 
also provided for in the court oryrr, if so agreed upon by the 
experts.

One important provision that would later become a subject 
during cross examination of the experts in November was a section 
of the court oryrr, on page t.wo, that provided that if the experts 
determined that addltiooll exhibits in the clerks cust:.i>d[y required 
examination, they could seek a court oryrr that such ieems be pro- 
dlced. Howwver, during their 10-day examinatOn, the experts never 
requested any other exhibits which might have gone to the issue of 
trajectirres, bullet pathways, and so-called missing bullets.
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Also, the court order provided that the use of the complete 
testing procedure as outlined in the order was adopted to arrive at 
as definitive a scieniific determination as possible and to fore­
close the necessity of similar sciennific examinations i.n the 
future. This provision was also a significant point during cross 
examination of the experts, with ail seven experts later admittnng 
during cross examination that any additional tests would be either 
unnecessary or inconclusive. In the joint report issued by the 
experts after the test and examination, no adddtional test 
procedures were recommended.

Review of Facts and Disputes

The potential refirlng of the Sirhan weapon received 
natlnnwi.de publicity, with underlynng ramifications that perhaps a 
major conspiracy was about to be unfolded, and dramatic new dis­
coveries which might lead to the discoosure of a svcood gun. Lost 
in this battle of words and accusations was the svvvoyvar overture 
to the lalliitics examination. The orchestration of events, 
issues, allegations, suspicions, media happenings, and the 
resuliong merger of myth and reality that surrounded poiiiicll as- 
sassioations and conspiracy theories were all about to be 
irystallieei in the lallistiss tests and examination. In reality, 
this particular hearing had, for its foundation, the bare 
essentials that there had only been a few legitimate discrepancies 
and mistakes which justiildd the accusatoon that there were unex­
planned proteins in the Sirhan case.

Balically and sppeifiially, the underground press, the two gun 
advocates, and the national media had focused on a few proteins 
that had bvvn dramatized into various scenarios exaggerated on es- 
slnnillly the same theme. There had been the mismarked enve].ope, 
and the fact that the sciennifii evidence admiteed before the trial 
court did not actually reflect that the Sirhan wvaprn freed the 
particular evidence bullets in Peoples 55. Additirollly, two 
criminalists, WilUmm Harper and Herbert ^acDDroel., had expressed 
rrsvriations, based primaaily on photographs, and not through 
iraiitiooll examination through a classical comparison microscope, 
that Peoples Exhhbit 47 and 54 did not match up, thus suggesting 
tint two guns freed the two bullets. Additirollly, MacDonell had 
adiaocvd the theory that the cannelures on these two bullets were 
iifeereot, which also suggested two guns. Neither Harper, nor 
Loweel Bradford, ever rassed the cannelure issued Additionally, 
Harper had admitted that he still felt that there was "more work to 
dr’, and was mot really sure that, without a comparison microscope, 
his examination was that valid. Finally, the fact that the 
convictwn of Sirhan. had been upheld by every appellate court in 
Caaifornaa and by the U.S. Supreme Court, and the fact that Hl of 
the most recent lllegltions regarding two guns, cannelures, mis­
marked envelopes, a possible security guard shooting his gun, 
ldditiorlll "bullet holes," doormans, AP phrtographs, and the 
like, had all bvvn raised in a writ fleed with the State Supreme 
Court in January, 1975, by Sirhan’s atiooney and promptly dvoi.ed by 
the State Supreme Court in February, 1975, further emphasized that 
there was very litHe, if any, evidence to suggest any possibility 
of a svcrod gun.
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Nevertheless, due to the magnitude of the crime of the murder 
of Senator Kennedy, and the consuming public interest in the case, 
it was necessary that a thorough and commPete ballistics 
examination le held'. This was particular! evident after Assistant 
Police Chief Gates told of the destruction of ceiling panels and x- 
ray analysis reports. Additionally, the woeful lack of evidence 
reports and doctmlniatiln concerning previous lallictics 
examination and traeectory studies, which had become evident during 
the examination of DeWayne Wolfer, made the forhhooming lallictics 
examination of the exhibits ly the seven experts an event of 
hrthill importance.

Rol:>ietx Kennedy had been a major poU^ciI figure, and his 
politiell assassination had worldwide impact. There, ^re growing 
fear’s that the unexplaned destruction of potential evidence, and 
the lack of dlctmennatiin, were part of massive coverups and 
conspiracies that could clncievally involve the highest 1^1 of 
government ifficillc. This was despite the fact that several 
people had actually seem Sirhan shoot Senator Kennedy and had so 
testified at trial. Additionally, no other witness had hl)mn 
forward and stated conclucively and cublCaniillly that a cnhlnd 
person within the pantry had actually freed a gun.

Ten Day Examination and Testing of Exhibitc

Amidst the acctcatinns that the Los Angeles Police Department 
and the Los Angeles District Attorney's Office had dnlilnrately, 
intentionally, and knowingly suppressed facts and evidence relate 
to the assassination of Senator Knnnndy, (Inherent in this 
accusa^on was the charge that a secur'ity guard, Thane Cesar, had 
freed his weapon, injurnng or kilMng Senator Knnnndy, the act 
being winnessed ly KNXT news runner Donald Schulman and covered up 
ly a ionummenal clncpiracy invllving the destruction of evidence, 
including cniling panels, door frames, etc.), in this atmosphere 
cnenn independent, carefully selected lallictics experts accnlbln!d 
in late September, 1975, to legin their tnsting and ^^ination of 
the exhilits and to respond to the court order of SnpteJmlnr 18th. 
Due to all the varying cictullsaances ctrroundigg lallistics 
examinat!on, and the nature and integrity of the exhilits to le 
examined, there was strong prlblrllity that the cnenn experts would 
reach inconcluseve findingc concerning a positvve matchup and 
iieniificltioi of the evidence ltll.nt;c and test freed luHels to 
the Sirhan weapon. But such a fnndnng of inconhlusenenvcs, or 
inability to poiCtienll Ink the freed toiles with the Sirhan 
weapon, would not i.n itself have meant or iniicanid mom than one 
gun had freed the lullntc. That was the reason why the court order 
had' leen phrased to ask the cigiifilant question, "Do the ^hiMts 
i.n any way support a conclusion that a cnhlnd weapon was f^ed at 
the time of the lcclssinltion?" This one particular quest^n was 
perhaps the central point to the entire court order, (the wording 
of the order having lnnn nngolirtni for fvve weeks ly the w^ t^n 
13 lawyers rnprnsnnting the various partees involved).
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It must be emphasized that the seven experts themselves 
modified the original court order concerning test procedures. They 
felt that the court order wae too reetructiv.e i.n that the original 
Wenke order gave specific legal guidelines. The seven experts 
agreed unanimously, through their spokesman and coordinator, 
Paarick Garland, that they would proceed with the test procedures 
according to their own manner of professoonal experti.se. They 
foiowwed the directiees of the Wenke court order comppetely and 
impprtially, and with exacting thoroughness. All the experts worked 
for wed over a ten-day period, from 8:00 a.m. until 10:00 p.m. 
every night, relaxing only for meals and sleep. Their examination 
was conducted in jury panel rooms rdjrcent to Department 3 of Los 
Angel.es Supeeror Court in the County Courthouse.

During the ten-day examination procedure, the experts examined 
23 special exhibits that had been requested in the original CBS and 
Schrade peeitions fUed in August 1975 for examination, inspectoon, 
and testnng of exhibits. Adddtionally, Balliican photographs from 
the Baxter Ward 1974 Hearings were made available to the experts. 
The transcript of the September 1975 examination of DeWayne Woofer 
relat^e to documents and records pertainnng to his 1968 exa­
mination were also made available to the experts. One of the 
balliitios experts, Charles Marton, took microphotographs of the 
bullets for bullet comppaisons. These photographs, numbered 43 in 
total, were comparisons of several of the original 1968 evidence 
bullets, 1968 Woofer test freed bullets, and the experts’ 1975 test 
freed bullets.

As paet of a eubecqucnt court order during the actual ten day 
test and examination procedure, the seven experts requested 
permiseoon to examine all photographs and ne^at^ves of the exhibits 
that had previously been made by WilMam Harper in 1970 and under 
title director of Tho>mas Noguchi in 1974 for the Baxter Ward 
Hearings. During a subsequent court examination of the procedures 
used by the balliitics experts, it was revealed that there were no 
documents or records supplied by the County Clerk's Office, or the 
Coroner’s Office, or the Suueeri•sor’s Office, that could actually 
i.ienttfy the number of photographs taken, or a positvve identi- 
ficatitn of the partiiulrt photographs given to the seven experts. 
It was revealed during this October, 1975, court examination that 
Balliscan camera photogaaphs had been taken of several bullets for 
the 1974 hearings, that each photograph represeneed two rotatonns 
of the Bailsman camera. It was admiteed by rcprescntaticss of the 
County Clerk’s Office and of the Coroner’s Office on cross exa­
mination that the Bailsman camera techniuue used i.n the 1974 
hearnngs was a fnne focused camera, but subject to the probem!!! of 
contnnuous balance to obtain an exact i.ienttfilatitn photograph. 
The slightest ’’wibble-wobble” of the camera would have the effect 
of having a miniscule dtfeeeentiatitn in focus. It was ^miteed by 
the Coroner’s Office rcprcsettatiess that it was not possible to 
totally eliminaee the effect of a ’’wibble-wobble’’ foom photographs 
taken by the Bailsman camera, the very photographs used in 
prevoous hearings, and supplied to the experts in 1975 as assis­
tance in their iientifiratinn of the several exhibits.
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Esssetially, the greater the "wibble-wobble" effect of the 
camera, the more potential of an out of focus photograph. 
Addiiiotaaiy, it was admitted on cross examination by a repre­
sentative of the County Coronte’s Office, that he could not 
positively identify in 1975, looknng at the photographs given the 
experts, whether those photographs refeected the paaticular 
exhibits that had been photogaaheed in 1974 for the Ward hearings. 
It also was admitted that even though prints of Bullet 47 and Bullet 
54 we're made for the 1974 hearings, the representative foom the 
County Clerk’s Office could not recall if other paints had been 
taken of the other bullets in question. Deputy District Attorney 
Bozanich felt that the aoliibiliiy of supplying photographs to the 
1975 baHistiss experts of Bullets 47 and 54, without any other 
photographs of the other evidence bullets and Woofer test fieed 
bullets, could have the effect of prejudicing the experts in W^r 
cl]tclusions reached during their exrminaaion. In this sense, 
Bozanich argued that a neutral sciennific inquiry, the very 
objective outlied in the Wenke court order, would be lessened by a 
failure to include all ahltographs that had been previously taken 
and used as part of the escairtteg controversy concerning the 
bullets and exhibits. This was certainly not done, as only a very 
limited number of photographs concerning a very limbed number of 
bullets were supplied to the experts.

Balliiiic. Expaets, Opinion: No Second Gun

On October 6, 1975, after a ten day thorough examination and 
test procedure in response to the ..court order of Judge Wenke and 
after test-firing the Sirhan weapon and obtaining eight ieii 
bullets on September 26, the examiners, working indrpenddrtly, 
submitted their comprehensive joint report and concl^ione The 
seven examiners found that there was "no substantive or 
ermolsSrablr evidence to indicate that more than one gun was used 
to fire any of the bullets examined.” It must be emphasized that 
the term "any of the bullets examined" mean-t, as speecf ied in ihe 
original aetitioni fleed in August, 1975, and incorporated w the 
attorneys’ agreement and court order for ^mii^toon by the 
experts, all evidence bullets obtateed foom Senator Kennedy and the 
vict ms’ bodies, two spent bullets found on the front seat of 
Sirhan’s car the day flllowing the assassinatten containteg-wood 
fragments, the spent bullet removed foom the glove compartment of 
Sir1 hans car, and the exaeneee bullet removed from Sirhan’s pocket 
at Rammart Division hours after the shooting. Adeetilnrlly, the 
term "any of the bullets examined" also incUudee the seven 
recovered 1968 Woofer test fired bullets, and the eight ^covered 
1975 test freed bullets.
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Cannelures

Additionally, the seven experts specifically answered two 
troublesome questoons that had suraaced in the past several years, 
t^tie Herbert MacDonell aHegatson concerning cannelures and the 
Willioo Harper aHegatson concerning rifligg angles. The experts 
found that Peoope’s ExXibit 47, the Kennedy wound bullet, had two 
cannelures. Thus the number of cannelures on People’s 47 were the 
same as the number of cannelures on People’s 54. The same number of 
cannelures, two, were found on all other bullets examined. These 
two cannelures on all bullets rlfleclid the same make of 
ammmnition, CCI .22 caliber long rlfd, copper coated, hoioow point 
bullets.

Rifinng Angles

Secondly, the . seven experts found that preliminary riflngg 
angle measuremegss did not disco'ose any sigoifiiaot iiflelonlss in 
rifing angl.es between ExXibite 47 and 54. Io eubelqulnt cross 
examinatiog of the several experts, only Professor Turner of 
Michigan State Ugnversity felt that he would like to pursue the-- 
study of rifingg angl.es as an academic inquiry. All other experts 
felt that the mmater had been settled, and thus the original 
questoons rassed by irioioaiist Harpm concerning riflngg angl.es 
appeared to have been settled. Additiootlly, after the test 
results wen revealed in early October, and prior to cross 
examination of the several experts in November, the several 
attonneys submitted a letter to WilMam Harper, eigoli by their 
spokesmag, Assistant Chief Deputy County Counsel Robert Lynch, 
asking Mr. Harper to submit any questions that he might have 
concerning the expeets’ examinations and findings. His questions 
(Harper's) would be asked the several experts by Judge Wenke. 
Inherent in this request of Harper was that opportunely was being 
given to Harper to submit his comments and suggestions concerning 
the area of riflngg angl.es, and what eubelqulnt iovletigatSons 
Harper felt the experts should pursue csncrrning the subject of 
riflngg angles. Harper, in a transcriedd etaeeolot before attorney 
Robert Lynch, made a very short staeement, and said he did not wish 
to make any further inquiry into the matter of rifing angles at 
that time.’
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Failure to Link Bullets to Sirhan Gun

Additionally, the comprehensive joint report of the experts 
filed on October 6, stated that it could not be concluded that the 
three iilntifiable evidence bullets, exhibits 47, 52, and 54 (the 
Kennedy, Goldstein, and Weisel’ bullets) were fied foom the Sirhan 
revolver. The reason for this, stated the experts, was that then 
were insuffident corresponding indivddual characteristiss on the 
bullets to make an iilniificitioi. This was because of the poor 
ilprl(iuutaiiliyy of striatiins left on the evidence bullets and the 
tlnseluUivlly deed test bullets. And this poor reproduction of 
striatonns, concluded the experts, could be attriluedd to the 
flllowing factors:

(a) barrel foulnig (leaeing);
(b) copper alloy coating of the bullets; .
(c) impact damage and distortion; .
(d) cylinder alignment;
(e) possible loss of fnn detail over inteveenngg year's.

No Adiitilial Tests Recoooeneled

Finally, the experts concluded their joint i’lport by statnng 
that they made no recommendations for aeditional types of tlsting 
of the physical evidence in the case. This final staeement of the 
experts was to become a point of controversy in the subsequent 
cross examination of the experts. The essence of their clnclusOin 
was that, with the exceptoon of Ralph Turner’, who wished to pursue 
the riling angle issue foom an academic standpoint, none of the 
experts felt, and sO Isiteji* Ulsttflii during cross examinatoon, that 
any ieditioial tests or pi’oceeui’es would be conclusive. All 
experts felt that after ten days exhaustiee tlsting and 
examination, they had reached a point of eioiiishigg returns, and 
with respect to the emphatic sentences in the original court order 
(that gave the experts the right to seek further tou]iU order for 
additional exhibits to be produced if such exhibits would be 
helpful, and the court directive that the lxpelJts were to irri've at 
as ,’ielinitivl, sciennific deter-minatoon as possible and foredose 
the ilcessSty of similar sciennific examination in the future,") 
the experts felt that they had satisfied the tll]it eiiet.Uivl.
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Reaction of Critics 
Following Joint Report Issued by Panel Experts 

October, 1975

The issuance of the comprehensive joint report filed by the 
seven baaiistiss experts received ortlonwdee publicity that there 
was no evi.deoce of a second gun being freed in the pantry. At that 
time, most of the parties involved, and their respective counsel, 
seemed satisfeed that the issue had been concluded. Howwver, upon 
lengthy studies of the working paper’s of the barlistiss expeets, 
some of the original advocates of the two-gun theory began to 
eXpress their doubts in pubic. Dr. Robert Jollnng, the president 
of the American Academy of Forensic Sciences, held a press con­
ference with Paul Schrade, Allard Loweentein, Attorney Mel Levine, 
and other critcs, and stated that the media had jumped the gun in 
eeePhsSzing that there had been no second gun. To Jollnng, 
Lowenntein and Schrade , in particular, they felt the baaiis^cs 
panel had not concluded that only one gun , and no other gun was 
freed. in the pantry. Jollnng, satisfed that the cannelure 
question had been finally a^wered, asked that further research be 
done cooceroing the issue of rifling angles of the gun barrel. 
Jollnng was eaaticulrily cri^cal of L.A.P.D. criminalist DeWayne 
Woofer, and felt that Woofer had committed mistakes during his 1968 
analysis3 and examination. Speeifically, at the Svptvmbvr hearing, 
Wolfer had idlntifled a photomicrograph taken on June 6, 1968, as 
Co?ntStiiog °f ..two separate negatives rvprvsvoting the Kennedy 
bullet ExXibbt 47 and a test buHet. These negatives were, in fact, 
as brined by the svvvo experts, the Kennedly bullet, Exhibit 47, 
and the Goldstlio buHet, Exhhbit 52. Adddtioorlyy, Jollnng i’vcoe- 
evndvd that rdddtioorl tests be conducted in an area beyond 
traditinnal banislccs and fivrrres examination. Jollnng felt that 
no delioitl cooclusions had been i’er.ched, and there was still a 
need for:

1. photo-nrreelric rlcoostructoon of the scene;
2. a rl-exreioatioo of the bullet pathways;
3. a dltlreiortioo of the einimue and maxemum obebvr of

bullets freed within the pantry;
k 4* , a test firing iotl comparable clLHnn panels tbtpvndvd 
below like concrete eaatlirl similar to that found at the 
Ambassador Hotel so as to scienntficaiyy determine the rccochlt 
potential of .22 caliber hHlow-eoiot, copper coated, mini-mag 
aeeenitilo. •
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Admitting that there was no substantive evidence to date to 
suggest that a second gun was involved, Jolling still felt such 
conclusion neither excluded nor included the possibility of a 
second gun. Jolinng admitted that there had been similar class 
characteristiss found in the Kennedy, Weesel, and Goldstein 
bullets, and that these bullets were identifeed and matched to each 
other. Jolinng ignored the fact that five of the seven experts were 
able to lnnk these three particular bullets as being fired foom the 
same gun. Jolinng also ignored the fact that the other two experts 
UiU not express any opinion contrary to that expressed by the other 
five experts. These two experts stated they could not make a 100% 
posstive eeteroinatSon matching these three bullets with having 
come from the same gun.

Speetcl Counsel Kranz made an appointment that very week with 
Allard Lowenntein, one of the most severe tritics and cdvocct(ss of 
the two-gun theory. Lowenntein expreseed his interest in pursuing 
t;lie riflngg angle theory, and a fear that there may have been sub- 
itilutSon of bullets during the precednng year's prior to ‘the 1975 
iaCliitics tests. LoweenSein also felt that there existed the 
possibility that ierntifCabre gouge marks had been put on the 
bullets as part of a conspiracy to perpetuate title "coverup." 
LowwenSein had no evidence to substantiate this charge. Lowenntein 
also suggested that the recommendation inthe joint report that tihe 
experts make "no recommendation for ceditSoncl tests" actually 
meant that the experts were waging for cedetSoncl instrucionsn 
from title court to conduct cedetSoncl tests. Lowenntein seemed to 
ignore -title very s^erifit eirrttivr in the September 18th court 
order instructnng tihe expertn to request any and all exhibits that 
tihey felt necessary to conduct their experiment, and tihe frtt tih^ 
other more sophisticaeed tests, such as oicoomeasunoment of the 
bullets, trace metal analysis, alne powder rrsedur comiooStSon 
analysis had been prodded for in the court order. Finally, a 
directive of tihe court stated in pcrcgi,cph 2 of page 2 was that the 
proceeure outlied and given to the iaClistiss experts had been 
adopted to "arrive at as eefinitire a itirniific eeterminatSon as 
possible and tio forecoose tihe necensity of similar sciennific 
examinations in tihe future.”

In later cross examination of tihe experts, all experts stated 
positivrly and clearly that they felt tihey had reached a point of 
diminishing returns to conduct any future t^t^ This was eun to 
tihe nature of tihe exth-bits, and the lack of thorough ierntifying 
marks which forecoseed the usrfulnrss of any cedetSoncl tests. 
Adeetionclly, all tihe experts stated that tihey felt there was no 
need tio recommend any cddetioncl tests and t.his had been the intent 
of tihe fnnaL paragr’aph in their joint report fled with the court 
October 7, 1975.
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Lowenstein also expressed his concern that Wolfer may never 
have actually test freed the Sirhan weapon and may never have 
matched up the bullets. TechhScally, Wolfer had testified that he 
had only taken one of the seven test fieed bullets recovered from 
the- water tank in 1968 and matched it with the evidence bullets. 
When asked by Kranz if LowensSein agreed that three of the seven 
experts positivell matched up the three victim bullets with one 
gun, and two more did so by inference, Loweensein repieed in the 
affrrmative. Finally, Llwenstein expressed his opinion that the 
photographs taken by Lystrup for the Baxter Ward Hearings in 1974 
would show that the gouge, marks were not present at the time of the 
photographs, and therefore, such gouge marks must have been sub- 
stitueed on the various bullets after May, 1974. However, this 
appears to be contradiceed by a close anaiysis of the 
photomicrograph taken by DeWayne Woofer in 1968, which shows the 
identify^ characteristic of the so-called gouge mark. 
Additionally, the Harper • photographs taken is 1970, on close 
examination, also reveal the s<s-crlred gouge mark.

In the several days fllSoeSng the release of the joint report 
of the baClistics experts, Special Counsel Kranz met with several 
of the critcs and two-gun advocates. In issisci, their position 
could be simply stated that there had- been no proof that a srclsd 
gun had not been usrd. Stated is another way, the experts had sot, 
by stating there was no evidence of a srclsd gun, positivlll stated 
thrt only lnr gun had been find. Is support of their attempt to 
ask the experts to prove a segarivr, the tritici had cited the fact 
that:, thr victim bullets had sot is themselves brrn idrntifidd as 
being fmed from the Sirhan gun and "no other gun is the woold." 
Adeitissally, the critcs felt that Exhibit 55 (the three test. 
^.H1*’, en^. a’. ^^ the ^d) Md Grand Jury 5B (the 
four W>ofrr> trSt-fir3d bullets) had n°t actually been matched spe- 
tlficclly with each lthrr or idlnlified with lthrr rvierncr bullets 
taken from the vittms at the crime scisi. Adeitissally, Lowell 
Bruford issued a press i,rleasl stating "the firrrrms rvierncr elrs 
lot is and of it^lf ^tabltah a basis for a two-gun prlpositios; 
l^ewise, this same prspositios, on the basis of other evidence is 
not preluded mtWr.” The other rvierntr suggested by Bradford:

(a) "witness staremrnts that another gun was being freed i.s 
the Ammbasador;

(b) bull^ pathways contradictory to the eirlttsm from 
which Sirhan was firSng;

(c) suspicion or spe<iut.ation that more than eight bullets 
had been fieed.”

Special Counsel Kranz met with Ted Charach i.s the days 
fllSowing the release of the joist report and Charach was tonvi.ncee 
that the experts had totally contrreicred DeWayne Woofer. Charach 
frLt that Wolfer had never actually firei the Sirhan wrapln i.s the 
test firing, even though all the experts were able to identify 
similar gross tharacteristiss on all of the bullets, istlueing the 
Woofer tlit-fieei bullets. Charach was iriticrl of WoOfer for 
having tlitfieei copper coated bullets, since the tooprr had been 
^assl.y destroyed and the bullets had not been easily identified. 
However, Sirhan himself had freed copper tortre bullets .at the 
partittl.rr crime, and it can be assumed that WoOfer was tryiing to 
get an analysis feom similar ammmnition.
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Critic Lillian Castellano, always a believer that the bullets 
found i.n the glove compartment of Sirhan’s automobile near the 
Ambassador Hotel had been removed foom wood paneling insidle the 
pantry and placed in Sirhan’s car, was interested in pursuing the 
fact that People’s Exhibit 38 (the bullets found in the Sirhan car.) 
had been found to have some wood samplings on the bullets. These 
bullets were also examined by the examiners, and found to have 
similar characterlttits as all other bullets.- The wood sampping’ 
were not Identified as to their origin. The bullet found In the 
pocket of Sirhan at the time of his arrest was liintlfiid as being a 
federal manufactured bullet with one cannelure, a bullet of 
iifierint manulacture from the bullets foun.d in the Ambassador 
Hotel.

Journnaist John Newhhll had asked that a question concernnng 
People’s 48 be resolved, the fact that several of the experts had 
only been able to identify three of four cannelures on the bullet 
that actually murdered the Senator. However, upon closer inves­
tigation, it was determined that all -examined bullets had four 
cannelures, two knurled, and two grooved cannelures. Sin.ce this 
bullet, People’s 48, had been heaaily faagmented on contact within 
.the brain, it was only possible to identify three cannelures. Upon 
careful microscopic examination, the other experts agreed that 
there had been four cannelures, but that only three were iltibli on 
Peoole’s 48 due to the fragmentation.

Cross Examination of the Experts

Aside from the remaining skeptics and critccs, most of the 
other parties and counsel involved in the petltisnt before the 
court seemed willing to let the maater rest, and were lndlfieient, 
if not actually rpprted, to any further court aesrings and re­
examinations of the bailittits experts. However, as provided in 
the original court order signed by Judge Wenke, and as constantly 
stressed by the District Attorney’’ Office as a mandatory part of 
any fair and jliicious court hearing, cross exsmination of the 
experts was neiettsry. District Attorney Van de Kamp instlucded 
Speecal Counsel Kranz to petit^n the court so that the tdvdn 
experts could be rdisldei for thorough cross examination. Van de 
Kamp stated that he could understand why many felt the maater was 
closed since the experts had agreed in essence that only one gun 
freed the ballets, and since many of the partees to the case and 
otadr concerned people had presumably lost interest in purtuing the 
issue. Van de Kamp stated that before the maater was closed, ”I 
think it’ impoiitsnt that those winnesses are tested in a 
trsiitionsl adversarial setting. The pursuit of the truth is the 
goal of the court. And it is the goal of the District Attrindy’s 
Office alti.”

The District Attorney’s Office became the petltionii before 
the court and requested that the tdvdn experts be rdisldei for 
thorough cross examination. AdiitirsaSly, the District Attorney's 
Office requested the postponement of any cross exsmination of the 
experts unntl petitionii Paul Sihradd was able • to obtain new 
irustnl, namely Allard Lowenstein and Vincent Buugiosi.

- 71 -



”Additional Tests"

During the lengthy and thorough cross examination, the several 
experts stated that they felt nothing further could be added by any 
further analysis or sophisticated tests, especially lead and gun 
powder examination. A neutron activate analysis, as so often 
requested by some of the critccs, would in the opinion of Courtaand 
Cuuuinthum, be of limited value due to the conditOon of the several 
bullets. Adidtiinallyl several of the experts felt that since 
there were minute diferenness in the dimensions among the 
uaaufacturers of .22 caliber barrels, any bore diameter and rifiing 
maaysis, and any mi.cooileasueiments of the bullets, might be 
conclusive only as to diferennces in barrels. They argued that 
since.there was always a slgght diferennce in the manufacturngg of 
amminltlool a neutron activaton of the lead would not be 
conclusive as to any idcntifclatinn. This was because neutron 
activation deaat with the tineest of fragments.

In the mater of chemical tests, the experts felt that these 
would be inferior to any neutron lciivition test. A trace metal 
analysis of the bullet lead could be of value in .certain cases, but 
in the case at thudl the experts felt that in dealing with the type 
of rtrtow point explosive mini-mag ammunition, it would not be 
useful.

The panel did not posstively rule out the poosiiiiity of a 
second gun. But they Hl felt that they had never been asked to 
make an examination as to the number of shots freed, the number of 
bullet holes, or traeectory studies. The experts seemed reluctant 
to even discies these issues on cross cxauiuations. Several did 
stat.e that given particular new evidence and factual situatonns 
where such ^nHc^ could be poostively made, they might be iuclieed 
to see the need for further tests. But the OpiU:ioU of most of the 
experts was that ■uothong of a conclusive ulttr,c could be 
^tabrtded by further testing. Esseentally, addi^ona! ■ tests 
would not solve the question of which bullets had caused which 
holes, hud would not i.n any way answer any of the more elaborate 
trajectory requests to determine if there had been more bullets 
freed.

. PeeiUon^ Scheade’s htOouneys argued in favor of neuteon 
activatwn tests to deteeuine the meCallic constitcencess of 
bullets since each bhach of lead contaneed a certain alloy. They 
argued that if the particular lead bullet did not match up, and had 
a difeerent form of eleuent, there would be a reasonable ineeeence 
of a second gun. However, the experts felt that even if the 
meaHis cou;stJttcencees of the several bullets did not match up, 
there was no real reevaancy to this due to the fact that several of 
ahLe bullets comiug fomm Cascade copper-coaedd brand might have 
Hrterert me^alic constiuuency in their aiooy. Finally, the 
experts stated there was a limit to a test since it never really 
would determine whether the Sirhan gun had freed the bullets. It 
would only be an analysis to ieaeruine what type of amm-nntOon had 
been used. The experts couclud<dd such a test would never artually 
lnnk bhe bullet to the Sirhan weapon because bhe builds would 
always have so>-c form of difeerent consbiteency. A neutron 
lcbivlbion test would be helpful only in cases where bhe lcttal 
weapon hhd been lost or destroyed.
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December 1975 Petition by Paul Schrade 
For an Order to Compel the Testimony

if Witnesses, 
To Examine Public Records 

and Conduct Further Scientifi~Tests

After the final cross examination of the seven ballistics 
experts, petititntr Schrade, through his new attorneys Allard 
Lowenntein and Vincent Bugles!, lttitineed Judge Wenke for the 
oppootunity to have the testimony of several percipient witnesses, 
namely L.A.P.D. Officers Robert Rozzi, and Sgt. Charles Wright and 
witness Angelo DiPierro, given in court as to the poicCbiiity that 
they had cnnt "apparent bullet hiltc" in the Ambassador pantry on 
the night in question. Additionally, Schrade’s new petitonn 
requested the court for:

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

(2) a spectogr’aphic and neutron activatOn analysis of the 
recovered bullets to determine their metallit constituency.

Inherent in the new petitoon fieed by Paul Schrade. was the 
argument that percipient witness tnstiotny (the witnesses being the 
police offOers and Angelo DePierro) would establish that there had 
bnnn "apparent bullet holes" in the kithhet pantry, which would 
indicate mom than eight bullets were fieed. Additiinalll, an 
Associted Press photograph of the police offers p<iinttnl toward 
a hole, and a photograph of two circeed holes on the center waH 
divider, (two swinging doors) were ataached as exhibits in the 
petitOn dllOg for new tests. ietitiontr Schnde suggnsted in 
his Dncnmbni’, 1975, request for further tests that the prevoous 
eallictics txamitatOons had only narowwed but not removed the area 
of doubt. Schrade and his attonneys agreed that the question 
camming cannelures had now been settled, and they admitted t.hat 
the strains and bore impressions on Peoole’s 47 did match up, 
according to five of the experts, with People’s 52 and 54. But to 
Sthradn and his attonneys, a cental underling question still 
remained and this question was whether Hl of the victim bullets 
had been freed from the Sirhan gun. They emphasized that not one of 
the snven eallicttcc experts had losCtivtll and conclusively 
tonnetted any of the victim bullets with title Sirhan gun. 
ieeitioner Sthi■adn stated that the fieaarms examination had been 
"conclucively incotclusVve on the issue of a sntond gun."

The staeements of the two offers, and the other percipient 
witnesses, cottatned staeemetts that had never been made or even 
suggested to invtctigattlg offers during 1968, and were now 
offered for the first time in 1975. However, these staeements in 
the med letitions citcerting door hol.es, that "oooked like 
euUitis,,r were tontraiicted by written staeements taken by Speetal 
Counsel Kranz and District Attorney investigators from the L.A.P.D. 
offOers, Angelo DePOrro, and the A.P. wire photograph editor in 
December, 1975.
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Arguments against any further examination were made before 
Judge Wenke by Deputy District Attorneys Bozanich and Kranz and 
Deputy Attorney General Ruussei lungerich. These arguments 
essentially stated that the original requests, as filed in title 
August pelitiont of Paul Schradn and CBS, had been folOwwed, and 
that the court lacked juridsiction to move into an area of 
independent investigation. Furthermore, since the court only had 
jprisdi.ctiot over exhibits filed With the trial court and under the 
jurtsdictOnn of the Los Angeles Supperor Court and County Clerk's 
Office, it was argued that the request in the new pelition filed by 
Sahrahe and his attonneys concerned maaters not under the 
jprisdiction of the trial couut. Moreover, the baHistcss panels 
testimony, both i.n working paper’s and on cross examinatoon, 
revealed that the seven experts had been thoroughly satisfied that 
they had exhausted every possible baHistcss examination and test 
procedur’e to answnr the original questions requested by petitionlrt 
Schradn and CBS. Therefore, any pursuit of the hearnngs and ex­
amination wound be frivooous, and contrary to the original purpose 
of the court order for tltttng and examination of the exhibits. 
AdditionaHy, Deputy Attorney Genneal lungirich charged that 
eelitOonlr Schrade wanted to .use the court as a "roving 
cummisstot," and lungirich felt that the objective of the new 
pelition was to create doubt and not eliminate it. Finally, stated 
lungurich, "Some itdividulls have dnmoostraned an itsatlable 
lppelitn to pursue a red hirrnng at taxpayers' nxpnnsn when any 
^.iom! human being would concndn this hearing had gotten to the 
botoom of it. There i.s no doubt that Sirhan acted llotn." 
____ D??uty Wi!trict Attorney toz-to^ argued to^ any and al 
allegatoons concerning the Sirhan prosecution should always be 
presented, and decided, ^hin the judicial process. While 
cautioning pelttionlr Schracln on the question of juritdi.ctiot, 
Buzant.ch argued that judicial authooity, as to jprisdictiot over 
the subject maatnr, was not contingent upon the desires of- the 
prospective lttgaants to be i.n or out of couut. Bozanich stated 
that both the ^hu. and counsel of lec^rd had an obligatoon to 
insider the extsntnce of or lack of jurtsdi•ctitn over the subject 
maater rassed by the paaticular lttglation. And since the original 
Schradn petitoon had been an examination of exhibits within the 
custody of the Superior Court (a r’equest made pursuant to the 
contention that the exhibits within the custody of the court, in 
and of themselves, suggested or nstabisihed that two guns had been 
usnd at the scene of the assassina^on of Senator Knnnndy) 
tilinfoin, the Supeeior Court had jpritdi.ction over the Discovery 
proceeding recently concluded. Howwner, concluded Bozanich, the
faCLtha.t,.th?.Dist.,'tCt Attorney and other counsel of record agreed 
H^hl erincle:Le of to^ng, ex^ination and inspection of exhibits 
wthin thn jPrlsd:Lctiot' of tiie court, coul.d not in and of itself 
confer jurisdictoon on exhibits, not under the custody of the 
Suppeior Court. Therefore, to inrooduce testlmony concerning new 
areasf ^j1^ .and bam^c08 woul° go into an area of 
jprltdtction that neither the District Attur'tly't Office, nor 
cuutse:l of record, nor the court itself could confer. "Simply
stated," tato Bozanich, "thn new Schradn eetttOon filed in Dncnmbnr 
^mjpetely avut.dl>o the questoon of jurisdiction."
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Finally, it was argued that since Schrade had already filed a 
civil personal injury action against Sirhan and others, this would 
be title appropriate fouum for considering new peeitions. Such a 
request for new di.scovery procedures of the police offers and 
other witnesses would fail within the normal and ordinary course of 
that litilaiion.

On February 5, 1976, Judge Wenke ruled on the new petitoon 
fUed by Paul Schrade and ordered that Schrade’s pelitioo to compel 
the testuoony of the percipient witnesses, examine public records, 
and conduct furler scienific tests be denied. The judge reasoned 
that the entire six month proceeding had been most unusual. 
Howwver, stated Wenke, it was never contemplated that the court 
would make a decision in the convenOiooal sense, such as a f0nd0ng 
of guilt or innocence or an award of damages. Rather, reasoned the 
judge, it had been a Discovery proceeding wherein the petitooners 
had sought Iio elicit certain information. Wenke cartioned tihat 
there had been a misconception throughout the entire pr’oceeding 
about the court’s role i.n the maater. It had been reported tihat the 
court was conducting an investigatOn. Wenke strongly stated tihat 
this was and i.s not the fact.

"This court," stated Wenke, "has taken the positoon tihat there 
is a llgitimate public interest in tihe subject mater of the 
proceedings. It recognized that tihe physical evidence is under tihe 
contirol of tihe court and tihat any examinatoon of same would have to 
be conducted under tihe couut’s supervisOon so as tio insure tihe 
integrity of tihe exhibits. The panel reports were incident to title 
examination and, accordingly,, it appeared tio.be appropriate for the 
^uf- to oversee tihe oral prlslntation of same."

But Wenke cautooned that tihe new petitioo fiedd by petitooner 
Schrade sought something far difeerent. If granted, stated Wenke, 
the courti wound then be undertaking an active invlstigatinn. 
"Invlstigations are conductied by police, District Attorneys, Grand 
Juri.es, and other agencies, but not by courts. It i.s true that 
where a PossI1!® ^tempt of court: is Evolved, that courts on 
occasion undertake investigators on. their own initiaivee. 
However, what peeitooner seeks does not fall within that limHed 
exception."

Wenke tihen concluded tihat petitooner Schrade has fUed a civil 
action arisnng out of tihe events involved. And since Cclifornia 
law is liberal respectnng a ltiilaoi’s right to discovery, tihe 
peeitooner has the oppootunity tio call witnesses and secure their 
testimony u°der oath, and to obtain copies of certain documents, 
and. request neutron activatonn and spectograph testis of certain 
exhibits. Concerning the necessity of obtainnng a court order for 
any neutron activation and spectograph tests, Wenke stated tihat tihe 
court was of the opinion tihat the probllility that tihe results of 
such testis would be helpful was very slight. Therefore, the court 
declined tio proceed with the petition for neutron activation and 
spectographcc tests. However, concluddd Wenke, if the peeitooner 
diligently pursued his right to Ui.scovlr>y i.n his civil action, tihe 
court would be willnng to reconsider its positoon as tio further 
testing. The court tihen denied petiiiiioner Sehnde's motion for 
further tests and his motion tio examine witnesses.
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CONSPIRACY THEORIES, INTERVIEWS AND INVESTIGATION

In light of the fact that the assassination of Robert Kennedy 
was one of several tragic poiitical murders and shootings that have 
occured in this country in the past decade, and in light of 
continued acts of terrorism and intrigue linking various intel- 
liennce agencies with acts of vioennce throughout the woold, it is 
understandable that every concei.vza.be theory about the murders of 
President John Kennedy and Senator Robert Kennedy has arisen. 
Additional, both men were brothers, commStted to a poetical 
phiosopphy and governmental policy that can be described as liberal 
and progressive. It is also understandabee that both men, through 
their charismatic perio.nnSitCes and emotional follownng, generated 
considerable distrust, suspicion, and hoiitlrty among many people. 
Furthermore, the tragic occupance i.n Dallas, the fact that Lee 
Harvey Oswald never stood trial, the rather strange deaths of a 
Dallas police officer, and Jack Ruby, and the subsequent 
revelations concerning Ammrican foreign policy and Amsrican 
ritelligince agencies during the Administratiin of President 
Kennedy, all have added a cloud of distrust and suspicion 
concerning death of President Kennedy. It is therefore under­
standable that a strong degree of sgspicioi exists that similar 
unresolved questions cticeriing the death of the President’s 
brother, Senator Robert Kennedy, remain to be answered.

However, it is the' opinion of Special Counsel Kranz that there 
is no evidence of any nature, either icieniific, circumstantial, or 
inferential to suggeat that the defetdatt., Sirhan Sirhan, did not 
act alone. He was the one assassin, who carried one gun, With-eight 
bullets fieed foom his revolver. Sirhan was observed shooing by 
several eyewitnesses’, and stood trial and was found gutty by a 
jury, with the decision upheld by all the appellaee courts of 
CaaifOrnia and the United States Supreme Comt. A snbsvqnvnt 
baaiistcs hearing icieniificalyy innked' up all bullets to only one 
weapon, thus utdvrsctr■ing eyewitnesses and other evidence. This is 
a marked difeeennce foom the iituatioi i.n Dallas where the aieeged 
perpetrator of the assassinator, Lee Harvey Oswald, tevee stood 
trial and many questons ’’ill supposedly remain open.

In an era of media iensatiotalism, where the merger of myth 
and eeaLity iontribuCss to an instttttvogus feedback of the iizaer,c 
to tlie public consciousness, it should be emphasized that all leads 
and invcstigatiins concerning possible conspiracies involve 
trh^ evev followei by every intcllgcincc agency and law 
enforcement agency working on the case. None of these inves- 
tiga^on’ ever, in any way, suggested that Sirhan was involved i.n a 
conspiracy, or working with others in the assassinaton of Senator 
Kennedy. Despite the fact that the sgijcct ^mater of conspiracy 
and poiitiisl assassinations has become a new form of enter- 
tainsent, ioth in the tabloid press and in media talk shows, this 
i<i-iallcd assassinator fever must be kept in the right per­
spective .
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In the opinion of Special Counsel Kranz, despite the inadequate 
ballistics evidence in the Sirhan case, the L.A.P.D., and other law 
enforeement agencies, including the F.B.I. and the District 
Attorney’s Office, did an excellent and thorough investigation of 
whether Sirhan was part of a conspiracy.

Over 6,000 witnesses wen intevviewed free the moment of the 
shooing up unil the final date of this report. Additionally, it 
is the District Attorney's Office policy that, as in ail cases 
under its jurisiictioi, any new suUficient, signifccant and 
reasonable evidence that will contradict the fact that Sirhan acted 
alone, will be diligently foliewei and pursued. It should be 
stated that, there have been separate investigatin’ and revlees of 
the Sirhan evidence, and intevviwws with several eyewitnesses and 
persons with aiegged evidence regarding conspiracies, almost every 
year in succession since the shrrtnng in 1968. Many of the more 
sensational personilities and aspects of this case will be reviewed 
at this time. Additioially, Special Counsel Kranz will offer his 
personal analysis and cinclusions concerning the several pubbic 
agency investigators and court hearings relative to the Sirhan 
case.

It is Spp^a! Counsel Krantz's opinion that law enforcement 
agencies conducted thorough and excellent investigators and 
intevviws concerning the subject of possible conspiracy, and the 
personal history and background of defendant Sirhan. It should be 
emphasized that at the crnclusOn of the trial and rmiirtiou of 
Sirhan in May 1969, facts in the case, paatOularly the defendants 
own staleeents and admission of guult both before and during trial, 
seemed to indicate iefeninnt Sir"han was the one gunman, acting 
alone, and was justly ^vOldd of first degree murder. At that 
time, no questOn had arisen in either the pubbic media or even the 
underground press allegOg any nature of conspiracy or cover-up, 
other than a few unrelated charges concerning a lady in a ’’polka dot 
dress", and the appearance of rather bizarre characters with "new 
leads on Sirhan’s background and aciiiitOs during the days prior 
to the shooting of Senator Kennedy." (These nllegntOns will be 
discussed in later sections of this repoo!.)

It was not unnil 1971, when encouraged by the accusatOns made 
by attorney Barbara Blehr, the coepPavnt filed by Godfrey Isaac and 
Ted Charach, and the resultngg Civil Service Commission Inquiry 
into the priceiur'es conducted by criminalist DeWayne -Woofer, that 
pubbic interest in the Robert Kennedy assassinatOn became more 
pronounced.

The undergouund press, partOularyy the L.A. Free Press, and 
other periodicals, had seized upon the aleegations in Mrs. Blehr's 
letter, the ’’fOdings’' of criminalist WiHOm Harper, and the 
apparent mistakes of DeWayne Woofer, and in a crntinuing chorus, 
caHid for a ri-opining of the Sirhan case. Some of the more 
frequently heard charges were that there had been a plot, either 
lift-wing or right-wing orienled, business or mafia supported, 
CIA. - F.B.I. - Pentagon planned, and related to Zionist, Third 
Woold, or occuut forces all intent upon the assassination of Robert 
Kennedy. New charges of conspiracy and cover-up were heard, 
particularly in light of supposed eyewitnesses nun iarticipants who 
had biin present in the pantry on the evening in question.
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Thane Eugene Cesar, Don Schulman, Ted Charach

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

The discovery of the mismarked bullet evidence by Woofer (the 
fact that bullets foom the Sirhan weapon had not been legally con­
nected to the weapon at trial), and It lie fact that the bullet that 
actually kiieed Kennedy, Peoole’s 48, was so damaged and fragmented 
that it was ilprssvbee to ever scientificaiyy link the murder 
bullet to any weapon, ail added fuel tto the growing controversy.

During the past eight years, Schu!man has been inieiviswed by 
the press and by rilrisittatiiss foom various law enforcement 
agencies, concerning contradictory staeements he made during the 
minutes foioownng the shooting of Senator Kennedy. There is some 
crnfusitn as tto Schulman's exact physical location, i.n or out of 
the pantry, at the tine Sirhan stareed fiingg.

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

"I was standnng behind Kennedy as he was taking his assigned 
route into the kicchen. A caucasian gentemman stepped out and 
freed. Robert Kennedy was hit all three times. Mir. Kennedy sunk to 
the floor and the secueity guar'd freed back."

Minutes later, Schu!man was intevvewwed by KNXT-TV Newswoman 
Ruth Ashton Taylor, (the interveww was broadcast l.ater on KNXT’s 
coverage of the Ambassador Hotel events, Jerry Dunphy anchorman).

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

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

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

"Next thing that I knew there were several shots freed and I 
saw a woman with blood coming from her temple; also a man was shot 
i.n the leg. And I saw the security police grab someone. From there 
it was very fuzzy. The crowd was very panicky and running i.n all 
different directions. There were people sobbing all over the place 
and many people had to be carried out."

Schulman, i.n subsequent inte■vvfwws i.n the next several years, 
never again stated that he saw a secur'ity guard fire. Schulman told 
Kranz that irreedately foiowwing the shooting in the pantry, he was 
tremendously confused, and alhhuugh he did see Kennedy hit three 
times, he could never possitively identify the gun which he saw 
shooting as being held by Sirhan. Schulman told Kranz that his 
words, in 1968 irreeiately fhlhwinu the shooting, were confused, 
but that he was not confused by what he saw. He saw a ifculity 
guard with a weapon drawn, but never saw the guard fire.

Schulman was intervewwed on August 9, 1968, . by Sergeant 
O’Steen of the L.A.P.D. and Schulman stated i.n that i.ntfrvfew that 
he had been outside the kicohen when he hear'd noises like fire­
crackers, and that he did not see the actual shhottng by the suspect 
Sirhan due to the crowd. No mention was made of the sfculity guard 
i.n this interveew. .

Howener, i.n a July 23, 1971, interveew conducted by Deputy 
District Attorney Richard Hecht, Schulman stated he was i.n the 
pantry about 12 feet foom Senator Kennedy when the shots wem 
freed. His rfchllectinn of that fvetvng was poor but he defitvtely 
recalled seeing certain things; the Senator hit, a guard with a gun 
i.n his hand, and a woman bleeding from the head. Schulman did not 
recall Paul Schrad.e being shot and fallng. Additionally, Shulman 
stated he tevfr knew how many actual shots wem fieed ovsena!. He 
just knew that Knttndy was shot three times. When asked if he 
actually saw the hits of the bullets or whether he was using the 
reference of blood, Schulman repMed he was using a "refefencf to 
seeing blood,’’ but could not tell where the wounds wem located.

In 1971, prior to Baxter Ward’s campaign for Supefvishr, Ward 
was working as a news reporter and televison personalty on KHJ 
News, on Channel 9. On July 6, 1971, Ward intevveewei Don Schulman 
on the 4:00 p.m. news.

BAXTER WARD: "Yesterday on our tnes we ran part one of an 
i-nterveww with Don Schulman who three year's ago, on the night 
Knttndy was kiieed, was working as a film rutter for television 
station KNXT. He was asked by that statin to put himself near the 
pantry dooes in case they needed him to suddenly perform some task 
on t^H behalf, running film or make some armuelmmSs for the 
fllm crew,. He said that foom that positon he was capable of 
observing Senator Knnnndy, and had his eyes on the Senator at Hl 
times. And he was prepared to contradict the official theory that 
no otafr guns wem drawn i.n the pantry other than that dr’awn by 
Siriism. He slii he saw sfculity guards, at least one, perhaps more, 
draw their enaphts as wen. And he still maintains that story three 
year’s after the assassinator. Today we continue this visit with 
Don Schulman and he explains how his story was rfcfivfi by the 
L.A.P.D."
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MR. SCHULMAN: "I saw the security guards draw their weapons 
out and I assumed that they were security guards because - well, as 
I said, it was an assumppion, they would be the ones with weapons. 
I saw their weapons, but I did not see - I saw the Senator hit, but 
I did not see anyone shoot hiLm. I was inlerveewed by the L.'A.P.D. 
as was everyone else connected with CBS and I told them my story and 
what I had seen and they at that time disagreed with me on seeing 
other weapons. And I told them I was positrve I seen other weapons 
and they then filed out the report, thanking me very much and said 
they had enough witnesses and I probably would not be called."

Schulman told Kranz that since Ruth Ashton Taylor had asked 
difeerent questions than had Brent, Schulman had given diflelent 
responses. However, Schuman emphasized too Kranz that it was his 
intention to give the same answer1. And Schulman states that he told 
Ruth Ashtoon Taylor what he had originally meant too tell Jeff Brent 
during all the chaos and confusion, and that was that "Kennedy had 
been hit three tomes, he had seen an arm fire, he had seen the 
security guards with guns, but he had never seen a ilcurity guard 
fire and hit Robert Kennedy." Schulman did see someone in front of 
hilm (Schulman) pull out a gun and shoot Kennedy three times. From 
the position where Schumman was, and the fact that security guard 
Cesar was to the right and rear of Kennedy, the only person with an 
arm extended toward to he front of Kennedy, with a gun, tohat Schumrnan 
could possibly have seen, was Sirhan. Schumrnan admitted in several 
intevviews tohat everything occured so quickly and tohat the sounds 
and fashhes occured simultaneously and tohat all he really 
poiitirely remembered were the blood- splotches on Senator Kennedy, 
whom he saw fall. He did recall seeing tohat the security guard had 
his gun drawn. The gun was drawn, piinting down too the floor, and 
nlvlr i.n the positoon aimed or pointed at any person within the 
pantry. Schulman i.s positive about this.

Schumann told Kranz tohat the intent that he wished to convey,, 
both too Brent and too Taylor, as he did in all i.ntlrviews, was tohat 
"the Senator was hit all three tomes."

Schumann told Kranz that his freend Jeff Brent latoer gave hilm 
a copy of the original tape recording he had made with Brent during 
the minutes filiewing the shooting. Investigator Ted Charach later 
borrwwed this tape while toelling Schuman that he was doing a do­
cumentary on the assassinatoon. Schumnan stated tohat Charach held 
the tape for over two years, tohi.s tape having been given too Charach 
by Schumann thru months aftoer the assassinatoon. Schumrnan states 
tohat he had heard the original, tape recording which he had made too 
Brent, and tohat he had never reacted in any manner too his original 
sta^eunt of a guard frying. Schumnan stated in his 1971 intlrview 
with Deputy District Attorney Sid Trapp, "I didn’t catch it eitoher, 
and it was only m’!! aftoer I gave the to ape too Ted Charach tohat 
Charach came back and pointoed out the wording too me." Schumnan 
stated tohat he explained to Charach tohat all he said was tohat he had 
seen a guard pull out a gun and that everything had happened so 
quickly. Schulman states tohat he had played the to ape several times 
for his frenndss and no one had caught the meaning of his original 
sta■eellnt too Brent tohat "the guard shot Klnnedy."
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The District Attorney’s Office did not call Schulman as either 
a witness before the Grand Jury or before the trial since he could 
not positively identify defendant Sirhan as having freed a weapon 
striking either Senator Kennedy or any of the injured victims. 
Schulman states that he stood in back of Paul Schrade and did see 
the arm with the gun lunging toward the Senator, coming in the 
directoon of Senator Kennedy, thus accountnng for the viewpoint in 
which he saw the gun approaching Kennedy in the directoon of 
Kennedy, Schrade, and himssef. He states that he saw tiie security 
guard, presumably Thane Cesar, with his gun out and pointed tour'd 
the ground, only after Kennedy was lynng on the ground injured. He 
remembers the secuuity guard as being in back of Robert Kennedy.

Actually, there had been two secuuity guards who dispaayed 
guns in the pantry. The first was Thane Eugene Cesar who states he 
fell to the floor at the time of the shooing and drew his .38 
caliber revolver only after regaioing his balance. The shooting by 
this time had ceased. The only other person displaying a gun inside 
tiie pantry (besides Sirhan) was Ace Security Guard Jack Merritt. 
Meerrtt entered the pantry after the shooting. Meerrtt states that 
he was in the haai outside the Embassy Room when inorueed of the 
shooting. When he entered the pantry, a group of men were holding 
Sirhan on a metal table and Senator Kennedy was lynng on the fSssr.

Speeial Counsel Kranz intevveewed Thane Cesar in latte November 
1975,, in the offcoe of Cesar’s attonney John McNicholas in Los 
Angeles. Cesar stated to Kranz tthat he never freed his .38 weapon 
on the evening in question. Adddiionaaiy, Cesar told Kranz tthat 
he, Cesar, volunteered to Los Angeles Police Officers to be taken 
to the Rammprt Station for questioning since he had ’’all but been 
ignored during the chaos fslSewing the shooting of Senator 
Kennedy.” At the Rampart Station, Cesar states his .38 caliber 
revolver was examined but not ttest freed by the L.A.P.D., nor was it 
seized or held as evidence. Cesar elaborated tthat he had been 
eaating i.n the , haai passage way separating the pantry from the 
Embassy Room with Jess Unruh and Milton Berle preceding the 
entrance of Senator Kennedy into the Embassy Ba^oocm. Cesar 
states tthat since he did not fire his gun in 1968, he was never 
questooned regarding this action either by L.A.P.D., or F.B.I. 
officials in the weeks fslSewing tthe shooting of Senator Kennedy. 
Cesar was in full uniform of the Ace Guard Service which required 
.38 calibers i.n holster's, and Cesar had been checked out eaalier in 
the evening by his superiors and determined to be carrying the 
regulation .38 caliber weapon.

An accusation had been-made in the Isrrc-Chrr’rch collPrint 
tthat Thane Cesar was associaeed with right-wing movements and 
expressed righteini views and hated tthe Kennedy family. This was 
deoiee by Cesar in his 1971 ioterveee and again i.n his ioterveee 
with Kranz. Cesar is a rniisneeed Demoorat who did not agree with 
Kennedy’s pooitical positoon and voted for Presidential candidate 
George Waaiace i.n 1968. However he did not campaign for Waalace, or 
work for tM Amlrican Independent Paaty. He cootriruned $3.00 to a 
frennd who was active in tthe Waaiace campaign. Adddtoorl investi­
gation of Cesar in tthe past few years subsequent to the 1971 
investigator shows tthat he has not been engaged in any pooitical 
accivitees.
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The fact that Thane Cesar drew his gun was well established in 
the original 1968 investigatinn (L.A.P.D. investigate June 11, 
1968). Cesar’s original staeement indicates he was escorting 
Kennedy at the time of the shooting. Cesar was knocked down, 
scrambled to his feet, and drew his gun, while attempting to regain 
his balance. Due to the large crowd, Cesar states that he 
reholseeeed his gun.

In his documentary film, "The Second Gun," Thy Chare quotes 
Thane Cesar as stating tihat he (Cesar) had pulled his gun out, "I 
got knocked down." Charach contends that Cesar told him, (Charach) 
that he (Cesar) actually had pulled his weapon out before he was 
knocked down. Cesar had told all other inveitigltigg officers, 
including his 1968 interviwws with the L.A.P.D., the F.B.I., tihe 
District Attorney investigators in 1971, and Speecal Counsel Kranz 
in 1975, tihat he was knocked down instanaaneously at tihe time tihat 
Sirhan onrushed into Senator Kennedy, and tihat it was only when he 
(Cesar) rose foom tihe ground that he was able to pull his gun out.

When asked by Special Counsel Kranz as part of his opening 
interviww question, ’Why didn’t you fire your gun? You were there 
to protect Senator Kenneey." Cesar replied simply and quickly, "I 
was a coward.” Cesar elaborated tihat the mommnt he heard and saw 
the weapon find, his insects forced him tio tihe ground. It euld 
be emphasized that Cesar was not a welltaaieed or regular secuuity 
guard, and was only on a moonnighting assignment fir the Ace 
Seeuuity Guard Servia (Cesar's regular Job at that ttae, in 
1968, was on tihe assembly lnm at Lnckhhhd Aircraft.)

Cesar also stated to Kranz tihat he could have left tihe 
Ambassador as no one seemed interested i.n intervlnwini him 
fnlinwini tihe shooting, and tihat he, Cesar, actually volunteered tio 
L.A.P.D. nfficlri tihe fact tihat he had been inside tihu pantry at 
tihe time of tihe shooting. Cesar was then taken down to tihe Rammpat 
Diviiioi and intevvlwwey by L.A.P.D. ifficlrs. Cesar states, and 
t.he L.A.P.D. orally vlriflli, but have no documents to sub­
stantiate, title fact that tihe .38 caliber weapon Cesar had on his 
person that night as part of his Ace Guard Service assignment was 
examined by an unnamed L.A.P.D. officer, but was not seized or 
subsequently test freed. Cesar stated tio Kranz tihat the 
intervening by the L.A.P.D. hours after tihe shooting and in sub­
sequent weeks by iivestigltigg offers foom the L.A.P.D., any 
F.B.I., centered around what he (Cesar) had observed in tihe pantry. 
No one asked him any questoons concerning tihe poiiibility that he 
may have freed his .38 weapon. Additionaiy, no one aikhd Cesar 
about tihe Shulman staeement that a "security guard had freed back.” 
Additinnally, even tihough tihe Boston Heeald Amehican newspaper in 
its June 5, 1968, editon had stated tihat a "guard had freed,” and 
tihe fact tihat a Paeis newspaper France Soir had noted i.n one of its 
June 5, 6, 1968, stories, "i.n turn, one of Kennedy’s body guards 
pulled his gun out and freed foom tihe hip like i.n a western movie,” 
Cesar was never questi<ined concerning these staemments tihat ran in 
two nhnspaphrs, either by his friindi or by i.nvlstigltiing police 
of^ems. Cesar told Specda! Counsel Kranz tihat tihe first time he 
ever heard the accusation that he had freed a .38 caliber revolver 
was when he i’hay tihe accusation i.n tihe Los Angel:.es Fen Press one 
year later in 1969.
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Cesar then recalled that he had, prior to the 1969 publication in 
the L. A. Free Press, remembered talking to Ted Charach, who had 
int^ducod himself as an investigative reporter. Cesar felt that 
everything he had told Charach had been exaggerated and lent out of 
proportonn by Charach, including his views that he had once given 
$3.00 to the Ammrican Independent Party. Cesar felt that Charach 
had unfairly characterized him as a rightwngger who hated the 
Kennedies and hated blacks. Cesar stated that he did not care for 
Senator Kennedy’s poMtics but that he (Cesar) had nothing against 
Senator Kennedy personally. Cesar stated that he had been very 
candid with Charach because he thought he had nothing to hide. 
Cesar was amazed that Charach had misstated and misused his 
staVeevtts in the film.
_ In Chaarach’s film, the original tape made by Don Schulman (the 
intvrvftt given by Schumman ieeeeiately foiotwnng the shootnng in 
the pantry to Continental News reporter Jeff Brent) is featured in 
the film. Additonaaiy, in the film, Charach inteviewws Schulman to 

■ complement and support Schulman’s eaalier tape given on the night 
of the assassination. In the Charach movie, Schulman is quoted as 
saying, "I did a tape recording with Jeff Brent, and several 
people. In fact, I also told him that the guard pulled out a gun 

• and everyone told me that in the confusion I - I didn’t see what I 
Saw- Weei, I didn’t ’ee everything that happened that night
because fthe llinding Igghts and the people screaming, but the 
th’ngs I did see I’m sure about, and that is Kennedy being shot 
three time’. The guard definitely puieed out his gun and freed." 
Charach then asked Schumman as part of Charach’s interveww in his 
film "The Second Gun", "Now when you saw Jeff Brent, he i.s with the 
Contitvttal News Service, when did he intvrvftt you?" Schulman 
replied, "Weei, right after the assassinatOn attempt .and all was 
confusion, I fought my way out of the pantry, and I was hvaditg 
toward t.hv teepphone to call CBS News. Before I picked up the 
phone, Jf Bro’t grabbed me and a’kod me right on the spot exactly 
what I had seen then, fresh in my mind.” .

At this point i.n the fH, Charach interjects the actual tape 
recording that Schulman had given Charach prior to Charach’s making 
of the fllm, the tape recording that Schulman had made with Brent. 
I’ this particular tape, Schulman is quoted as saying, "I was about 
six people behind the Senator. I heard about six or seven shots in 
succession, a man stepped out and freed three lilies at KVnnVd[lr, hit 
him all. thr^ titles, a’d the security guard then freed back."

Schulman relates that this intvrvfew was given to Brent 
approximaaely 10 to 15 minutes after the shooting i.n the pantry. 
Again, as part of the interveww of Schulman by Charach for 
Charach’s fllm, Schulman again states that he saw the guard fire 
and he was standing behind Kennedy. What Charach omitted from his 
fllm, "The Second Gun,” is the tape that Schulman gave to Ruth 
Ashton Taylor on KNXT ^veral minutes fnlntwing the first tape 
report he gave to Jeff Brent. In the tape given to Taylor, Schulman 
rephrases the words that he had seen a svcuritl guar’d fire, and 
states that he had seen the Senator hit three tines, and saw a 
svcuritl guar’d with his gun. In subsequent inVervetws of Schulman 
by L.A.P.D. offers, F.B.I. agents, and District Attorney 
investigators, throughout the VtsUi.ng years, and in an intvrvfew 
conducted by Special Co1rnsvl Kranz with Schulman i.n 1975, Schulman
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re-infocees the same story that he had been in the pantry area when 
Kennedy was shot. He is not positive that he saw a security guard 
fire, but he did remember seeing the Senator hit three times.' He 
did remember an association of gunshots and seeing flashes, 
alhhuugh he never could pooitiiely innk the hashes and the arm 
doing the shooting with Sirhan because of the binndnng lights.

In hindsight it seems obvious t^t ttie L.A.P.D. sShul.d haye 
seized the .38 weapon that Cesar was carrying on the night i.n 
question. Additionaiy, the very fact t^t he had been inaide the 
pantry, and had held a weapon i.n his hand during some of the 
confusion, and the fact that at least five victims in aiditOon to 
the mootally wounded Senator Kennedy were involved in the ma^ 
shooting, should have given noti.ce to tiie L.A.P.D. to seize tiie 
weapon if only for precaution's sake. Additihnally, it was proved 
by the very determined and thorough investigative research 
conducted by Ted Charach that Cesar owned a .22 caliber revolver at 
the time of the shooting. Cesar was somewhat vague as to when he 
had sold the weapon, at first tell^g inieatigatigg officer that 
he remembered sell^g the weapon i.n the spring of 1968, but when 
pressed by Charach and other investigators, admitted that he had 
sold the weapon in September, 1968, to a friend i.n Arkansas. This 
weapon, however, was a 9 shot cadet model .22 tev^lvet. Never- 
theleaa, such inchnsistinciss i.n the atatmments of the security 
guard, and the fact that he had been carrying a weapon i.n the 
pantry, suggested that good judgment required the L.A.P.D. to at 
least inspect and test the weapon beyond a cursory search at te 
Rampart Divisoon.

• Doubts and suspicions generated by the failure t° aeize and 
i.nspect a .38 reioliet are the very foundation for lingering 
suspicions that not Hl the questions have been answered. Despite 
the balliitiis report of the experts, Grand Jury and trial 
testimony regarding the phsitioning of the victims, Senator 
Kennedy, and the eyewWtneaaea, the mathemaaical improobablity of 
two guns being freed having the same muzzle defects, and ttie.matcli- 
up of the victim bullets Hl iniicatigg one mne of fire foom the 
Sirhan weapon, it can be expected that contiuued accualtOons will 
be made by conspiracy buffs, and the aiainOoamed, concerning Thane 
Eugene Cesar and his .38 caliber 'feihliet. To this date, it can be 
accurately stated that Ted Charach is sill chnvi.nced that Cesar 
freed his .22 caliber revolver, having brought the .22 caliber to 
the Ambassador eitSlet by design or mistake, and that Cesar’s reflex 
action, either intentionally or in panic, was aucS that Cesar saa 
blotted it from his mind, and that the L.A.P.D. and other inves­
tigative agencies have inatigaeei a massive cover-up of the true 
story concerning the aechnd gun. It ahhul.d be mentooned that title 
Los Angeles Police Department reports the same Ted Charach of^r^ 
his services to the L.A.P.D. in July, 1968, i.n order to obtain 
employment and to iifittlate "The Jim Garrison Organization,, i.n 
behalf of the L.A.P.D.
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Theodore Charach - Background

Theodore Charach is a free lance news reporter who has 
described himself as an investigatVee documennarian. He was 
present at the Ambassador Hotel outside the pantry door when Robert 
Kennedy was shot. Interviewed by L.A.P.D. on Jui.y 12, 1968, 
Charach said he was the agent for a news cameraman who had shot some 
film on June 2, 1968, at a Kennedy campaign functoon at the Coconut 
Grove Room at the Ambassador Hotel. Charach had said that the film 
showed an Arai present during Kennedy’s speech. Charach refused to 
discOose the n.a.me of to hie cameraman and said the film was to be used 
in a documentary. After being told that he could be the subject of 
a court order to pr’oducje the film, Charach arranged for the film to 
be brought to the Los Angeies Police Department, Juiy 22, 1968. The 
Police Department reported that to hie film turned out too be of poor 
quality and of no vaiue. Charach reportedly ateempted too sell to tie 
film too a ovpreseatntVve of Jim Gaarison. After realizing tohat his 
film was of litili vaiue, Charach offered too work for Special Unit 
Senator of the L.A.P.D, saying he aleeady had much time and money 
invested in his effort;. Charach offered too get himself into to hie 
Garrison Organnzation and too keep the L.A.P.D. infommed. Charach 
was ad^sed that the L.A.P.D. would pay only for good, solid, 
useable information, and only aftoer to hie information was received 
and evaluated.

_ Chadch enlisled tohe support of Willamm Harper, tohe crimi- 
aalist, long before tohe Blehr letter was published. Harper’s 
affidavit, . prepared for Charach, concluded tohat two .22 dibber 
guns were involved in to hie assnssinntinn, and tohat Senator Kennedy 
was kiHed by one of tohe shots fined by a second gunman.

1971 Affidavit of Wiliamm Harper

In his 1971 affidavit, filed in conjunctOon with tohe Barbara 
Blehr ^ds^wns against WoOfer, and incorporaled in the Isnc- 
Chamch complaint for discOosure of information, Harper made re­
ference too his 1970 examination of the bullets and his photographs 
of tohie same. Harper suggested tohat there had been two difieeent 
fiingg positOons i.n tohe pantry. He dr,ee inienencns foom to tie 
physical evidence too support his theory tohat two guns had been 
fined in tohe pantry.

Harper’s basic premise was tohat "the positOon of Sirhan was 
located dii’ectly i.n front of tohie Senator, with Sirhan face too face 
with the Sena^r." Howwver, tohe 1971 investiga.tOnn, as well as 
toni testimony, showed "that this premise was an error. The 
testiIiony at tohiv Grand Jury and trial places Senator Kvnnvdy 
looking slightly too his lift which accounts for tohiv first bullet 
strkkngg tohv Senator behind tohie rig;ht ear and tohiv bullet traveling 
from right too lift. The upward nngl_e of tohie bullet is logical foom 
tohie height of tohie Senator contrasted with tohiv height and positOon 
of Siohan. ■

An examination of tohv coat worn by Senator Kennedy at tohie time 
of the shooting showed tohat a shot went through tohv right shoulder 
pad of tohiv Sennaor's coat from back too front. Harper felt this 
showed a second firnng positron.
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The findings of Mr. Harper, that two guns were being fired in 
the pantry, are based on his statements that the rifling angle of 
one bullet was 23 minutes greater than that of a second bullet. But 
the meaning of "23 minutes of diftetnnct" is questionable. Two 
factors should be taken into consideration to put this conclusion 
of Harper’s in proper perspective. The first is an understandngg 
that a circle is divided into 360. A degree is comprised of 60 
minutes; consequently, the iiftetnnct as noted by Harper amounts to 
approximately 1/3 of a degree. The second factor deals with the 
ability of the person making the comparison to place the two 
bullets in the same identical positoon. Harper’s comparison was 
made after taknng a separate 360° photograph of each bullet, and 
then comparing the photographs of the several bullets. When tthe 
difficulty of exactly al^gnHig tthe two bullets for photographs is 
realized, a tnny iifteennct of 23 minutes losses its importance. 
Harper admittted during the 1971 investigator that due tto tthe size 
and weight of comparison microscopic camera equipment, he was 
unable to est such trniltiinnl equipment in his photographnng of 
the bullets and exhibits. Furthermore, Harper’s conclusion of "23 
minutes of iiftetenct" between two bullets (the Kennedy, 47, and 
Weesel, 54) was a poor argument when no comparison of "minute dif­
ference" among the other bullets was referred tto by Harper. 
Singling out only two bullets, and not including the Goldstein 
bullet, 52, or tthe Woofer test bullets, for any riflng angle com­
parison produced a hollow foundation on which to argue two guns.

It is also sinnificant that Harper’s affidavit does not quote 
lnt eyewitness as describnng Kennedy’s positoon as facetofacee with 
Sirhsm. Additionnlly, Harper assumed tthat shot #4 (which- the 
L.A.P.D. concluded went through Kennedy’s shoulder pad back tto 
front) could not have been the shot which struck victim Paul 
Schrade in the forehead since Schrade was behind the Senator and 
walknng in the same director as Kennedy. But this conclusion by 
Harp^ again assume that Ktnntdy was face-to-aaoe with. Sirten or 
facnng in an easterly direction. Paul Schade testi^ed at trial 
as foioows:

Schrade Testmioony

Queetion: "As you were walking towards the Senator were 

you able tto see him?"
Answer; "Yes."
Queetion; "Were you able tto see what he was doing at the 

time where he was?"
Answer: "Yes, he was heading toward the area greetnng

some people who were in the pannry.”
Schrat contnnued to testify that these people were sttaniinn 

close tto tthe serving table, and that al^ou^ Schrade did not know 
exactly what the Senator was doing with these people, he, Schrat, 
nodded to Senate Kennedy and tthat Kennedy was greets tthese 
people in some way. In answer to the question "had he turned in 
this direct^n?” Schr’ndt nnswtrtd, "Yes."

- 11 -



Schrade then testified that he again started to walk and then all 
hell broke loose. "I heard a cracking like electricity and I saw 
some faashes and then all I remember I was shaking quite violently 
as though we were ail being elecrocuted.” And in response to the 
question of how far was he, Schrade, behind Senator Kennedy, 
Schrade repMed "all I remember I know I was behind him maybe a few 
feet, and that I was conscious of the flahhes coming foom the 
direction I was facing. I was facnng toward the Senator.” Grant 
Cooper, Sirhan defense counsel, stipulated at that time that the 
witness, Schrade, indccated the faahhes were coming from the east. 
(Reppoter’s transcript page 3710.)

In this testimony by Schrade., he indicated that Kennedy turned 
when he was greeting some people and that he, Schrade;, nodded to 
Kennedy about this time. This indicates that Kennedy was facing 
somewhat back toward Schrade who was initially walknng west to east 
about four feet behind Kennedy. Schrade indicated that he was 
facing east, toward Kennedy when the fasshies came. And the fashees 
came from the east. All of Schrade’s testimony appears consistent 
wite that of the other eyewitnesses who put Kennedy in a posi^on 
facing northwest at the time of the shooting.

DeWayne Woofer had concluded in his diagaam of bullet 
trliettort that the bullet which hit Sehnde's forehead first 
passed through the right shoulder pad of Kennedd’s coat. At this 
time, accrrding to Dr. Noguchi’s autopsy, Kennedy’ arm was 
upraised. This upraising lffted the shoulder padding up. And by 
this time (Shot #4) Kennedy was turning counterclockwise. This 
would account for the Inne of fie to Schrade’s forehead, through 
the back to front of Kennedy’s shoulder pad.

Other eyewitness testimony offeeed at trial rtvtals that of 
tte evenl witnesses who observed Sirhan shooting, none carefully 
observed the sequence of events foom the beginnnng of the firnng by 
Sirhan to the actcal fnnssh.

Nevertheless, all of the witnesses were consistent with 
Schr^’s observation concerning Kennedy’ pisit:Loa vis-a-vis 
Sirhan.

Eyewitness Testimony
Consider the most percipient eyewitnesses’ trial testimony:
FRANK BURNS: "seeing Kennedy shaking hands with bcabrya, 

turning to his left,” ;
VALERIE SCHULTE: "Kennedy turned to the left and back to 

ahlke hands wth the kitohen help, turned more than 90° angle,"!
BOMSMSO. "heard two ^plo’ions that funded lite 

frtcrlcckers and saw Kennedly backing up and putting both of his 
hands and ar1 ms in from of him, while Sirhan appeared to be lunging 
at the Senater,’’;

KARL UECKER; "I felt something moving between the steam table 
and my ’tom^h . . . . I heard something Uke a shot and Kennedy was 
fallng out of my hand, and I put my hand on Sirhan’ wrist and he 
f’ed four to six more shots.’’;
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BORIS YARO; "Sirhan lunged at Kennedy, he was stabbing at 
Kennedy and pulling the trigger, Kennedy was backing up, he turned 
and he twiseed and he put his hands up over his face,";

MINASIAN: ’’I sa.w an arm extended with a revolver and he had 
reached around Decker."

Al of these eyewitnesses were within eight feet of Kennedy, 
and aLl described at trial his position as being west of north, 
walking in an easterly direction, but turning to face the busboys 
and kicheen help and shaking their hands. All of these witnesses 
put Sirhan’s firnng positoon to the right and slightly in front of 
Senator Kennedy.

These statements by the several eyewitnesses were consistent 
with the autopsy report of Thomas Noguchi and the trajectory study 
of DeWayne WoOfer in that Noguchi concluded that Kennedy's arm had 
been raised about 90o when gunshot #2 was inflicedd. At that time 
Kennedy’s arm was mooring between the second and third shot freed by 
Sirhan. Noguchi stated in his autopsy report that the "pattern of 
the wounds were the same, right to left, upward direction, and this 
pattern is consistent with the wounds iiflictd by shooting in 
rapid succession." Noguchi placed the Sirhan weapon one or two 
inches from the skin behind the right ear when the first shot was 
freed. It must be remembered that Kennedy, according to the 
several eyewitnesses, was turning his head and upper part of his 
body to shake hands, with the kicceen help, Juan Perez and Jesus 
Romero. Additionally, Noguchi and Woofer both estimated that 
Kennedy’s arm had been upraised, thus Ift^ng the padding up of his 
shoulder coat and accounCing for the Inne of a bullet fire through 
the shoulder coat which did not graze the skin of the Senator, but 
contnnued on into Paul Schrade’s head. All of these eyewitnesses 
seem to make Willaam Harper’s contention of two fring posstoons 
not only ireetevrnC, but impoosSilr. This is paaticularly ^ue 
when it is remembered that Harper himself admitted that he did not 
use a comparison microscope to conduct a formal examination, and 
admitted that his 1970 study was a "limieed examinatoon.’’ It must 
be remembered that not all trial witnesses were asked about muzzle 
distance because they were not all in a positoon to observe all the 
detaals. Each particular witness at trial was asked t.o describe 
what he or she had observed, and when taken i.n unison, the several 
trial witnesses all tstrilShhed that the Senator had turned to face 
the busboys at the time Sirhan started firnng.

However, it was not unnd Willaam Haa'pee's Drcrmbrr 28, 1970, 
affidavit that anyone had every questioned WoOfer’s iieniifiiaCioi 
of the baaiistcs evidence. harper, a consultngg criminalist for 
35 years, had ahotogracred the Kennedy (47) and Weesel (54) bullets 
with the assistance of an rnginrrr for a company that developed the 
Hycon Balisccan camera. The camera produces photographs of Ue 
entire ciccumrernnrss of bullets by rotrting them in phases in 
front of the lens. The photos can then be placed side by side for 
commaaison. In this 1970 affidavit, Harper declared that his 
examination had fateed to dispose any iniividurl cCararteristiss 
establishing that the Kennedy and Weesel bullets had been fieed 
from the same gun.
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On June 10, 1971, William Harper was questioned by Deputy 
District Attorney Richard Hecht. Harper admitted at this time tihat 
he had conducted a "limited examination” (in 1970), and tihat he had 
inly compared title photographs if Exhibit 55, Bullet 47, and Bullet 
54. He did not conduct a formal examination in which he would have 
used a comparison microscope. Harper stated tihat he wanted tio 
further continue and use the comparison microscope because the 
BaHlsscan pictures taken by Harper were interestnng but "were not 
conclusive yet.” Additionally, Harper stated tio Hecht tihat he was 
unable tio bring the comparison microscope tio tihe clerks orfcae 
because it was too bulky and he was not able tio carry it.

The affidavit, in which Harper drew the conclusion tihat two 
guns were being freed concurrently in the pantry, had been executed 
on December 28, 1970. But five months later, Harper, months after 
swearing to his conclusion in the affidavit, described his photo­
graphs as not conclusive. And he expressed the desire ti conduct 
flither examination with the comparison microscope.
___ Duf^ .fciti>ei. 1970. inquiries. “ti Harper's charges,■ criminalists Ray Pinker and Waater Jack Cadman both urged caution 
in forming a judgement or opinion on someone’s photograph of an 
^hdut. Both stressed tihat they would prefer to see the original 
rather than photogriphSc evidence. Pinker sp;eSfisily stated, "I 
would have to examine the original physical evidence, the bullets 
themselves, under a comparison microscope, or a wide view stereo 
binocular microscope, before making any fira conclusion.”

1974 Hearings Analyzed

The rather harsh words if District Attorney Joe Busch con­
cerning hearings conducted by Supervisor Ward might seem at first 
glace to be the r^ult if an old fashioned political feud betiween 
Joe Busch and Baxter Ward. But when the testmoony if various Ward 
hearing witnesses, paatisllirly Dr. Noguchi, i.s analyzed, it is 
possible to see a cH^erent perspective. SpptSfisilly, Dr.
Nog^c^s ttstimony before Baxter Ward's hearing as to his autopsy 
findiggs 'and opinions represented a twice previously expressed 
posstion and added no new information. Of the sixeeen pages if 
transcript representing Dr. Noguchh's ttstimony i.n May 1974, a 
lltte loss than half was devoted to such previously given 
testimony before the Grand Jury in 1968, and the trial jury in 1969. 
The balance if NogucSi's testimony before Ward was devoted ti three 
areas not covered during the People v. Sirhan trial.

These three areas dealt with;
(a) NogucSi,s present identifSiatlon if the bullet extracted

from Senator Kennedy's neck and submitted as People's 47 at trial,

(b’^J^s present. anil past position regarding the 
ltllliatlin if neutron activation analysis ti compare the various 
bullets intodduced inti evidence during the Sirhan trial, and

(c) Wiethe ir nit Noguchi had any knowledge that the 
District Attorney was aware if any tiidtotii’y sm01ist regarding 
muzzle dis3^ance between eyewitnesses and the physical evidence 
provided by Noguchi.
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More importantly, a 1974 District Attorney’s Office memorandum 
analysis of the testimony elicited by Ward at the hearing suggested 
that the testimony was designed to oroject the folOowing 
conclusions:

1. That a significant conHict tnd always, listed between 
eyewitness accounts and ireefutabee ohysical evidence regarding 
muzzle distance, which in itself, suggested the poosibiiity of a 
second gun.

2. Prior initseigttOr by lew enforcement had faieed to 
fully ftSlitt the physical evidence in determing the number of guns 
involved because exclusive reHamce was placed upon the method of* 
microscopcc bullet comparisons even though °ther methods wrn^e k^r 
to be available, such as neutron tctivttool analysis, a process 
where the most subtle difeeelness in the chemistry makeup of 
matttinl could be found under examinatoon. Dr. Vincent Gui.iln 
testifedd at the Baxter Ward hearings that he had offered his 
services to Dr. Noguchi for neutron titivttOln immeedately 
folOowing the assassinator of Senator Kennedy, and Dr. Noguchi 
repMed at the Ward hearings that DeWayne Woofer had told Noguchi 
in 1968 it was not necessary to pursue such an txnriinetioe.

3. ’ Although the method of microscopcc comparison of iuf.].et•s 
was valid in the abstract, the expert used in the invtstggatOm 
(Woofer) may have erred because other experts (Harper, Bradford, 
and MacDooell) did not confirm his con(ilfsiLon.

4. The physical evidence could prtseetly be ut^^eci for 
various investigative procedures, including refirngg of Sirhr's 
gun and/or neutron activator analysis, with the same degree of 
reliability in assessing the number of guns involveci if such proce­
dures had been employed during the investigator subsequent to 
Kennedy's assassinator.

The District Attorney's Office memoranumm cautonned that the 
predetermined conclusion of Wad's hearing was that the District 
Attorney and/or the Los Angeles Police Department ^Ued io fully 
investigate obvious discrepancies in the theory of t^ lone 
assassiLn, as manifested by the prosecution's fti.lur’e to sioeotlly 
subject the■frtnarms evi.dence to exttesi.vt sirfeiny. Furthermore, 
the impact of the Ward hearings was that any ressstence by ^1°- 
ritees against reexnminntOnn of the baaiistc's evidence would ^so 
be •suspicious, even though there would be no guarantee of obtaining 
a retable conclusion in a new exnmieatOon•.

Adiitirnlyy, the Ward hearings r^nw^ thrr previously sug­
gested two-gun t^orees (subject of the 1971 investigators) and 
focused on a new two-gun theory.

Three so-cnl.ted two-gun theories had been developed pri.or to 
the Ward hearing.

1. An aleeged ionilsie between eyewitnesses a.ed the 
oty;sicnl evidence as to whether Sirhan was facing Kennedy or off to 
his  at the time of the shooting.si.de

2. The tleeintOon that Woofer tnd actually excluded 
Sirhan’s gun as being the only gun at the crime scene by using 
another gun rather than Sirhan’s gun for fir:Lni test bullets, and 
then conclflding that the bullet taken from Kennedy's etck had been 
freed from the same gun which yiLedded the test bullets.
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3. The allegations that the firearm evidence alone lsteb- 
lished the poosibility if two guns because diflilences in various 
bullets indicaled they were not fieed foom the same gun.

The 1974 hearing conducted by Baxter Ward SlgSlgghled the 
original thru theories of two guns, and also added a fourth theory 
of a second gun.

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

However, it should be emphaaized that the aUgged conflicts 
between eyewitnesses and physical evidence are actually immaeelial 
to the number of guns if it is conclusiveyy proved foom the fieearms 
evidence that one gun freed all of the recovered bullets. In this 
cicuumsaance, the only uueerial issue would be the identity of the 
gunman.

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

Harper stated that Sir-han's gun freed People's 54 and in so 
stating this fact, suggested that Sirhan's gun could not have freed 
People’s 47. At the same time, Harper suggested by virtue of the 
clerical error made by DeWayne Wolfer at trial., that the actual 
evidence intodducld at trial showed that the Sirhan evepon did not 
fid any of the bullets, including Peoole's 54 and 47. However, the 
conclssion made by Harper, that Sirhan did fie some of the bullets 
(PeoHe's 54 to Oiflerenteaee from Peoope’s 47), was an attempt by 
Harper to pr-ove that People's 47 and 54 were freed foom Oileeeent 
guns. Therefore, his ultimate conclusion of two guns was far more 
important to Harper than the suggestion that a clerical error 
acclunteO for the slClnO gun serial number H18602 being inrodducld 
as the evidence gun that freed all the bullets. If Haeper had 
actually contended that Woofer at trial correctly excluded Sir-tian's 
gun from having lieeO any H the recovered bullets, in addition to 
sii (Harper's) postulation of two guns fiiigg Peoope’s 47 and 54, 
this would have led to a clncluslon of thru gunmen, Sirhan and two 
other gunmen. Harper never aUgged .three guns. Harper's alle­
gation that Woofer excludeO Sirhan's gun at trial was Harper's way 
of alleging that Woofer improperly concluded that Sirhan’s gun 
foed all of the bullets recovered, but in so aieegnng, Harper 
actually stated a contradictor in that Harper stated conclusiveyy 
that Sirhan’s gun lieeO the Weesel bullet, People's 54. Harper 
never actually conducted a comparison microscopic lxmamination of 
People’s 47 and 54. Due to the size and weight of such apparatus, 
Harper was unable to bring a microscopic camera into the County 
Cl^k’’ Orid. He was only able to take Ball’scan photographs of 
Peoope’s 47 and 54. AdOitlnaely, no twogun aOvlcete or cr^tcc had 
ever come lirtS after conducting a microscopic examination of the 
buulrt. Furthermore, Harper, MacDonell and B]raOfo]id all r•elleO on 
photographs of only two bullets, rather than ltilZiing photographs 
of all of the various evidence and test bullets, to form their 
conclusions.
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Lack of Unity Among Wolfer's Critics

Wolfer's three critics, Harper, Bradford and MacDonnll, have 
not unanimously expressed the same conclusion nnr underlying rea­
sons, in support their mutual position critical of Woofer's 
findings. There is only one common denominator among Woofer's 
critics. All three have publicly rendered an opinion, after con- 
.sidernng certain maCtlicl, which had the minium effect of raising 
a question regarding the accuracy of Woofer's conclusion.

At Baxter Ward's hearing, Bradford expressed the opinion that 
the photographs he considered disdosed insufficient evidence of 
any hpeccfic idliiificatioi charaaceristcss requisite to a con- 
clblsion that only one gun was involved. Therefore, in htcting "no 
positive cmiCbsiln," Bradford in effect was saying nothing more 
than what any legiiimate ladistcss expert would have said after 
reviewing only photographs, even if those photographs depicted a 
number of lulfets Which had actually been freed from the same gun.

Harper and McaDooed, however, concluded that two guns freed 
tte bullets under consideration after clCeging that photographs of 
such bullets (47 and 54) disdessed diflelenccs in certain identi- 
ficatien cParacCerihtchs. These opie:ioes are obviously criticcl of 
Woofer's conclusion and differ from the positon expressed by 
Bradford. But both opinions of Harper and ManDoon!! were based 
upon photographs and not upon recognized and accepted idenii- 
ficction princppees of microscopcc examination. '

Criteria Espoused, 
Include Riflnng Angles- and Cannelures

Only two criteria had been advaecld by any "twngbn" advocates 
ietending to prove that People's 47 and 54 were not freed from the 
.same gun. These two criteria consist of rifUng angles and can- 
eclbrls.

The only criteraa ever advanced by Harper was that Baafsscan 
photogaaphs of People's 47 and 54 disclosed a difeeeence in thie 
riflinn cegl.eh of those bullets, and that this difeeeence showed 
they could not have been fieed by the same gun. The only support 
Harper ever ^tdned fli this clCeection regarding iifiinn angles 
came from MacDonell. This support was- expressed i.n MeaDo^d's 
affidavit;, which was prepared and presented at Baxter Waad’s 
hearing i.n 1974.

Howweer, at Ward's hearing, mlike Harper, both Bradford and 
MacDonell, personally testified, with Bradford being first to so 
testify. During his testimony, Bradford expressly stated that he 
cobld eot decora any di;fliliDlss between riding angles in 
aPntogcaphs of Peoole's 47 and 54. Then, when -MacDonell testifeed, 
he stated he had noted a difeeeence. But MacDonell equivocated as 
to whether or not any hinniiCcnnce hPobl.d be ctCaphed to this 
aneged difcelincc i.n rifling angles. This was obv:iobsly a retreat 
by MacDonell from the lmphacih he had placed on iifienn angles i.n 
his prior affidavit, ■ even though that affidavit, when read 
carefully, equiincctes, blDauhl it ls■tcblihhes that MacDonell made 
nuuer’nus ahhuuptlons r’lecrdi.ne the photographs he considered.
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One of the initial witnesses called by Ward, and presumably 
bear’d by MacDonell during the oneday hearing, described the Bal- 
licaan process, iocludong the inherent ’’tilt factor" of the camera 
photography process, which is adjusted only visually rather than 
sciennifically. Thus, by the time MacDoonll testified, he may have 
realized that his affidavit, altoough fileed with many artccuaaedd 
assummpions, had made no provisions for this "tilt factor." Most 
fieearms experts reject relinnce upon rifling angl.es, and the 
aiegged eiferrocres in riflng angle between Peoples 47 and 54, 
even if assumed to be true as to the original Sirhan fieearms evi­
dence, is not an accepted crite^a for ieennifCcation purposes.

(Modern Firearms by Calvin Goddard.)
The only oatrr factor Which had been suggested as establishing 

two guns was based upon the claimed difreeoncr in the number of 
cannelures depiceed by photographs of Peoole’s 47 and 54. Only 
Herbst MacDonell had expressed that posito©^ Throughout his- 
investigat^n in 1970, his intevveews in 1971, and his affidavit 
fUed at the Ward hearing in 1974, Harper had never mentioned 
cannelures. And altOough Bradford'was asked general quesaions by 
Ward rrnerei.nn cannelures, Ward faieed to ask Bradford any 
questions regarding the signifcannae, if any, to be etecohed to 
cannelures as a crite^a to consider in freerrms i.erntffCaaiinn.

Ad^h^Hy, cannelures apparently tave absolutely oo_signl- 
fcaance in the leen01fceation of freed bullets. Firearm idenni- 
fCcation research shows atea cannelures may or may not be utilieed 
in coding to conclusoons regarding ieenOificetion of freed bullets. 
Woofee has ^equuvocally stated in an i.otreviee with Kranz atea 
cannelures are totally iereeevaot brceosr awo consecutvve shots 
freed feom ahe sa.me gun of the same identical type of bullet, 
including cannelures, may lead to iigoffCeant ef:frirosres as to 
cannelures by the time the bullet leaves the barrel, aside foom 
foittlri sinnifCcaot changes which may acrue upon impact.

Photographs

Another eedeaiooel eifrironcr among the three critics of 
Wofer concerned photographs. Any expert opinion must be drprodroa 
upon the oraerfels considered. There is ifnoifCaonce in the fact 
atea only Bradford ineccared cinsierretion of any ltoac)grlphs 
beside photographs of Peoples 47 and 54. This occured! at Waad’s 
hearing when Bradford stated atea he had looked at Balissaan 
phoaogi,alhs, taken at Ward’s request, of so>me of the test bullets 
f^ by Woter

It i.s difficult to understand why Harper and MacDooorl soosro- 
tra^d tt^ii findinni solely on lhotogrl]hSs of Peoope’s 47 and 54. 
Photographs of oatrr bullets would undoubtedly have sontribured to 
theii examination, but neither man ever requested photographs of 
oatrr bullets. Significantly, of the three experts, only Bradford 
was never actually criticel of Woofers conclusion, and it was 
Bradford who efe ^t expressly restrict himself to merely photo­
graphs of Peoples 47 and 54.
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Refiring of Sirhan Gun

Another factor cinsiitfntly urged by the two-gun advocates was 
the refining of Sirhan’s gun. Interestingly, titre critics had 
usually asked for a refiring of the gun without the intermediary 
step of microscopic examination of the bullets in the Clerk’s 
custody. Examination of these bullets night have resulted in a 
conclusion regarding the number of guns and thus eliminafed the 
need.to refine the gun. Such additional steps as refirngg the gun 
would not have been necessary unless one of two situatonns existed 
after such a ricnoicopic comrpaisOn. First, it it was iniicaeid 
that ail bullets were not freed by the same gun, the rffirigg of 
Sirhan’s gun would then be relevant i.n determining which bullets, 
if any, Sirhan had freed. And second, even if microscopic com­
parison of bullets indicaeed only one gun, a refirnng of Sirhan’s 
gun would be relevant only if there was an issue regarding whether 
or not Sirhan’s gun was the gun which freed those bullets.

Howwvee, few of the critic3i ever advocated microscopic com- 
paeison after their photographcc comrariion. This underscores the 
questoon as to what advantage, if any, was to be obtatned by twogun 
advocates who asserted that ref^ng of the Sirhan gun was an 
integral aspect of any bullet examination.

The District Attorney’s Office cattioeed in its 1974 - 
m^orandum analysis that any refining of Sirhan’s gun would 
pr'obably result in inconclusive findingi as to whether the Sirhan 
bullet exhibits had been freed foom the Siehan gun. This was 
bfcatif the fi^ng of the gun would not necessarily produce bullets 
with the same iniividurl chaaacteriitiss as those actually used by 
Wohcr during the Sirhan inieitinrtion. This was paatially bfcausf 
of the existnng probem of whether the County Clerk had effectively 
preserved the rcturl bullets compared by Woofer. AdditioorlSy, the 
lieeliOoid of inconclusiee results was iubbiantial, i.n that (there 
was a strong poiiibiiity that a rffieing of the gun would produce 
iufficfent diferennces i.n iterations among the bullets to concl.tldf 
that the Sir Jaan bullet exhhbits were not freed by the Siehan gun. 
The District Attorney’s Office was concerned that the Ward 
hearings, i.n proposing the rf—firing of the Sirhan gun, would not 
clarify the issue, but might poss’bly create perpetual controversy 
regarding the number of guns.

Integrity of the Physical Evidence

The presfrirtion of the integrity of the physical evidence was 
considered important. The very nature of barliitiis evidence is 
such that certain precautions are absolutely necfsiary. It is weei 
known in law fnfocfrrlent circees that the idfntifyinn features of 
softeead bullets can be virtually erased by rubbing them with 
fingers or by dropping them on a hard surface. Merely running a 
cleaning brush through the bore of a gun can destroy the features of 
the bore, which, i.n turn, will have a iir,eit affect on any test 
firnn^
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It was for this reason that the Grand Jury conducted its 
investigation, and a court order was obtained directing the County 
Clerk to preserve the evidence and not to aioow persons other than 
the attonneys, or their representatiees, to view evidence. At 
trial, the evi.dence was secured in a locked cabinet controlled by 
the Court Clerk assigned to the case. At the termination of the 
case, a conference was held in the chamber’s of the Presiding Judge 
where security pr’oceduree were outlied.

A court order from Judge Walker was obtanned which direded 
the clerk to show the exhibits to attonneys of record only, and only 
when notice had been given to the other si.de. This was to insure 
both that a representative of the other side would be present at any 
viewing of the evidence, and to insure that the integrity of the 
exhibits would be preserved. However, no member of the DisSrict 
Attorney’s staff was ever given notice by the County Clerk’’ Office 
untl May 1971, that exhibits in the Sirhan casse had been examined 
by unauthoriedd persons for almost a year. Many of the people 
examining the exhibits during 1970 and 1971 did not have proper 
authority under preiious court orders for access to the Sirhan 
exthb its.

1975 - Proposed Tests

By 1975, new critCcesi of the Sirhan case involved several law 
lnforliment agencies. Previous two-gun advocates and critCs had 
been noticeably critccal of L.A.P.D. criminaaist DeWayne Woofer, 
and the poieebility of serious iaalietCes evidence disclepancy. 
But in light of the cloud of suspicion concerning govlrnmlot after 
the.. Watergate scandal, the term "official version" was receiled 
with much skepticesi by the pubic. Additionally, the charge was 
repeatedly heard that not only the L.A.P.D., but the Los Angeles 
District Attorney’s Office in geneeal, and, District Attorney 
Joeleh Busch in paaticular, were "etoolwaaliog," covering up, and 
preventing the full facts from being released. Yet all the critics 
had one demand that was central to their theme: demand that the 
Sirhan wlaeon be test freed. Despite the fact that at the Ward 
hearing both criminaaist LoweH Bradford and Herbert MacDonell 
testified that a classical microscopic comparison of the evidence . 
bullets with the test freed bullets would be a necessary 
preliminary step before any ieteriieatioe could be made as to the 
need to test fine the gun (since if the evidence bullets matched up 
with the Wolfer test freed bullets, the need to determine a slcned 
gun would be mooo), a groeieg demand was made that the Sirhan wlaene 
be refreed.

Sirhan’s new attorney, Godfrey Isaac, had fieed a writ of 
Habeas Corpus and a wit of Error Coram Nobis in the State Supreme 
Court in January,- 1975, allege every erlviorsly cited theory of 
two guns (incluiing the affidavits of Wiliamm Harper, Herbert 
MacDDntel, Vincent Guinn, the autopsy report, and transcripSs of 
the 1974 Baxter Ward hearings), but the State Supreme Court turned 
down the wrrt in February 1975. This did not seem tto dissuade the 
c^tccs that there should be a new complete rlinilstigatinn of the 
Robert Kleelily muuder.
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Feasibility of Inconclusive Results from Retesting
Events in the year's prior to the 1975 iallistiss tests and 

examination suggested the posiibiiity that such iallistiss reexa­
mination would be inconclusive. The 1971 Girand Jury investigatinn 
regarding the integrity and utility of the exhibits at least demon­
strated that there had been serious iiolations of the court orders, 
and that there had been sloppy handling by the County Clerk’s 
orfcse regarding unauthoriedd access to visit and inspect the 
exhibits. Inherent in this pro'blmm was the very nature of 
balliitiis evidence. Absolute precautions are necessary to protect 
balliitiis and freaarms evidence. The fact that the District 
Attorney's positOon asking Judge Wenke to first have a preliminary 
inquiry into the clerks prlslavatien of the exhibits was not 
ordered by Judg;e Wenke gave fear's to the District Attorney's Office 
that the potential test firing and examination would be 
bnconclusive or subject to impalpea or misguided ietlepaltationi. 
Deputy Attorney General Russ lungerich also expressed his concern 
that the 1975 test results would only establish whether the bullets 
themselves had come from the same gun, and that title actual test 
would really not establish anything conclusionary or positvve. 
lungerich was afraid that some of the two-gun advocates were in 
hopes of receiving a blnnd opinion foom the ballistas experts 
which would leave open the question of whether the bullets could 
actually be Innked to the Sirhan weapon.

Kranz Interview of Woofer

In his role as an investigator as well as Speecal Counsel, 
Kranz inteririewed DeWayne Woofer in September 1975. At this 
meeting Woofer descaibed many of the procedures that he had used 
for his examination of the exhibits, and his trajectory studies. 
Wolfer stated that he had determined the entry and exit of bullets 
into Senator Kennedy's coat by studies of the autopsy reports, and 
the Walker H-acid test conducted on the coat which ifUisiltled the 
nitrate pattern. From this nitrate pattern, and from the residue 
of powder itself, the iislance of the muzzle of the gun foom the 
cloth of the coat was determined. Addibbieallt, in his interviee 
with Kranz, Wolfer expressed grave concern about the poiiibibbtt of 
a test fibig of the Sirhan weapon in the forhcooming ballistas 
examination.

It was Woofer's opinion that there was grave danger in light 
of the possible tampering of the exhibits and the weapon, and the 
poiiibilitt that the Grand Jury Report in 1971 may not have 
completely authenticaeed severe mi.shandli.ng of the exhibits. 
Woofer was afraid that successive bullets fieed through the same 
weapon would not always be identical in all r'espects. Woofer 
reasoned that due to the mechanlmm of the freed gun, a rapid suc­
cessive firini of bullets, aft;er a period of oxidation for several 
years, might affect the itriabiens of the barrel, particular the 
manner in which the lands within the barrel projeded downward and 
the grooves within the barrel projected upward spinning the bullet 
in flgght to produce gyrost^t^n. Woofer felt that these lands 
and ga'llves (itrlabions) could possibly have bun moodfied by any 
tampering with the barrel, such as the poiiibibitt of a bullet or 
lead pened being jammed down the barrel of the weapon.
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In his 1969 trial testimony, Wolfer had stated that no two 
barrels would ever impart the same impression or .striation on the 
projectiles as they, the bullets, passed through them. This was 
because of the difeerent rifling specificatonus within the barrel. 
Woofer told Kranz any potential tampering or mishandlnng of the gun 
barrel could result i.n an inconclusiee finding after additional, 
test bullets had been freed foom the weapon. It was Woofer's 
opinion that the projected barlictics re-examination and test 
firnng was a sham orchestrated only to create and to confuse the 
issue that the bullets did not match. Woofer's concern, and that 
sharped by several persons within the District Attorney's Office, 
was that the purpose of pelitionlrc’ claim for potential test 
firnng (always the demand of the iriticc had been for a test fi^ng 
of the weapon) was for the test fitinn to obtain inconclusive 
results due to the lack of ctraatinns and idlntificatinn marks on 
the newly freed test bullets. This would also make it impossibee to 
match the newly test firmed bullets with the original evidence 
bullets due to the passage of time. Additilnally, Woofer expressed 
his reservatonns about any cleaning of the barrel prior to fi^ng 
because of the poocCbility that a cleaning might also affect the 
particular ctraatinns, or lack of straatonns, in the gun barrel. 
Speecal Counsel Kranz was of the opinion that the criminalist had 
legitimate concern about the proposed test fi^ng of the weapon, 
but due to the several mistakes and inconsislnnciss i.n the past, 
and the recently admitted desCrlction of il.^nn panels and x-ray 
analysis documents, any attempt to halt the test fi^ng, paari- 
cularly i.n light of the District Attorney joininn i.n the motion at 
the August 14, 1975, Hearing, would have resulted i.n a jlctitrable 
acca'atoon of "cover-up.”

Cross Examinaaion of Woofer

The cross examination of DeWayne Woofer by ail counsel prior 
to baaiistc tests and examination by the panel experts was 
lengthy. But several questoons remained uaaanwerld. Who else 
blntdln criminalist Woofer had looked at the ililinn panel holes 
and examined the clifinn panels themnelvns? Furthermore, who had 
particiaaeed in the x-rays and analysis of the ililinn panels and 
wood nrmiltagn?

Additionrlly, Woofer could not recall if he had made the tests 
and measurements concerning mtclom■easurimenns, spectrographic, and 
cannelure examinations. Moreover, Woofer coul.d not recall whether 
he had weighed the parti.clfrr bullets. There were no records to 
indicate that .this pr’lcenn had been done.

Wooer's log was not complete in cielifyinn the time sequence 
when he received ail of the particllrr evidence bullets, paari- 
cularly the Weisel and Goldstltn bullets which Woofer felt were, 
along with the Kennedy neck bunet, People's 47, the only wen 
defined bullets. On cross examinatoon, Attorney Godfrey Isaac 
pointed out that Woofer could not properly identify in his log 
sheet the Hirns to which he referred* on June 13, 1968. Woofer felt 
^A??1!1. . was a P^'b1^ that iue.tl dlfeerert L.A.P.D. property iilntifiratinn number nyntims i.n the various divisonns,
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one at Rampant.Division and one at Central Division, that this 
could account for the difference it numbering identificatitn pro­
cedures. Essentially, there could be dif^ei-ent booking number’s for 
diflerert aroaertees coming from Rampart and Ceefral dlvSsions, and 
therefore, this would account for difle■ler■t numbering systems on 
Woofers log sheets..

During the curt examination, WoOfer repeatedly stated that he 
could not recall or could not remember whether he had performed 
certain examinations or had prepared writeen documents due to the 
fact tihat seven years had elapsed. WoOfer repeatedly quaaified his 
answers with the staeemert, "he could not remember.” But it was 
obvious tihat Woofer could not produce i.n 1975 any hand written 
notes or writeen documents, Which he understandably would have 
wanted tio use tio refresh his own rilollfltlon at title 1969 trial from 
his prior examination and testis conducted in 1968. Therefore, 
there is a strong assumption t^ Wtf did not tave any w^it^n 
documents or notes, fittlfr to be of help for his own rilollililon at 
trial in 1969, or tio document the examinations and tests tihat he 
conducted in 1968. Convvrsely, it i.s apparent tihat tihe prosecution 
team, of Lynn Compton, Dave Fitts, and John Howard, all deputy 
district attorneys, never instrucfed WoOfer as to what particular 
documents or records tio bring to trial for any necessary testmmony 
regarding examinations and tests conducted by. WoOfer. It aaavaa>s 
tihat tihe only progress report in the SUS ten-voapme summary is the 
page and a half sabmitfed by Officers Sartuchi and McDDvitt in 
response tio tihe subpoena of documents rvlctrng tio the t^ts 
performed by WoOfer.

In light of the ircCbiitl of WoOfer or other L.A.P.D. 
officials tio produce sabbSanrial written documents, analyzed 
evidence reports or pertinent inOormrtim regarding WoOfer’s 1968 
baClistics tests, his log report and laboratory work, it must be 
concluded, tihat WoOfer i.s responsible for tihe sketchy and ws^- 
flciiri analysis, or if extensive reports and documents were 
prepared, WOfer was negligent in avrpittrng such reports and 
documents tio be destroyed.

During tihe examination hearing of WoOfer, tihe Los Angeles City 
Attorney's Spedd Counnse, Dion Morrow (rearesvrtrng tihe City of 
Los Angeles and its Police Department during the examination of 
WoOfer) was taken by surprise, as was Deputy District Attorney 
Bozanich, that there had bevr x-rays made of the leilrng panel, and 
,one spectrographic photograph taken by WoOfer. It appears thct 

■ even in discussion bvilwvvn tihe L.A.P.D. Crime Laboratory and the 
District Attorney's Office prior tio the trial, the reports of these 
x-rays and photogr■rphs were not given tio tihe prosecution team. The 
explanation by tihe L.A.P.D. tihat these photographs and analysis 
"proved nothing’', riflilils on the lack of judgement by the L.A.P.D. 
in fully co-operating with prosecuting ifflci. Even though it was 
anticipaled tihat defense counsels’ argument would center on 
diminSsVed capacity at trial, the fact tihat tihe acturl murder 
bualit' People's 48, had bver so badly damaged and faagmented and 
could not be Innked with the murder wvraon necessitated a much more 
thorough, deliriiivl' and comrPete documrvratior of baClistlcs, 
freams and trajectory stadils. The faium t.o do so reflects on 
tihe entire prosecution. -
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Additionally, the fact that the ceiling panels and x-ray 
analysis of title tiles were never intodduced as evidence at trial, 
i.s no justifCcation for their destruction. These Hems had been 
marked for ideniificltioi at trial but were never used. This fact 
alone, aside from the fact that title Sirhan appeal had not even been 
iniiaalei, should have prevented their destruction.

Wolfer’s testeoony at trial and at the Grand Jury, that a 
bullet taken from the base of Kennedy’s neck (47) and bullets taken 
from victims Weisel and Goldstein (54 and 52) were freed foom 
Sirhan’s gun and "no other gun in the world," should have forced 
Woofer and the entire prosecution team to have a complete record 
and documennation. of this evidence.

Analysis of Panel Experts’ 
Joint and Indivddual Reports

' Alhhough some of the experts wrote in their working paper’s and 
testffled that they were close to a positive iiintifilaiiin of the 
bullets with the Sirhan weapon, none of the experts were as 
emphatic as DeWayne Woofer at trial who stated the evidence bullets 
had come foom the Sirhan weapon and no other gun in the world. 
However, in subsequent court examination of.the experts, it was 
r’evealed that all criminalists and frelaems experts have difeerent 
thresholds of iiintifilaiiin when conducing tests of baHistics 
exhibits. (It was for this reason that Deputy District Attorney 
Bozanich had advocated a more clmprehensive test procedure to 
determine the threshold as objectively as possible.. Other counsel 
had argued against this test procedure, and the court was also 
opposed to it..) Additilnllly, several of the experts stated that 
the term '’i.nclnclusiii”, when applied to Unarms examination of 
fled builds or pended oarage- cwes, indicated that the 
palt:iiulla examiner i.s not able to arrive at a eeiliiti opinion (by 
his own standard) as to whether or not two bullets or ilrtridgi 
cases were freed from the same gun. As Ralph Turner stated, 
'’inconclusiee is not to be interpreted as infering that a paati- 
cular bullet or clrtriggi case was or was not freed foom a 
particular gun.” It should be emphasized, that in the peti^on of 
CBS fHed before the count i.n August;, prior to the examination by 
the experts, LowwH Bradford, one of the . experts subsequently- 
selected by the attorneys, admitted that ideniificltion of conse­
cutively fieed .22 caliber bullets occurs on the average less than 
20% of. the time. It was apparent, during cross examination, that 
Hl the seven experts had difeerent levels of identifilatiin, and 
altlough none of the experts would give their speecfic scale of 
reference or spectrum of ideniificltioi standards used, many, if 
not Hl, made the staeement frequently that they were 99% sure, or 
"only a step away", or that ldditionll time to conclude microscopcc 
exleinat■ion "may have given them the opportuniyy to actually and 
unequuvocally Ink the particular three eviLdence bullets with the 
Sirhan weapon.”
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Interestingly, one of the most persistent advocate of a 
thorough re-examination of the exhibits and subsequent test firing 
of the weapon, Loweei Bradford, was mos-t positivi in his conclusion 
that there was no evidence of a second gun. Alhhough he stated in 
his working paper’s that the question of a second gun was sill open, 
due to the inability of the experts to positivily and unequivocally 
link the bullets with the Sirhan weapon, "the weight of t^d^gs 
reached by the examiners was against any evidence of a second gun." 
This was because the similarities of gross and individual charac- 
ttriitiis on the bullets 47, 52, and 54, and the uniformity of class 
characCeriitcss found in all other bullets, ruled against the 
poiiibility of a second gun. Aadd-i ionaaiy, Lowwei Bedford 
appeared on the Waater Cronkite National CBS News on the day the 
experts’ findingi were released, October 6, 1975, and stat^ "tie 
reason there was no substantive or demoostrable evidence to 
^1^0 more than om gun was ^ wa’ b^ause Were was 'So 
significant diftrenntts in the general chaaraceerstic of all the 
bullets that were fs)usd on the scene.”’ In addieios to that, stated 
Bradford, ,,tpeiiflc characCerittiss on the victim bullets enabled 
an idinSification of all of the victim bullets as being freed from 
the same gun.” ■

.When atked by CBS news reporter Terry Drinker to be more 
t^eilfic, Bradford lllsstraied his fsndsngt with several of the 
photographs used by the experts during their examination procedUre. 
Bedford stated ttat "^ photographs ’how first of al, one^f 
the victim bullets thselng some general riflmg charaaCeirttlct 
with diiesrtion. The tecsnd picture shows the bullet from the 
Kessedy neck, which shows clearly the rifilgg marks ^f the gun and 
the marks of the cannelures . . . one can see that there are indeed 
remains of two cannelures, which controverss the original 
teatemeset that there was only one, and this resolves one of the 
main questions that was f:11’st raised about a tecsnd gun." (The 
pictures referred to by Bradford were pictures idintifying builds 
47, 52, and 54, the comparison photographs taken by Mooton.) 
Bradford also on the Cronkite show made reference to the fact that 
iimilaritiei between the several bullets in quesiii.s>s, 47, 52, and
54, together with eyewitness observations, (several witnesses that 

Sirhan shooting in the direction of Senator Kennedy) 
there was no second gun.

observed 
indicated

Sirhan Gun Muzzle Defect

One of the key factors in helpnng the experts reach the 
cssclutssn regarding no isdicatSsn or evidence of a second gun was 
that all the experts had discovered through various eitet, later 
described upon cress examinatson, and sutlsned in their individual 
working papers, that the Sirhan revolver had possibly been damaged 
to such a degree (either upon manuuacture, or during the tubtequent 
sensrship by several people during the estui.ng years), and that 
this damag;e resulted jin a particular indentation and muzzle defect 
in the bore of the revolver and left certain isdtstrtsons and im­
perfections on bullets freed through the bore of the ^volv^.
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Specifically, the experts stated in their paper's and upon ex­
amination that the muzzle defects oi questionable origin caused 
"impressions, indentations, gouge marks, speei.fic charac­
terizations,” on bullets iieed through the revolver. These 
markings occured on oieeifia land impressions oi all oi the 
bullets. ' ’

■ Muzzle Defect: Lands and Grooves

The several photographs taken by Morton oi the various 
bullets, as wed as many oi the photographs previously taken by 
Harper in, expert Albert Biasooti drew on the blackboard in the 
courtooom an illssiaaiiee diagrmm oi a particular bullet. Essen­
tially, it was an illssiaation oi the several examiners’ arbitrary 
designation oi comparable land engravings on the surface oi all the 
bullets studied. The land engravings were numbered consecuuively 
and clockwise around the bullet base, beginning with land #1 at 12 
^calotok high or 0. L^d #2 was approximately 60° clockwise to the 
right, Land #3 approximately 120° to the right, Land #4 180o and 
exactly opposite Land #1 at 0°, Land #5 240 elookwOse around the 
bullet base, and Land #6 approximately 300o clockwise around the 
bullet base. It should be remembered that i.n prior Grand Jury and 
trial testimony, DeWayne Woofer stated that a particular bullet 
picked up lands and grooves as it was freed along the barrel when 
projected. The budet is then scrachhed by the ioperfcction in the 
barrel, dn^ all barrels have unique ioperfcutions, unique to that 
barrel and to no other barrel. The premise agreed upon by all 
barliotios and ficrrrmo experts is that no two barrels oi any two 
guns will have and impart the same impressions and ouraUhhes on 
projectiees that pass through that eartiullri barrel. Speeifiually, 
land lopressions or ioperfcutions on each barrel wiil project down 
on the bullet as the billet is ireed, and grooves (iopressions and 
ioperfections) will project upward as the bullet spins out oi the 
barrel, keeping the bullet gyroscooicaaiy in ilight through the 
barrel and on through the pattern oi ilgght oi the buHet. Addd- 
tocnally, the individual aharactcriotios implanted on the 
iaatiallrr bullet freed through a oieciiic barrel will be the 
result oi manufacturigg dcfcats imparted in the barrel oi the gun 
(or presumably by rdditionrl scratches on the barrel oi the gun) 
that iiotinguOsh one gun from another. ‘

Furthermore, each bullet will also have i.n its oiuioaflc yet 
oiaroscooicaaly oigniarnt way individurl aharacteriotiss that will 
iiotinguOhh each billet from another bullet. It is most important 
to emphasize that; all. oi the experts distigfuOhCed the iiiCecunac 
between class aharacaeriotiss oi bullets and gross ahararaeristiss 
oi bullets. Class aharaaaeriotios dealt with the type oi caliber, 
the number oi lands and grooves i.n each buHet, the twist 
direction, the iartiallrr width oi the land and grooves, the weight 
and cannelures oi the bullets. All experts fi>uud that the class 
^araoteriisUss oi all the bullets examined, the evidence billets, 
the Wooier iieed test bullets, and the 1975 teotficdd bullets, were 
the sa^. Additionrlly, a "gross ioperfcation" was iound on all oi 
^se bullets. Spieifiaally, a particularly strong identiiying 
double iuroow gouge was iound on every biHet, the 1968 ireed 
bullets, and the 1975 iieed bullets, thus iurther suggesting to all 
the experts that there was no evidence oi a ofuond gun.
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Individual Characteristics

However, in the area of individual taaracteristtss on bullets, 
(the results of barrel defects imparted on the builds as they are 
spun out of the barrel) the experts were unable to reach a positvve 
conclusion that the bullets were positively linked to the Sirhan 
weapon. The experts conceded ehct there was a lacn of sufficient 
"individual taacacteeistiti" (tnny marns and scrachhes. ^lled 
seaiations) on the bullets to permit a positiee iienoiftcctioo. 
Sppeifically, the experts stated that mannings in the 6th and 1^ 
land area of the bullets fieed, approximateyy between 300 and 
360° of the bullet base, refeeceed indeotctioss and defects in the 
Sirhan barrel. These defects caused a marned iepeeCaCiiity of 
iodividucl taaaaatetistit marns on all the bullvei freed foom the 
Siraan weapon. However, due to the fragmented na^^ of s^eral of 
the bullets, and the inability by all of the experts to makv 
pisieive iientiftaation of enough sufficient iodividual charac- 
et^iiec marks on the several .builds, including the key bullets 
47, 52, and 54, a posieive iivntiftaation of these bullets with the 
Sirhan_ weapon was not possible. Conversely, ttere was ^sol^ly 
no iodication foom the class of bullets, the gross taaracteriittss 
studied, or the iodividual taaracteriittis on all the bullets 
examined, to indicate any evi.dence of a svcond gun.

The experts stated in their worning paper’s that the defects at 
the 300O to 360o area of the bullet base on the lands area 
emphasized that paatitulai indeotations and impressions occured due 
to the muzzle of the barrel aifetting the bullet as it left and 
lietei up foom the gun. This taaracteriittc was found on ail the 
bullets.

The experts suggvsVed on cross examioation that had 
criminalist Woofer conducted a process nnown as phase marking, 
(tnny marns implanted on the bullet base upi)o examination) and had 
additiooal photomicrographs been taken by Woofer, and if more 
complete written documents i’tl.a1iite to Wooler's examination ha.d 
been available, they would have bvvo able to perhaps make a 
positive idtntiftaatSon of the bullets with the Siraan weapon. 
Many of the experts, Garland, Cunnongamm, Biasooti, and Berg evav 
of the conclusion that they were within one step away foom linking. 
the iodividual caaaacteaiittss of the bullets to the Siraan gun. 
Such a phase marn process would have defined the individual charac- 
etiiittcs of the bullets when they evav in a better toodition to be 
examined in 1968.

Lva.dvd Barrel

The experts also stated in their worning paper’s and on exami­
nation that the severe leaded tsnditioo of the bc]iael of the Sirhan 
wvcpoo was a factor in possibly lessening the chancvs of 
iitniifying iodividual taaaratetistit marns on the 1975 test^edd 
bullets.
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The leaded condition made it very difficult to determine whether a 
particular bullet could be matched up with the revolver on a sub­
sequent test fire. Even though the gross impeefections (double 
furoow gouge) were found repeated on atl the 1975 test-freed 
bullets, reproduced in a shot for shot basis, the severe leaded 
conddtioo of the barrel made it difficult to match up iOdivddual 
chaaaateristcss of the 1975 testfrred bullets with any of the 1968 
evidence bullets and WoOfer freed bullets. The experts tonteeee 
that the dirty and leaded barrel could possibly change strOat.ions 
and tharactrristtss on freed bullets. None of the experts could 
give any explanation for the leaded barrel, and one, Paarick 
Garland, even surmised the poosibiiity that the barrel had been 
freed dueing the time elapsing since 1968 and prior to the 1975 
examination and testing. The nature of the leaded barrel was such 
that it severely reduced the thantrs of identifying the ineivedurl 
thaaaateristiti, or itrOations, that were formed on freed bullets 
as a result of the manufactuengg process of the weapon barrel. 
These individual tharaateristtss are a basis for the ierntiftaation 
of the ine■ivedur,l marks.

Search for I^odivedual Sppecfic Chhrratteistits

Even though the Sirhan weapon had ieentifrabee muzzle defects 
at the 300o to 360O end of the muzzle (in the Land #6 and Land #1 
area), there were definite repeating gross ioeivedurl charac- 
teristcs that were far moire tdentifrbbee than specific toetvedurl 
thaaaateristtss and gave the experts the feeing that there was no 
evt.eleuce of any nature to suggest another gun had fieed any of the 
bullets. Even though all the examiners stated that they had 
difeerent thresholds of idrnOifCcatooo before they could make a 
posltvve idenOiftoatioo, they felt that the ioeiveduol Innes and 
itrrations of each bullet freed meant a very high percentage i.n 
favor of the fact that atl the bullets had been freed from the same 
weapon. Iohrrrot i.n this was the concept of coosecftVeeness, the 
fact that ioeivedurl thaaaateristCss weee rssoctaeed with each 
other i.n a relatoon to the driving edge of the barrel as the bullets 
spun out of the barrel.

In the area of particular gross thaaarteerstiti, rgrtu due to 
barrel damage effect, even the 1968 Woofer test freed bullets 
showed ioeitrtions of particular gross charaoteristcss,- which gave 
further ineieotion that no sreoud gun had been freed. As an addi- 
tionol attempt’ to try to further i.denOify ioeiveduol choroc- 
triistici, as wen as the gross irperfrctions, the experts 
attempted to reproduce these defects. Casts were made of the 
forward end of the barrel, the casts being prepoi’ee fsi.og dupU^st 
siMoone solutoon. But the experts concluded that the casts were 
not suitable for microscopcc examination of the irperfrctions in 
the barrel. Next, a new attempt was made with a mixture of sulphur 
and lamp black melted and poured into t-he muzzle of the Sirhan 
revolver to cast the front 1/4 to 1/2 ilnch of the barrel. These 
casts were examined ritroscooicarly, and the experts found that 
alhouugh some defects of the muzzle were reproduced, cast shrOnOage 
during cooling detracted from the quaMty of the cast. The experts 
concluded that orientat^n of the irperfrttions from the barrel to 
bullets was not possible.
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Evidence Bullets Matched With Same Gun

In their ioiividud working papers, and upon cross 
examination, three of the experts, Garland, Cunnnghamm and 
BiasoOti, positively found that the three crucial evidence bullets, 
■Kennedy (47), Goidstein (52), and Weesel (54), had sufficient 
individual characCtristic marks (as well as the heretofoee 
mentioned grooo characCeristCc marks found on dl the bullets) to 
make the positive matchup of these three bullets having been f^ed 
by the same gun. This was on the basis of a microscopic comparison 
of the individurl characCteistic marks present on the three 
bulltti• The three -experts were positive thrt Mpetitive and 
sufficlent matching indivddud characCteistics were noted on ail 
three bullets, and stated that these three bullets had been freed 
through tUe same weapon. However, all three experts s^teO t^t 
there were iniuff■lClent matching indlVidud characteristcss for a 
positvve idmtificatoon to be made with the Sirhan weapon ^sdf. 
This was because of severd factors, includtng tire sev^e leaded 
conditiot which was observed in the bore of the Sirhan revolver. 
The experts stated, both in their working paper’s and upon cross 
examination., that such leaded c•inditiot coul.i cause the wiping of 
bullets freed, through the revolver, preven■ttng the repetitoon of 
markings necessary in the iientifCcatoot process. Biasooti fdt 
that the severd gross itdividurl characteriitCis were in a 
constant relatonnship to each other, showing U^t oit only the 
three iarticulrr evi.deote bullets in question, but that dl other 
bullets examined were "very probably deed by the same gun.” 
Again, Birsoitti stated that the source of the repetitive. grooo 
itiividud char.acteristlss was attributed to gi,Ooo imperfectoons on 
ti-tie front edge of the lands and grooves at the muzzle crown of the 
Sirhan weapon. The microscopic, ixaminatoon and crsttng of theoe 
imperfectoons showed that they were irregular rddges of metd wldoh 
projacted above the. surfaces, of the lands and grooves in some part 
of the muuzle. Biasooti stated, that these imperfectionne were 
accidental in origin and. were produced after the lands and gi’Ooveo 
were formed in the bore by the swage rfflngg process and therefoee 
were true iniividud characCe.erstici, unique.to the gun. However, 
Biasooti concluded that the very imieed number of ioiividud 
charaa-teristcss rtproduted by the metd coated bullets, wtrt 
possibly due to the leaded conditii)n of the bore at the time of 
firnng, both in 1968 and at the timee of the test firnng toodutted by 
the panel in 1975.

Panick Garland ■echoed the same fon•dtngi of Blrsoiti 
tooteroOng the leaded cinditOOa■ strttng that the.lack of sufficient 
matching iodivi>dual characteris-tcse • prevented' a ipsitive iienti- 
fCcrtoon of bullets with the Sirhan weapon', but it was his 
conclusion that there were sufficient tharacte<r•iotCss on Exhibiti 
47, 52, and. 54 to conclude that the three bullets had been freed 
from the same weapon-. ■

Finally, Coitlaoi Cuooinghmm also stated thd the leaded 
barrel tauotd iignifCcant diferttncei i.n the iodividurl thrrrt- 
ttriitic marks imparted on the test bullets deed foom the weapon.
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To Cunningham, this even precluded the possibility of determining 
whether the test bullets, fired in 1975, were fired from the Sirhan 
weapon. But Cunninghmm felt that as a result of microscopcc exami­
nation and comparison of the 1975 test bullets, it could be 
determined that the previously mentOoned gross imperfectsons on the 
other bullets were being reproduced by the barrel of Sirhan’s 
revolver from shot to shot. This gave credence to the positoon of 
the experts that all bullets examined had the same gross imper- 
fectoons and chaaaatterstics, showing no i^icatwn of a second 
gun. Alhhough the presence of the gross imperfectonns was not 
sufficient to pOsttivrly identify i^ billetn with the Sirhan 
weapon ttself, they showed that the test bullets freed in 1968 and 
1975 were freed IT loom the same weapon. Finally, Cunninghmm reasoned 
that although there were not sufficeon! chaaaaceristcss and imper- 
fectoons to make a positive idrntifCaaiOin of bullets 47, 52, and 
54 with the Sirhan weapon, the microscopcc comparison of the 
individual characceristcss present on these bullets indtcmred that 
they had been freed foom the same weapon.

Two other panel experts, Lowen Bruford and Stanton Berg, 
infrrrniiclly found that the three evi.ilrntr bullets, 47, 52, and 
54, had been freed foom the same gun.

Stanton Berg found that there was a matching of visibk class 
thacacteristtss (the number of lands and grooves, title directoon of 
twist, the widths of lands, etc.) between all the test-fredd 
b?1^’ <1968 and 1975) and tte evidence builds. But Berg found 
that there were not sufficeon! wen defined and dlttinctire■ 
iiiividucl thaaacteristtss on both the test bullets and the 
evidence bullets to permit a posstive drtrrmiihtSon or coicllsl.oi 
that ail the bullets had been freed from title Siehan weapon. Addi- 
tonally, Berg also cemented that chafes in the barrel, conditUn 
prevented an idendfioat^ rf the Sirten w^pon «» tgr 1975 
test-freed bullets. • He was orfrooinn to the fact that the test 
panel was able to match the 1975 test-freed bullets with each other 
and yet had great iifftcllty in matching any of the 1968 ^t-fr^ 
bullets. But Berg did conclude that there were slfficrent wen 
defined and ilstinttire iiiividucl tgaracterlsttss in a bullet 
taken from Exhibit 55 (one of title bullets in the mismarked envelope 
iilto<iducrd at trial in 1969) to coic].udr that this particular 
bullet, the third bullet of the three intodduced at trial by 
DeWayne Woofer, had been freed by the Sirhan weapon. Berg f^ti tgat 
the other .w ^11^3 in People's Exhibit 55 at fc-i^ oomd not be 
identi^ed because of the lack of sufficeent suog markings. Again, 
Berg feu (huU this was due to Ganges in the ba^l condit^n. 
Berg also oommmnted that the gross liilViducl ogaracterlsttss were 
found to be the probable result of rxisting damage at the barrel and 
bore muzzle. This was determined by microscopcc examination of tihe 
bore directly, and from an examination of the bore casts.
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