
Berg stated that there were a few matching individual 
striations on the bullets, but because of the lack of sufficient 
well defined and distonctiee individual matching characteristcss on 
47, 52, and 54, a positive determination rlc].d oot be made that the 
bullets had been freed foom the Sirhan weapon. However, Berg 
stated that the markings noted on the Exhibits (meaning the 
particular sufficiently defnned distinctive individusil charac
teristics) showed that a matchup with the Sirhan gun was only a 
"step away." Berg stated that 47, 52, and 54 had been phased by the 
experts with the test bullets (a process of orilotitinn of the tttt 
and evidence bullets under a comparison microscope so that apparent 
gross individual and other matching markings are noted around.the 
circumfeennee of both bullets as they are slowly turned in unison 
for lxaminoiioO). This phase process was sommthing that DeWayne 
Wolfer either had not done, or if conducted, had faded to record 
adequately. Berg felt that this phase mark process of 47, 52, and 
54 with the 1975 test-fieed bullets showed a stong suggestion of 
common origin, although not a posstive d^rmoaton linking the 
bullets with the Sirhan weapon. However, Berg was able to 
posstively identify and Hnk bullets 47 and 52, the Kennedy and 
Goodstein bullets, with the same weapon due to the fact that the 
b:^^ were easily j^d and that th^ were sffi^^^ matching 
itriatinns noted for determination and liettlfi caton. ■ Addi
tionally, Berg was al.so able to pisitively Hnk and ^tch bulleti 
52 and 54, the GoOdeled and Weesel bullets, with the same weapon, 
again due to the fact that the bullets were lasily phased and that 
there were good matching itriatinns noted. On cross examinatoon, 
Berg explained that althocgh bullets 47 and 54 were attempted to be 
dnked and matched with the same weapon, and that a number of 
similarities were noted during the phasing process, there were not 
enough sufficient, diitinctile and wed defied matching charac- 
teri^ces found in the two bullets (47 when compared, to 54) to 
poiittvely dnk these two bullets with the same weapon.

Howweer, sIoci Berg was able to Hnk bullets 47 and 52 with the 
same weapon, and bullets 52 and 54 with the same weapon, it fodwws 
logically and tnferenOiilly, that bullets 47 and 54 also had iCf- 
ficilot matching rtaractlriitiss to be matched with the same 
weapon. Again, « must be ^phasized, Ww strong Md diffing 
threshold of iien01flcation used by the several baillitiis experts 
i.n making positvve iientificitioni, and the fact that nont of the 
wpwts refused to gi™ tteir own formula for what they rln»M«e®<« 
a positvve ideitifioaton and an inconclusvee idettifoaton. 
However, the expertise of the panel members, and their ability to 
make a positvee iieniificitioo, was never at issue.

LowwH Bradford alt so inf lrlniiilly was able to determine that 
bullets 47, 52, and 54 had been deed foom the same gun. Bradford 
felt that 47 matched with 54, and 52 matched with 54, due to an 
iilniificition between these bullets. To Bradford, a deep gouged 
groove was detei■’uined to be an individual rtarairtliitir.
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Unlike Berg, who positively linked 47 and 52 to the same gun, 
Bradford coul.d not link 47 and 52 to the same gun due to the lack of 
sufficient individual charaateristiss. But again, infiiiniirlly, 
the fact that he matched 47 and 54 to the same gun, and that he 
matched 52 and 54 to the same gun and saw nothing in the way of 
iniividual or gross tharacteriitiis that would suggest a second 
gun, demonntrates that Bradford was one of five experts who con
cluded either directly or indirectly that the three evidence 
bullets, Kennedy, Goodstein, and Weesel had all been freed foom the 
same gun. .

Panel experts Charles Morton and Ralph Turner were unable to 
concl.ude that these three bullets had been freed from the same gun. 
However, it was Turner who stated in his working paper’s that to him, 
a positive idintificatSnn meant that "he had observed a sufficeon! 
number, by his own standards, of rifinng i.oprettions and/or 
tracingt, both gross and microscopic, in certain cnInOinations which 
iniicaied to him (Turner1) that two or more bullets were freed 
theough the same gun barrel.’’ Adcdtionaiyy, Turner emphasized that 
the teem "intnntlutivi" indicaeed that he was not able to arrive at 
a definite opinion, again by his standards as to whether or not two 
bullets or tartriggi tatet were freed foom the same gun. Turner 
emphasized that inconclusive was not to be interpreted as inferrngg 
that a particular bullet or tartriggi case was or was not freed i.n a 
particular gun. In all the bullets examined, Turner was only able 
to identify five bullets as coding foom the same gun. These were 
the third and fourth 1975 test-freed bullets, both lead bullets, 
and the seventh and eighth 1975 tiit-fiiei bullets, both copper. 
It was generally conceded that due to the leaded tonditSon of _the 
barrel, these last two were the most easily recognizable and iden- 
ti^adee bullets of all the eight freed bullets in 1975. Turner was 
also able to identify the tetnnd with the seventh 1975 teit-fieei 
bullet as foom the same weapon. Howwver, Turner did state i.n his 
working papers that evidence bullets 47 and 52, the Kennedy and 
Goldstein bullets, had similar gross thararteeistiti, and he 
concurred in the findingt of the other panel members that there was 
no evidence that a second gun had freed any of the bullets.

Charles Morton was also unable to innk bullets 47, 52 and 54 
with the same weapon. However, Morton stated in his working papers 
that he had found similarity in these particular bullets, 
particularly where there was tubaSannial impact from land and 
groove ioprvttSons. This suggested to- Morton that the three 
bullets had been freed from a weapon which produced the same type of 
gross ireegllrrities that had been found in some of the land 
ioprettSons idintified in the Woofer test-freed bullets and in the 
1975 test-freed bullets. Moeton stated that his own fai^ee to make 
a positVve idiniificrtSsn of the evidence bullets, 47, 52, and 54 
with the same weapon, could be artvd on the fact of poor 
reprndultaralitl of ttriaiSnns left on the bullets freed foom the 
Iver Johnson .22 caliber weapon, Seeial H53725. Addiiinnarly, 
Morton felt that impact damage on ail the bullets, i.tltluding the 
■evidence bullets 47, 52, and 54 meant the loss of some detail, and 
that perhaps this loss of detail was due- to tuatvquvnt handling
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or oxidation of these bullets. Finally, Morton concluded that al
though the ireegularitees reproduced on the bullets test-fieed by 
Woofer suggested that they may have been freed foom the same 
weapon, Morton felt that there was insufficient reproducibee micro
scopic deeails present on these particular Woofer bullets, and he 
was unable to positively link either the bullets freed by Woofer or 
the evidence bullets with one weapon. Morton did, however*, make 
posstive ideniifCcatSon of several of the 1975 test-freed bullets 
with the f'act that they had come foom one weapon. Morton did -
confiem, on cross examination, the findiggs of the other panel 
members that there was no evidence that a second gun had freed any 
of the bullets. _

It should be emmhaaized that several of the experts testified 
both in count and in .their working paper’s that the Siehan weapon had 
two muzzle imperfectsons that were transmtedd to test bullets and 
found on bullets recovered from Senator Kennedy and victims 
Goldstein and Weisel. And although there were not enough indi
vidual characteristcss on the victim bullets to permit a positves 
ieentifCaatsnn of innknng these bullets with the Sirhan weapon, 
fvve of the experts directly or indirectly Innked these three 
cri^cal 'evidence bullets as coming foom one weapon. Asked if 
there still existed the posiibblity of a second gun, Stanton Berg 
repleed on cross examination, ”I think it's a very slim possi
bility. That’s all it is." But Berg stated that his feHww experts 
were in "surprisingly uniform agreement concerning the iildivedual 
and gross chtaaaCeristCcs and itriatsnns found on the several 
bullets. Biasotti stated that a group of repeatinn consecutvve 
Innes at the same contour on all the bullets was an objective basis 
to make his f nnd ing that the evidence showed no ind icatinn of a 
svclne gun. Addetilnalyy, ail of the experts stated that there was 
no evidencc of any indusi seencees, either in the gross or wdivn- 
dual ctaractvristCss and marks on any of the bullets, to show any 
evidence of a svclne gun. All of the experts stated that they had 
worked individually on their own ineivelual wo^ sheets, and had 
not consulted each lthvr lnitl after the commletSon of their own 
ineivedual reports. It was at that time that they drew up their 
joint report where they stated no substantive or eemolstrable evi
dence to indicate more than one gun was used to fire any of the 
bullets examined.

None of the experts could give any clear cut reason for the 
leaded clndetion of the barrel, altl<lugh several stated that it 
could have been the normal result of seven year’s time lapse since 
the gun had been previously freed. Only Garland made the reference 
to the f'act that there was a posiibbffty that the gun had been freed 
during those seven inteieening years. The arguments among counsel 
concerning the 1971 Grand Jury inquiry into the integrity lf the 
exhibits was never a part of the tesimmony or transcripts available 
to the experts, and with the possible exception of L^weH Bradford, 
it is doubtful that any of the experts had knowledge of the contro
versy surroundnng the Grand Jury investigation. The barre]. had 
been cleilnve prior to the test firigg, and in this respect 
Cunninhamm had stated on cross examinatoon that the science of 
baaiist^s was such that after any cleansing process of the barrel, 
it would be difficult to identify the consecutive bullets freed. 
Ttvrv was no guarantee that the original marks left on the barrel 
fndentatsons would be implanted on the later tvit-fivee bullets. 
However, all the experts felt that there were repeatable ma^s 
present on all the bullets around the 300O to 360° land area.
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Although panel expert Ralph Turner made the least number of 
positive identificatioss of any of the panel experts, he stated 
emppttically on cross examination as a prelude to his testimony 
that he would make no changes in his writeen report, and felt the 
only issue on which the panel had been silent was the angle of the 
ioilOnction or rfflnng pitch area. Turner stated that he would 
personally pursue the riflnng angle question, alhouugh he had no 
informttion at that time .to submit to the court.

In answer to a question on cross examination as to why there 
had been no matchup of the Woofer test-freed bullets and the 
evidence bullets, Stanton Berg replied that there were several 
■reasons for this including the poor condition and damage of the 
bullets, the lack of ’defined todividutl itaracteristiss, and the 
fact that much of the surface alloy coating of the bullets was 
missing. This occured upon faagmentation of several of the 
bullets. Berg did state that the matching individutl strCations on 
several bullets meant that he was only "a step away" from actually 
Inning the bullets with the Sirhan weapon. ,

All of the experts were asked on examination whether they had 
been aware of any major disagreements among their crletguues 
regarding their iodividutl or joint reports and dl of the experts 
stated that they were aware of no major disagreements.

Loweei Bradford stated on cross examinatron, as he had 
previously stated in his cfficaiit (Oncorporaidd in the CBS 
Peet^on fieed in August;) that when .22 caliber bullets are fieed, 
even when they are in good irnditiro, and the barrel is in good 
conation, that it would be less then 20% of the time that these 
bullets would be matched up with the weapon. Bradford reasoned 
that his inability to match evidence bullet 47 with 52, while 
matching 52 with 54, and 47 with 54, was because there was no 
iientifCabee gouge mark, to Bradford's observation, on 47. 
Striatinns on 52 and 54 gave Bradford enough identifynng ctarac- 
teiiitics to make the matchup. Bradford felt that there was not 
enough of an identifabbee gouge on 47, a gouge being to Bradford an 
extra deep stiiation. However, other panel members did identify 
that this gouge mark on 47, as it was consistent on all the bullets 
examined.

ScienOific, Circumstantial, and Inferential Evidence 
That Simian's Was the Only Gun Fired in the Pantry

One of the prime arguments raised by several advrcates of the 
two-gun theory was that the autopsy performed by Dir. Noguchi 
establishes that Senator Kennedy was shot three times at point
blank range, with the fatal bullet voterOng the Senaaor's head- from 
behind his right ear foom a distance of 1 to 3 inchvi. Several 
eyewitnesses mentioned in preirous 'ectoon' of this report have, i.n 
their teitimony before the Grand Jury and at trial, faieed to place • 
Sirhan any il.oiir than two feet foom Senator Kvnnvdy. Therefore, 
the irpliiatioo is made by the adircatei of the two-gun theory, 
that a svcrnd gunman freed the fatal shoit.
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Several of these eyewitnesses have stated that Senator Ktantdy 
had turned slightly to his left to face busboys, and was in the 
process of shaking hands with them at the time that Sirhan ap
proached Kennedy from the east. One eyewitness, Boris Yaro, has 
described Sirhan as lunging toward Kennedy with his gun firing;. In 
order to accept the poSssbiiity of a second assassin, it would be 
necessary to accept the fact that a second gunman fieed the fatal 
shots into Senator Kennedy from only a few inches away, thus 
conssstent with the autopsy and muzzle disaance tests peroommed by 
Dr. Noguchi and DeWayne Woofer.

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

Supposed csntradictSons between the autopsy report and the 
eyewitness testmoony are highligheed by the two-gun advocates when 
they quote the testmmony of Karl Decker, the assistant maitre d’, 
who stated while witnessing title shooting, that "There was a 
distance of at least 1| feet between the muzzle of Sirhan’s gun and 
Kennedy's head.” Richard hubic, an independent televisor
producer’, has also said, "The muzzle of Sirhan’s gun was 2 feet to 3 
feet away from Kennedy’’ ' head^’’ No one has subscrbied to or 
proposed the concept of an invisibte gunman, so the unobserved 
second gunman, assuming that he existed, would have had to have 
stood immeeiately and slightly behind Senator Kennedy, giving the 
gunman access to tihe Senaaor’s right temple and armppt area.

Assume for arireaair’s sake that Thane Eugene Cesar had been a 
second gunman and he had freed his gun either with prtmetititSon or 
accidently. The Sennaor’s body positom, and tihe body posito^ of 
other victims, at tihe time of the shooting, rebut tihe possStiiity 
that Caesar could have shot tihe Senator in tihe right temple and in 
the right armppt. Eyewitnesses observed Ktaatdy in title process of 
turning his body toward the busboys;, givuig S^han an rarrsh:ing 
view of tihe right temple and right ar’ea of tihe shoulder pad and 
armppt. But assume that a stcrnd gunman stood directly behind and 
to title right of Ktaatdy at the tmme of tihe shooting. To have freed 
title second gun, it still would have been atcessary for him (Ceasar) 
to have poiaiiti his gun directly to Kennedy’s head and freed it. No 
one has ever reported such an observation. Even Donald Schumman in 
his contradictory staeemtats in 1968 never idtntiftdd tihe pathway 
or tihe direction from where a second gun had been ilteitdly freed by 
a ’ecuu^y iua•i........................... .............................................................

Moeeovee, the iaillstlss examination and test results 
conducted by the iailistiss panel i.n 1975, proved that for a stcrnd 
gunman to have shot any of bullets 47, 52, or 54 the stcrnd gunmain 
would have had to have shot a weapon with the exact same 
imperftctsons, same muzzle defects, same leaded barrel csnditioas, 
and same individual and gross characteristcos as the wtapra used by 
Sir^laa. Additisaally, this otcrnd gunmain would have had to use the 
same type ammnitira, fiiini at approximately the exact same moment 
as the Sirhan wtapra was being freed.
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Discount for a moment the actual physical location of the 
several victims and Senator Kennedy in the pantry at the time of the 
shooting by Sirhan, and assume f'or 'the sake of argument that a 
second gun was fired. Presumably, the second gunman’s bullets 
would never have been recovered-, or assuming f'or the sake of 
argument, that these bullets had been lost in the innerspace or 
hidden as part of a coverup. The f'act remains that the seven 
balli’ti’s experts unanimously agreed that all the bullets 
recovered from Senator Kennedy, victims Goldstein and Weesel, the 
seven test-freed 1968 bullets (Woofer bullets), and the 1975 test- 
freed bullets Hl had an idmtifynng double furoow gouge on each 
bullet. Additionally, several gross imperfect^s were discovered 
on each victim bullet, and on the 1968 and 1975 test-fredd bullets. 
These imperfrctions were traced by the experts to damaged spots in 
the Sirhan gun muzzle which marked each bullet with a gouge at the 
bottom of the land impressions. And althuugh the experts were 
unable to make a 100% posstive matchup of Hl the bullets with the 
Sirhan weapon itself, several of them were 99% sure, and one step 
away, and all experts poHtively stated that there was no evidence 
of any nature of a second gun firing these bullets.

‘Therefore, for a second gunman to possibly have freed at least 
one of the victim bullets, 47, 52, or 54, this second gun bullet 
would subsequently have to ..match up with the other gross chiric- 
teristces on Hl the test-freed bullets freed by Woofer with the 
Sirhan weapon foliowihg the assassination. And this same second 
gun bullet would subsequently have to match up with ail the 1975 
test-freed bullets. For this unlikely matchup to occur, the 
second gun would have had to have been an identically damaged .22 
caliber Iver Jhtnshe, cadet model, fr^ng the very same'copper 
coated, mini mag, holoow- tip ammuuition at the very same moment 
Sirhan was firnng.

(It must be emphasized that the bullet that actually murdered 
Senator Kennedy, People’ 48, fragmented upon impact in the brain, 
and was in such damaged condit^n that neither DeWayne Woofer in 
1968, nor any subsequent criminalist, including the 1975 panel ex
perts, was ever able to poiitiirly lnnk the murder bullet to the 
Sirhan weapon.) .

But when one considers the chain of ownership of the Sirhan 
revolver, having been originally purchased in 1965 and subsequently 
sold' to several owners before being purchased by the Sirhan 
brothers in January, 1968, and the repeated firiggi by Sirhan on 
^verH Hfle ranges during his term of owneeship, the poisibiiity 
of a second identical gun, with the same damaged ctara•aCerist'css, 
is beyond mathemmiicH pr^Hl^y. •

Furthermore, recognizing that the experts were unable to 
poiitiiely and conclusively l:ink up the victim bullets with the 
Sirhan weapon for reasons previously stated in their working paper’s 
and on cross examination, the facts remain that free ofthe seven 
experts found that three crucial victim bullets, the Kennedy, 
Goiistrie, and Weesel bullets, had been freed from the same gun. It 
sthul.d be remembered that ilthough■ there is some contrldiction. and 
irfrerenrss of hpieioe among eyewitnesses as to the distance that 
the Sirhan muzzle barrel was from the head of Senator Kennedy, no
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one has ever contradicted the physical location of Senator Kennedy, 
the victims, and 0.1 the witnesses within the pantry at the time if 
the shooting by Sirhan. In this respect, Grand Jury and trial 
testimony show that Senator Kennedy was walking f^om the west to 
title east in the pantry, alhhough at the time of the shooting he had 
turned to his left to shake hands with title busboys;, or had just 
concluded shaking hands. Sirhan was approaching Kenned.y fra title 
east to tihe west at the time of the shooting. Victim Goldstein was 
approximately eight feet behind Senate Kennedy, and victim Weesel 
was approximately twenty-seven feet behind Senate Kennedy nerr title 
pantry entrance. Therefore, Kennedy, Goldstein, and Weesel were 
all directly in Sirhan’s Mne of fire as Sirhan came frinng foom the 
east to the west.

Assume for tihe sake of argument tihat tihe second gunrnan was 
standing directly behind Senator Kennedy and slightly te the right. 
The three bullets recovered foom Kennedy, Goldstein, and Weesel, 
(Feoole’s 47, 52, and 54) all were identifedd by five of the stvtn 
experts as having come foorn one gun, and the othtr two experts 
testified under oath tihat they found no evidence tihat these three 
bullets had come fra a second gun. Therefore, assuming a second 
gunrnan, he would necessarily have had to have f^ed inlo a ^rth- 
weet-north posi^on tio hit Senator Kennedy foom tihe right, rear, 
and then conversely and almost simultaneously, this second gunman 
would have had tio have made a substaniic1 turn tio his left, and have 
freed directly behind the Senator, into a western directon, 
strikigg victims Goodson and Weesel. Additionally, such a-ifeat 
would have tio have been accomplished without anyone of tihe 70 tio 90 
people present in tihe pantry seeing such a rare display of 
marksmanship. It should also be pointed out tihrt the other victims 
injured, Paul Sehnde, Elizabeth Evans, and Irwin Stroll, had 
buUeU reeved fro. their b^es that were badly fragmented and 
damaged and positvve ldsnilfloction was imposssble. Nevertheless, 
tihe srvrn experts stated tihat these fragments all had similar gross 
characceristcss which did not indicate any evidence tihat a srcond 
gun had freed these fragmented bullets. This analysis also applied 
tio the fatal bullet tihat actually murdered the Senator, People’s 
48, also badly damaged and fragmented. It should be emphasized 
tihat tihe other victims, Sehnde, Evans, and Str°ll were cL1 
directly behind Senator Kennedy at various distances ranging foom 
Schrade, rplroximateyy eight feet behind Kennedy, tii Stroll 
rpproximaCely twenty feet, and Evans about twenty^e fsst behind 
Senator Kennedy. All were in tihe direct lins of fire of Sirhan who 
moved in an easterly tio a westerly directon as he freed.

The autopsy report, and later muzzle disaance tests and tra
jectory tiests, al_so iniicaSed tihat the bullets tihat struck Senator 
Kennedy behind tihe right ear and twice brnratih tihe right arm 
tiraeslsi into tihe Sanaaor's body right t;o left and upward. Again, 
tihe eyewitness rcciunts;, larticulcry■y Karl Decker, rmplhCically
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stated that as Sirhan got off his first shots, the grapling and 
wrestling with Sirhan began immmeiately, and Sirhan’s arm holding 
the gun was forced down. Trial transcripts reveal that Sirhan 
cOntimJed to fire in a rather disjointdd and recontrolable manner. 
This accounts for much of the upward directOn of the shots. The 
right side, particularly the right temple of Senator Kennedy, was 
exposed as he was tnrnnng to his left and Sirhan approached him foom 
the east. Five of the ballistics' experts have poostively matched 
up three victim bullets, 47, 52, and 54, as having been fired foom 
the same gun. These facts and the exact physical locatoon of the 
victims and Senator Kennedy (who were hit with these three bullets) 
is persuasive and forceful scirnii'fii and inferential evidence that 
Sirhan freed these three bullets. _

In the days following the release of the panel’s joint report, 
the critcs seemed to concentraee their attacks on the procedures 
of DeWayne Woofer, rather than the findingc and ^n^usoons of the 
ballistics panel. The purpose of the ballistcos test had beeo to 
test the vaaidity of cannelure and iifling angle aieegatoons. It 
was not to test the accuracy of the results of Woofer, or the manner 
or pi,ocedui’e folOowed by Woofer. Judge Wenke stated repeatedly 
during the September examination, that it was not the province of 
the court hearing to satisfy Hl the critccs with difeerent 
theorees regarding the Sirhan assassination of Robert Kennedy. 
The main purpose of the ballistics hearing, acclrding to Judge 
Wenke, was rsseniially a discovery procedure, to a^^r the 
original petitioneic’ (in this- case, Paul S^r^ and CBS, and 
through the iotrrvrotioo of the Board of Suppevisors, the County 
Counoor’s Office) inquirees whether, based on the evidence and ex
hibit;’ within the courts custody, there was any iodicatOon of a 
orcond gunman i.n the pantry on the night i.n question.

The affidavits of Lowen Bradford, WilHmm Harper, Herbert 
MacDonell and Robert Jollnne requesting certain ^^ procedure’ ^ 
ballictics examination all had been i.ncorp)oi’l.ted in the petitionc 
and affidavits fieed by prtitioreos Paul Schrade, CBS, and the 
Board of Suppevisors. Every one of the procedures, requests, 
tests, and iostructinns, concerning testing, lamination and 
inspec^on of exhibits were folOwwed to the letter. This can be 
verif^d by an analysis of the petitionc fieed before the court i.n 
August, 1975, and an examination and clmmpriole. of the court order 
signed by Judge Wenke on September 18, 1975, incorporating the very 
same requests for certain test procedures, inspec^on, and ^ami
nation of exhibits. Furthermore, the lengthy orgotiatincs among 
all corooel rrprrceeting the various parties ^suited in eooen- 
tially the very same test procedures originally requested in the 
August petitOon, being incorporated in the Srptrmbrr oidri signed 
by Judge Wenke. -

Every request concerning test procedures, insprction, and exa
mination of exhibits that had any reevannce to the oriLgiLnal August 
petitionc fleed by CBS, and Paul Schnde, was incorporated in.the 
court order. Finally, the crvre panel m-emmem always had the right 
to i.ndependentyy pet^on the court for an opportuniyy to oboerve, 
rxaminr and test other exhibits that had been mentOoned i.n the very 
lengthy cross examination of DeWayne WoOfer. They always had title 
right to conduct further and mure sophistiltred tests as outinned 
i.n the court order. None of the orvrn experts ever choor to 
exercise this perogative.
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Other Investigations
Concerning Conspiracies; Bullets; Cover-up;

’ ' Conducted by Kranz •

One nf the most frequently heard criiicisms nf the L.A.P.D. 
conspiracy investigations wap that the officers and investigators 
had pressured witnesses tn comply and conform their answers to a 
pre-deeermnedd result, that is, one assassin, one gun. However, 
none of the people intevviwwed by Speeial Counsel Kranz, includigg 
Thane Cesar and Don Schulman, ever stated that the L.A.P.D. or any 
other law enforerment agency investigators, ever pressured toiler, or 
ateerpted to obtain a pre-determined or pre-arrngged answer. 
Additionally, the rccuprtisns that certain witnesses had been 
pressured into conforming their staeements to the theory of one gun 
and one assassin, were almost always stated by the mitccs and 
advocates of the two-gun theory, who when asked to produce sieiifvi 
instances and perposp who could verify such form of pr’essure, 
frieie to do so.

More than Eight BuHiIs Fired

One area of concern to the revocrtep of more than eight 
bullets was that one d^^gge had been removed from the glove 
compartment of Sirhan’s car. Unlike the hollow point mini mag 
rmmruition of the evidence bullets (the bullets found in the 
Ambassador pantry and on the front seat of Sir han’-s car), this was a 
solid point, western brand irrtrdgge. This bullet was never intro- 
eurgd by the prnsiiutios at trial. However, this bullet has been 
the subject of alregations by certain crimes, particularly Me. 
Lilian CaaSallann, that this bullet and the two spent bullets 
found on Sirhrs’s car seat might possibly have been removed by the 
L.A.P.D. f’oor Ambassador wood panels, and placed in the glove rrr- 
irrtrest of Sirhan’s car as part of the oveiall cover-up and 
conspiracy. Special Counsel Kranz has found rbso0ltily nothing 
that supports such a theory. It must be rererbgreg that Sirhan had 
siest the day of the rssrssisrtion, and three days prgvi.nls to the 
rssrssisrtion, . on the rifle range shooting several hundreg rounds 
of bullets from his revolver. Irmreiately fnlnowing the conviction 
of Sirhan in 1969, the iriling panels and wood prmrPvngp that had 
been removed foom the kiiceen were destroyed by the L.A.P.D. Is the 
rourpe of the last several lrrrs, rlregrtions had been made that 
more than eight bullets were freed, and that irrtris photographs 
gstrblShhed that more than eight bullets had bggn freed. Addd- 
tiosrlly, witness staeements produced by petiUoner Schrat'’ 
attonneys after the banistcss examination evscnosee that two Los 
Angel.es polieereo, Rozzi and Wright, had apparently observed 
’’bullet hol.es” in the area of the crime prgog several hours after 
the shooting in the pantry on June 5, 1968. Is staeenents fieed 
before Judge Wenke, nf*ficers Rozzi roe Wright eescrieed a hole in a 
errr fme rpproxierteyy 18 inches foom ground level. 
Adei^insrlly, in roother ptaeeeeot fUed with the court, Mr. Angelo 
DePPerm, Ambassador Hotel employee at the time of the shooting,
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and a witness to the actual shooting, described another hole in a 
door frame approximately 5’-9" from the ground as "a bullet hole, 
or looknng like a bullet hole." Additionally, Coroner Thomas 
Noguchi, and witness Maatin Fetrusky, also an employee of the 
Ambassador Hotel on the night of the shooting, made staeements to 
the fact, that there had been several holes, and that these 
apparently looked like bullet holes in a center divider of the 
doorway in the pantry. These hol.es had been circeed.

Associated Press Photograph .

On June 5, 1968, an Associated Press wire photograph ran 
nationwide showing two Los Angeles polccmmen (later identifeed as 
Officers Rozzi and Wright) kneeling and pointing to a hole in a door 
famine near where Senator Kennedy was shot. The polCcaaen were not 
identifedd in the photograph, and were inspectnng a hole, with the 
caption "Police technic^n inspecting a bullet hole with bullet 
still in the wood” printed underneath the photo that ran nation
wide.

Pursuant to his iivhstigrtinn, Speeial Counsel Kranz 
intevieewed both L.A.F.D. Officers Rozzi and Wright in separate 
interveews in November1, 1975. Rozzi and Wight had been on routine 
squad car patrol the evening of the assassinator in separate■squad 
cars, and had iaaeedately reported to the Ambassador Hotel upon 
dispatch alert of the shooting. Both offcjer's were then assigned 
duties in the Ambassador Hotel parking lot, checking Iceense plates 
of all vehicles leaving the premises. Several hours later, both 
officers were asked to stand shculitl watch within the kicchen 
area, keeping spectators away from the crime scene. At 
approximately 6:00 or 7:00 am. on June 5th, Associated Press 
photographer Waaiy Fong took pictures of Wight and Rozzi eointing 
to the hole. Both of^aere stated that at that time, in 1968, that 
the hole looked Ikke a bullet hole, but had no indicatOn that a 
biHet was inside the wood, and never saw a bullet inside the wood, 
and never made any reference to any of the investigatiee officers 
and criminalists pr'esent in the hotel that there was a hullet 
inside the wood. Additionrlly, neither offcer ever made any 
staeement to any of the reporter’s, press, or photographers in the 
kicchen that this was a bullet hole or a buHet. The officers went 
off duty approximate^ 8:00 a.m, June 5, and never returned to the 
Ambassador or the kiCchen area, and never inquired with any member 
of title L.A.P.D. as to the particular hole into which they were 
pointing. Both offers stated that they had been asked by several 
members' of the press and photographers to point at the eartiillrr 
hole so that the press, who had just recently been permitted back 
into the pantry for photographs about 6:30 a.m., could be given an 
oepootunily to take photographs of the kicohen pantry area.
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On December 8, 1975, the person who wrote the caption under
neath the Associated Press photo, Mr. Richard Strobel, was 
intevviewed by Speccal Counsel Kranz. Strobel stated that he was 
at that time, (June, 1968), the news photo editor of the Associated 
Press, and that he had writeer the caption underneath the photo
graph stating, "PolCeemen examine bullet still in the wood." 
Strobel stated that he had not taken the photograph and was not 
present when the photograph was taken, and that although the photo
grapher was an employee of the Associated Press, he could not 
identify the photographer and was unaware of any records that might 
exist which could provide such information. Adddtionally, Strobel 
stated to Kranz that he had no recollecton with respect to any 
chmmenncathnn that might have taken place between tiesstf and the 
photographer who took the photograph in question. Strobel felt 
that he may have had some conversation with the photographer, and 
thus he may have had some inclirati.on to write the paaticular 
caption that was distribuedd by the Associaeed Press. Howwver, 
Strobel did admit to Kranz that he had no knowledge that the police
men were technicians or iailistiss experts. Strobel stated that he 
could not definite! state that a bullet had ever been found in the 
wood on the night in question. And Strobel admiteed to Kranz that 
by statnng a conclusive fact of "the bullet in the wood", Strobel 
was viola^ng Associated Press directiees by making chnclbsionarl 
staeements without evidence or facts to justify the same.

Speecal Counsel Kranz also ineervieced the photographer who 
took the picture, Mr. Wany Fong, currently an A.P. photographer 
with the A.P. News Bureau in Los Angeles. Fong told Kranz that he 
took the picture in question as an A.P. employee on June 5, 1968, 
and that Fong did not remember any stateeent by any of the officers 
on the scene that the particular hole pointed at by Officers Rozzi 
and Wright was a bullet or bullet hole. Fong remembers taknng 
several photographs inside the kich^en and -pantry area, and that 
the picture of the officers ehinting to the hole was just one of 
several that he deliveeed back to his editor, Strobel, within the 
hour.

A subsequent ateempt to take an interviee dcpohSthon with Mr. 
Fong was blocked by Fong’s superiors at Associated Press, and it 
was stated to Kranz that the Associated Press was going to conduct 
its own inquiry as part of its wire service news articHe concerning 
the ptotogr'aph.

DiPierro Interviee

On December 10, 1975, Special Counsel Kranz intevviewed 
Angelo DiPierro concerning DiPierro’s 1975 descciethon of a "bullet 
hole" that DiPierro had observed on the pantry si.de of the center 
divider of the double doorway in the pantry area. DiPierro had 
observed this hole the day folhewing the assassinatoon. This hole 
was approximately 5'-8" to 5’-9" above ground level. In this in
terview with Kranz, DiPierro stated that it was "an apparent bullet 
t^le" to him, and he had seen the hole circeed, and had thought 
nothing of it. It was DiPierro’s ieeression that this was part of 
the crime scene investi gatoon by L.A.P.D., and that he never 
mentioned the hole to anyone in the subsequent days fhlhewing the 
shooting.
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Interviews with Carpenters 
Re Wood Panels ’

Subsequent to- the interview with DiPierro, the District 
Attorney's Office made an effort to locate the person or persons 
who extracted the wood seized by the L.A.P.D. from the crime scene 
on June 5, 1968. These two carpenters, who were formerly employed 
at the Ambassador■Hotel, were subsequently intervewwed by Deputy 
District Attorney Bozanich, and L.A.P.D. Officers Sartuche and 
McDDeitt. Carpenter Dale Poore stated in his December 1975 inter
view that he had been employed as a carpenter at the Ambassador 
Hotel on June 5, 1968. On that date he had been requested by two 
police offccers to remove', the wooden facing, which was less than 
one inch in depth, from the center post of the double door area on 
title pantry side of the door located at the west end of the pantry. 
Before removing that maateial, he stated in his interveew eSrt he 
had noticed two "apparent, bullet holes" on the east portoon (pantry 
side of the center post). Poore felt that these two holes were 
approximately four feet from ground level, with one about 4 inches 
higher than the other. But that after removing the wooden 
maaeeial, Poore did not recall looking to determine if the holes 
went through the maateial nor did he look at the underlying wood of 
the center post. The removed wood was immeeiately turned over to 
the two police offccers. Poore remembers that the removed wood was 
pine and the mdeelying wood was fir, with the removed wood being 
significantly softer in .texture than the lnderlying wood.

Carpenter Wesley Harrington was also interv•iewed by the same 
people and stated on December 16, 1975, that he was employed as a 
carpenter at the Ambassador Hotel on June 5, 1968, and that he had 
been responsible for building the center post of the double door 
area on the west si.de of the pantry by using a 4 by 4 inch base and 
a 3/4 inch facing, (pine wood had been used for the facnng and fir 
wood was used for the base). On June 5, 1968, while inspecting the 
pantry and surroundnng area to satisfy his curiousity, Harrington 
had noted "two apparent bullet holes" in the facing of the east 
portoon (pantry side) of the center post. He had then looked at the 
oppooste end of the center post to see if there had been any corres
ponding or "thtougS and through" hole on that side, and Harrington 
had observed none. He recalled that the next time he observed that 
area, .unfinsshed wood facnng was ataached to the center post. He 
did remember Mr. Poore's removal of the facing upon the L.A.P.D. 
request as a result of Dtnversattons with Mr. Poore.

Examination of Wood Samplings
Both carpenters stated that they did not see any bullets or 

any iniicatton of bullets lodged, in the wood. However, based on the 
staeements of L.A.P.D. Officers Rozzi and Wright, and witnesses 
DiPierro, Poore, and Harrington, the Los Angeles District 
Attorney's Office conducted a thorough search of the Ambassador 
Hotel kichhen-pantyy area in December, 1975, and seized wood 
fadings' and underling wood of the dtoi’ways which wen part of or 
adjacent to the pantry area. These wood samplings were examined by 
scirnnific analysis i.n the early months of 1976, and indica^d no 
evidence that any bullet or bullet fragment had been freed through 
the wood panelnngs or wood facings.
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Castellano Argument: 
More than Eight Bullets

It should be noted that one of the most feequent critics of 
the Kennedy assassination evidence, Mrt. Lillsan Castellano, hat 
bated much of her thesis on the argument that more than eight 
bullets were fieed. In many periodicals and papers published by
Mrs. Caatellano, she had frequently shown pictures of the two 
L.A.P.D. officers in the A.P. wire photograph, and a photograph 
taken by a Mr. John Clemente of the wooden jamb on the center 
divider between the two padded twfngnng doors through which Senator 
Kennedy and his party had entered the pantry ar’ea after leavwg the 
Embassy Room. This same wooden jamb of the center divider was where 
two holes had been surrounded by inked circees, containnng number’s 
and letters. These are the same circeed holes that had been photo
graphed during the course of the investigation, two of the most 
prominent photos being L.A. Coroner Noguc'hi, and DeWayne Woofer, in 
separate photographs, pointing to the circeed holes. These are the 
same circled holes descrbbed as ’’reported bullet holes” in FBI 
phitigi’spher Greiner's one-page report i’etsated under the Freedom 
of Inforostion Act in 1976. It was this particular wood famine that 
had been removed by the L.A.P.D. with the sssfsaanct of csrptotti’s 
Haarington and Poore. In the Caattlaand pubbicstions, both the 
photographer John Clemente and the witness’s, John Shirley, had been 
under the impres^on that these holes were caused by bullets, and 
were evidence that another bullet had hit and penetrated the wood. 
CaaStlland has suggested that the L.A.P.D removed bullets foom the 
wdddtn Dammes and placed the bullets on Sirhan’s car seat, thus 
accouoting for the wood trac:ings found on the bullets. •

An intensive teveo-ilour examination of the Ambassador Hotel ' 
kichhen ar’ea was conducted on December 18, 1975. The exaInination . 
was conducted by the District Attorney's Office, the L.A.P.D., and 
criminalists from the Los Angeles Shheiff’s Office, and the 
CaSifornia Department of Justice.. In rtfeeenct to staeements con
cerning possible bullet hoi.ess in wdddtn structural areas in the 
pantry ar’ea, an intensive search was made for these bullets and for . 
any tangible evidence of their presence. One particular ar’ea - 
searched was the center post between the swinging dddrt separating ’ 
the pantry from the backstage ar’ea of the Embassy Rddo. The lower 
stctlion part of the same double swinging door Damme was also 
searched. AdiifionaSly, the door Damme between the Embassy Room
stage and the pantry walkway was searched. This also had been the 
subject of accusatoons of more bullets by critcss, particularly by 
Mrs. Caatelland.

No spent bullets or faagments were found. No tangible .
evidence of previous spent bullets or fsagoeots we ire found. Some
portions of the wood and plaster were removed for laboratory exami
nation, but thi.s examination did not indicate the presence of any • 
bullet or bullet fsagoeots. Finally, the object that had been
pointed to in the A.P. photograph of L.A.P.D. offccers Rozzi and
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Wright in a door frame between the stage and the walkway to the 
pantry the very object that had been identified in the caption as a 
bullet, was by virtue of the December, 1975, search identifeed to 
be a nail which was removed for preservation after the December 
search. However, Special Counsel Kranz was unable to determine 
whether the lower sectoon wooden famines on the double swinging 
doors inspeceed in 1975 were the same wooden fammes containing 
circeed hoi.es, photogaahedd and removed in 1968. -

Woofer and the L.A.P.D. had no records to slbstaitiaCe 
whether these door jambs and wooden famines were still in existence, 
or had been destroyed along with the cei^ng panels and x-ray 
analysis in 1969 after Sirhan’s trial. Furthermore, there were no 
records to indicate if these wooden famaes containing the circeed 
holes had ever been retunned to the Ambassador after the 1968 
inspection. Woofer could not reiall.

It should be emphasized that the cei^ng panels with the 
three bullet holes (two entry, one exit), and the wooden fumes 
wth the circeed holes, and Woofer's trajectory analysis, were never 
maddened as evielciie at trial. ’ 

_ Adeetioialyy, Speeca! Counsel Kranz was never able to f’nd to 
his satisfaition an explanation as to why two bullets with traces 
of wood were found on titre front seat of Sirhan’s car. But it must 
be emphasized that these bullets, when tested and inspeceed by the 
baalistccs experts i.n their 1975 examination, were found to have 
the same class and gross characterises as the other bullets. No 
expert ever suggested that these two bullets had been shot by a 
second gun.

The 1975 investigator at the crime scene again apparently 
irnframed the findings of the original ficaaacs and ballises ex
perts who stated that only one gun had been freed in the pantry on 
the night of the asslssinltion. It should also be noted that 
Speedl Counsel! Kr^z made his own personal investigate of the 
Ambassador kicceen area in October, 1975, ’pending several hours 
exlaining the kiCchei area and door faame, and found no evidence of 
any bulfet fragments or bullet inecitltiins in the wood paneling or 
i.n the door flaac. ■ 

- „^ the book Speedl Unit Senator, by Robert Houghton, who had 
been Chief of Detectives f'or the L.A.P.D., D.eWayue Woofer stated on 
page 97, "There’’ ’’I11 a e of work to be done concerning the 
ki.cheen ar>ea crime scene. We’ve been over the kichhen area twice, 
and are going at l.eact one more time. It i.s unbelievable how many 
damn holes tee are in that kicheen ieilini. Even the doors have 
hee in them, which can be mistaken for bullet holes. We have 
three bullets that deeinitely came foom the gun taken from Sir’Cai, 
one from Kennedy, one from Goodstein, and one foom Weesel. At this 
point I ^n’t be too sure about the rest of the ballistiss evidence. 
We have bulILet fragments from Kennedy’s head but right now all I can 
SayJfrr ^uT’, ic that they’’ Mini-Mag brand aaaanitirn, the same 
kind that Sirhan is suaarsed to have bought, and the kind that's i.n 
tCe_rthcr victim’. A’ to the trajectory of the bullets, our pre- 
linnary examination shows one bullet fieed foom less than rnc 
inch, into the head of the Sennaor."
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''We’ve booked two ceiling panels and two boards from the door 
frame as evidence, but these have to be double checked to be sure 
they contain holes through which bullets passed. We swept the 
kiCchen fooor twice, once on a^rnnig on the scene a’d o^e later 
the same day of the crime. We’ve been over -every inch of the floor, 
walls, and ceil’ng, looking for marks a’d lodged bullets. We’U go 
over the area at least one’ more.”

Additionally, i.n 1971, DeWayne Woofer fieed a several million 
dollar libel suit against Barbara Warner Blehr, and in the course 
of the deposstton which Blehr took of Woofer, the question of 
bullet holes in wood panelings arose. It was Wooler’s repeated 
statements in the ieporStion that the L.A.P.D. investigator a’d 
his own personal investigatOn revealed that Sirhan tedsWt eight 
bullets, seven of which had been found, and that they, Cimsslf, a’d 
the L.A.P.D. investigators, . had found no bulOO in the w^d 
paneling, either the subject of the Associated Press photogr’aph, or 
the numerous holes that had been circled and photographed 
throughout the kicchen and pantry area. Wofer rosined ^nsOOnt 
in his original evaluatOn of bullet holes, pathway and tra’ectory, 
that had been submitted as a progress report July, 1968. In further’ 
staeements to Mrs. Blehr in the dtpouituon, Woofer stated there 
were many holes in the woodwork, on the swinging door, caused by 
other objects. All of these holes had been explored in 1968, and no 
bullets had ever been found. Furthermore, as a ^t^ of pre
caution, Woofer stated all of these hol.es and indtntatioss had been 
circ’ed by L.A.P.D. people arrivnng at the setnt and during the 
course of their invtstigrtuon in the hours frlOowing the shooting 
:of Senator Kennedy and the various victims.

Additirnally, Woofer stated that the door jamb on do°rs going 
into the kicchen, where the swinging doors were, was the subject of 
examination in which Woofer took a knife and cut into the hole to 
deter’mine whether there was anything insdde the hole. 
Speeifically, Woofer stated to Blehr, "We ^n’t probe, bterust if 
there was bullets I wouldn't want to scratch or damage the bullet.to 
see what was in the back or what was in the Colt. We took a knife 
and cut into the Colt or whatever we Cad to do, and we went to the 
Coles and saw what was i.n tCtrt. And if we Cad found -something 
naturally we would Cave immeedately photographed it. But we did 
not f’nd anything.” On another subject, Wolfer told BltCr that Ce 
could not recall in 1971 whether they Cad taken portions of tCt door 
fam and x-rayed them and returned them to tCt Ambassador Hotel 
aftewwards. But that he did recall removing tCt ceil’ng panels and 
booking them into property i.n the L.A.P.D. i.n 1968, but sit tCat 
time, in 1971, he Cad no idea whether tCt ceil’ng panels were still 
i.n tCt property division of L.A.P.D. On October 11, 1971, i-n tCt 
intereepartatntal eurrepuondeece foom tCt L.A.P.D. Buard uf Inquiry 
on the Woofer aaattr to Chief of Police Ed Davis, it was stated that 
an i.nsetct;uon of tCt ceil’ng tiles removed foom tCt pantry and a 
study of the scCisaaaic diagram showing tCt tralectory of th’ 
bullet freed by Sirhan, refuted tCt conti'toon of both Mrs. BltCr
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and William Harper. Harper had alleged tihat there had been two 
different firieg positions on the evening in question. The 
L.A.P.D. report stated tihat the slug tihat penetraedd the ceiinng 
tile was freed froa a position traced to the top of the steaa table 
where Sirhan was observed firnng. It was argued tihat the steep 
upward traeectory of the shot that penetraeed the clilinn tile was 
the result of the struggle during Sirhan’s apprehension.

Howeeer, in tesrimony before the Los Angeles City CounnCl in 
August 1975, Assistant Chief of Police Daryl Gates, stated that 
these cetin^g panels had been destroyed in 1969 iaaeedately fol
lowing the trial. The destruction of the cliline panels and other 
non-nntooUueed court evidence was unexplanned but an important dis
crepancy arose. The 1971 interdeepartaental uoeltPlooleuee to 
Chhef Davis apparently made reference to cliline tiees. Whether 
records of the 1968 seizure and the 1969 destroyed ceilinn tHes 
were used to verify the 1971 departmental uor‘lssonoleule ' is not 
certain at this tiae.

0ne other area concerning bullets that became an issue, pae- 
tccularly to WilMaa Harper, was the photograph of Peoole’s 48, the 
KlnnlOly death buUlet. The photograph itself, People’s 49, was an 
enlarged aainifrcition of People’s 48. The lnrlose of the enlarged 
photogi•'iph was to show tihe stall gold areas on tihe fragmented death 
bullet sO the potential witness, particularly, DeWayne Woofer at 
trial, could testify as tio tihe ini mag lmmanntion content. It was 
expected tihat these indicltions of mini mag figments would show 
that the flagments themselves had been freed from a wlllon bearing 
the same rif^ng slelCfCcatinn as tihe Sirhan wlllon. AddOrionaily, 
this Sirhan wlllon was also shown to have already freed tihe other 
^l^-ts in questoon and tihe more rOlntrfiable bullets, People’s 47, 
52, ln0 54. Therefore, the photograph, People’s 49, was to be rlnustritlve of Wooer’s testimony. Interestingly though, Defense 
Counsel Grait Cooper objected to tihe lresentation of People’s 49 on 
the ground tihat an ilnsstiatinn of the nature of the Kennedy Oeate 
bunllt would lrejuOCce the jury. Prosecutor Dave Fitt-agued that 
the People were lnnrtled to present this neuettary part of the 
prosecution^ case. It was Cooper who stlpuialed at trial that tihe 
gun was "held as closely as the witness (in this case Woofer) wanted 
to testify it was held." Coopers intent upon ttilnlrtion of 
muzz^ (instance was to keep any infiaaatory testimony concerning 
tihe actual firing of tihe weapon by Sirhan away from tihe jury.

AddOtionaily, Defense Counsel Grant Cooper ttipuialed that 
People’s 55 (mrtmlrkfd envelope) could be received into evidence 
after lrotlcutor Fitts had atkeO Woofer that tihe envelope haO 
Clrtirn eritinn, "perhaps in your handweiting, Oois it not?" 
Before Wolfer could lnt^er, the ttilnlltion was made, and the 
mis!markeO envelope was received into evidence.
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The Polka Dot Dress Girl

Sandra Serrano, intevviewed by Sander Vanocur on television 
shootly after the assassination, reported that she heard gun shots 
in t;iie pantry of the Ambassador and shortly thereafter a girl in a 
polka dot dress and a man passed her on^an outside fire escape 
yelling, "We shot him." It was for this reason that souind tests 
were conducted by DeWayne Woofer with the now controversial second 
gun obtained from L.A.P.D. Property Divisoon to determine whether 
these shots could have been heard audibly by Miss Serrano at a time 
of complete turmool and chaos in the Ambassador Hooel, title time 
immeeiately frliewing the shooting. The sound t^t^ (firnng of title 
second gun in the kicohen area) were made to determine if a weapon 
freed in the kicchn area could be bear'd on tihe east fire escape of 
tihe Embassy ballooom, where Serrano said she was standing when she 
heard shots freed. Sound level meter reading of approximately 1/2 
decibel change iniicaied a person would not be able to hear a weapon 
freed in tihe kicheen area from tihe fire escape. The sound test 
proved that Miss Serrano was unable to hear these particular shots. 
Adiitirnally, Miss Serrano later admitted in separate interver’ 
with several invistigating officers in title suimmer of 1968 that the 
report of the polka dot dress girl had been pure fabrication on her 
part. Kranz found nothing in his own invistggatiih to confirm 
Serrano’s original version of a lady in a polka dot dress yelinng 
’We shot him." -

Jerry Owen, The Religoous Preacher

Jerry Owen stated that he had picked up a man whom he iiin- 
tffiei as Sirhan tihe day before the assassinatoon, and Sirhan had 
offered to purchase a horse foom Owen. This was approximately 6:00 
p.m., June 3, 1968. Sir*tian’s mother, Mary, reported that her son 
had been home that day watching televison foom 4:30 p.m. and 
throughout tihe remainder of tihe evening. . Additionally, Mr. Owen 
was unable to pass a lie detector test given by tihe San Francisco 
Police Department later that suimmer concerning his story that he 
had been with Sirhan title day before tihe assassinatoon.

. Sale of Ammunition *
. at Lock, Stock & Barrer~Gunshop

Salesman Mr. Larry Arnot had told police that on June 1, 1968, 
he, Arnot, had sold four boxes of ammuuitiLon tio Sirhan and two other 
dark foreign loo^ng males who we ire present with Sirhan at tihe time 
of the purchase. Subsequent' intevveews and investigators proved 
that Arnot confused the two people with other men who had been in 
title stri’i on tihe day previous to June 1. Adiitirnally, Arnot later 
admiteed he could not really in fact recall whether tihe two people 
were in fact with Sirhan. Polygraph tests administered to Arnot 
rifiecied that he was being untruthful.
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Ambassador Employee Anti-Kennedy

An Ambassador Hotel employee, who had stated that he had been 
a "militant anti-Kennedy person", was allegedly observed by two 
witnesses, Fred Droz and Judy Groves, ie the Ambassador Hotel 
vicinity of the Colonial Room between 11:00 p.m, and midnight on 
June 4. Subsequent investigate revealed that this employee, who 
was aieegedly a strong anti-ennnedy person, was mooonighting on a 
job as a security officer at a buildnng in Hollywood, from 6:00 
p.m., June 4 untl weH after midnight June 5, 1968. He was not 
present at the Ambassador at the time of the shooting. ■

Possible Commmnnst Infreence of Sirhan

SpeeCal Counsel Kranz has found absolutely no evi.deecl to in
dicate that there was any Communest infreencl, or Communnst Party 
activity, that direded or i.nfreenced Sirhan in his murder of 
Senator Kennedy. The only indication of any contact with the 
Communnst Party that can be found in the extensive invlstigatiens 
occured on May.2, 1968, when Sirhan met with a former school frinnd 
and member of the Commmnnst Party. However, ievlitigatVle agencies 
from the L.A.P.D. and the F.B.I. intevviewed the Commu^st Party 
member concerns the fact that he and Sirhan had had dirmer at 
Bob’s Big Boy Restaurant at Pasadena, on May 2, 1968. It was deter
mined that the Coummnest Party member, while attendnng Pasadena 
City College, had bKKe involved with certain organizatonns, and had 
kno>en Sirhan in classes. During the conversation on May 2, the 
Communnst Party uemUbr■ explaened the various fuections of the 
Communnst Party to Sirhan, and a brief discussiom was hold co^ 
cerning the pooitical situate in the United States and in the 
Middle East. The Communnst Party uKubKr denied, and this has bKKe 
verified through informants, that any ateempt was made to recruit 
Sirhan into the Communnst Party. The Communnst Party uKubKr stated 
that he did not feel that Sirhan would be a fit subject for the 
Communnst Paaty. And the Communnst Party member states empha
tically that no mention was made concerning Senator Kennedy or any 
possible assassination. All ietellieence agencies reported no 
ueubnr of the Sirhan family had ever bnnn connncted with any 
indivdduals or orgaeizations related to the Comm^dt Party with 
the exceptonn of this one unuber at the one meeting at Bob’s Big Boy 
on May 2, 1968.
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Look-alike for Sirhan

A look-alike for Sirhan was observed running foom the kiCchen 
area immekiately folding the shooting. This look-alike was 
alkegedly carring a rifle case. It was determined, after extensive 
investigation and interveeos, that the subject, an employee of a 
book store in Los Angeles, a collector of poMtical memooabilia, 
had roieei up a poster- of Senator Kennedy at the time he was 
observed lervOng the kiCcheo area. The campaign poster had been 
roieei up in a tubular shaped object. Senator Kennedy had auto
graphed the particular poster for this subject. The subject had 
been handcuffed at the time of the shooting and ineevveowed by 
investigators and subsequently released.

Allegation That Sirhan Attended 
A Peace & Freedom Party Meeting

It was aiegged by one person that this person had observed 
Sirhan at a May 21 , 1968., meeting of the Peace and Freedmm Party. 
That particular person who stated this aieegatonn was given a poly
graph examination, and the polygraph test 'indicated quite strongly 
that this person was not being honest.

Other Investigators .

Io addi^on Ito personal iottrveoos, investigate offers 
from the several police and iottllitonct agencies contacted.places 
of employment, places of amusement and r'tcrtatioo where Sirhan was 
anegod Ito have attended, and all areas of his personal, busi.ness 
and academic liee were researched to determine whether there might 
be any possible tvi.denct to substantaaee a conspiracy. None was 
ever found. . .

A newsman, Peter Noyes, in a 1973 book entitled, "Legacy of 
Doubt," has sueets■ted a strong Innk exists between the strange 
crlncitocees of ptrsonoritees involved in both It hie assassinator of 
Robert Kennedy and President Johin Kennedy in Danas. In an inter
view with Spe^al Counsel Kranz, Noyes admitted that his research 
and investigat^n dealt 95% into the President Kennedy meater, of 
which he is crnvi.nctd there are still several uoaoswtred questions, 
but that both his editors and publishers ha.d suggested that he 
include one chapter of It he 20 chapters in It hie book to discuss the 
Robert Kennedy murder. Noyes felt there was still the poisSbility 
that Sirhan was involved i.n strange, occult forces and 
oreanizations active in the Southern Cclifiroia ar’ea.
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Sirhan Memory Blackout ’

Throughout the entire baaiistics hearnngs and court exa
mination of both DeWayne Woofer and the seven baaiistics experts, 
and throughout the entire negotiatinns procedure of the several 
lawyer’s represents the various parties to the action, Sirhan’s 
attorney, Godfrey Isaac, maintanned a very dignifeed attttedi, 
methodical in his cross examination, but rescanned in his personal 
observations concerning to he original motions for testing and exa
mination of the exhibits.

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

Sirhan had made several incriiinrting staeements immedeately 
fhlhowing the shooting ^f Senator Kdnndey, staeements to Rafer 
Johnson, Jess Unruh, and several intdrhogrtigg and investigator 
police officers and deputy district attorneys (previously stated in 
this report). Adeeti•onally, Sirhan had screamed an emooional 
outburst at the trial, outside the presence of the jury, "I kiied 
Robert Kennedy with 20 years maaice aforethought;," and Sirhan 
later repeated this quote in front of the jury. However, during the 
past few years, there has been considerable spdculrtion that Sirhan 
had "blacked out" on the night in question. Addetionrlyy, several 
crimes of the assassinatoon investigation, alhhuggh not neces- 
carily two-gun advocates, have suggested the poicCbiiity that 
Sirhan had been hypnotized, had been progrmmmed into coimiitting the 
kilning, had been an instumnent of a foreign or sinister plot to 
annanninaee Senator Kennedy, that Sirhan was i.n short, the ideal 
"Manchurian Candidate." The cruel irony that Senator Kennedy had 
spent the day of his death at the Malibu bdrch hhund of movie 
dit'ictit John Frankenheimer, the eirictit of the superb film, 
"Manchurann Candeeate," only seemed to what the appetite of 
conspiracy buffs.

Recently, however paaticularly in light of the notoriety given 
events surrounding the twogun controversy, new thdories rdgrte:Lng 
the Kennedy rssrssinrtOon have rtisdn. Robert Kaiser, author of 
the book "R.F..K. Must Die", felt that Sirhan had been psycho
logically progammraed by pernons -unknown to fine on command, and 
that Sirhan did not realize who he was kilUng. Addetihnrlly, 
psychologist and hypnonin expert Da. Eeurad Simson - Kallas, who 
conducted tests on Sirhan in San Quentin ptChon in 1969, has 
recently stated that Sirhan was a kind of "Mmchurann crneieate 
hypnh-phgtaam^lde to shoot Senator Kennedy."
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Simson explains that Sirhan’s hypno-programmed mind.is like a 
vault and that once the combination is found to unlock it, Sirhan 
might ie able to name other’s responsible for the Robert Kennedy 
murder, including his programmer. Dr. Simson also subscrbbes to 
the theory advocaeed iy Dr. Diamond at trial that the hypnosis of 
Sirhan on the murder night was proiaily self induced, noting that 
there were many mirrors on the Ambassador Hotel walls useful for 
that purpose. It should ie emphasized that Sirhan had conducted 
many experiments on himseef, using a Rooscrucian concept of self 
hypnosis and mind over meater. These experiments were conducted in 
his own home i.n Pasadena, and intensified i.n the several weeks 
prior to the assassination. Dr. Simson has also stated that he 
feels the notebook of Sirhan, including his diarees and ’everal 
incriminating statements, are forgeries. Dr. Simson is apparently 
the only person to have advocated this theory, as no one at trial in 
any way controverted the statements or the written reports, diartes 
and notebooks of Sirhan.

In the personal investigator conducted iy Specsial Counsel 
Kranz, exhaustvve efforts were made to trace any and all theorees 
regarding the possible hypnosis, and mind control on Sirhan iy 
several iroanizatinns or individuals. Much of this investigateon 
deaat with conspiracy leads and the like, iut no evidence of any 
nature was ever discovered that would indicate that Sirhan had i.n 
any way ieen hypnooized, programmed, coaauUerized into a 
"Manchuraan Cannddate" to assassinate Senator Kennedy. Though 
there is no indicateon at this time that Sir tian was operating 
within a conspiracy, or had ieen prog^mi^d iy outside forces or 
hypnotized, it is the recommendation of Specca! Counsel Kranz that 
Sirhan continue to serve every day of his natural If! i.n a 
Ccaifornaa prison. It is always conceivaily possiile that Sirhan 
has taken a vow of sHence and has refused to discuss whatever 
mooivatoons were present i.n his mind. It is most interletigg that 
i.n the past f'ew year’s the Sirhan defense has changed foom one of 
open admission of the shooting of Senator Kennedy to one of a 
"memory ilaikiut,” and an attempt to fted out what occurlid on the 
night in question. Specca! Counsel Kranz asked peraissOon of 
Sirhan’s attorney, Godfrey Isaac for a chance to interveew the 
deflndrnt Sirhan. Mr. Isaac gave approval, iut wished to receive 
plraission from his client, Sirhan, and at the date of this final 
report, Kranz has still ieen unable to interveew Sirhan.

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

These volumes reflect an intensiee and exhaustvve research in- 
vlstiortion conducted iy the L.A.P.D. concerning the murder of 
Senator Kennedy. They reflect lxtrairdinaly work and effort, and
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with the exception of the ballistics documentation, these files 
reflect an outstanding job of team effort and research. It recent 
years, many people have advocated in court petitoons and requests 
that these ten volume sumneains be released for public inspector. 
Speecal Counsel Kranz recommends that, upon editing of the 
particular fiees of personal histories and. private sensitive maater 
that might be nebarassing to witnesses, potential suspects, and 
subjects (whose cooperat^n was lssential to the police and 
itvlctigltiee agencies) that the ten viluen summary be reeaased to 
the general public.

The events in recent years, particularly the Congressional 
itvlctlgatitns into givnrnennt secrecy and deceppion, make it 
imperative that public agencies and itctituiiinc retain the 
confieence and trust of the public. The refusal of public 
agencies, and in this insaance the Los Angeles Police Department, 
to open inv^tigatiee fUes on a maier that has been officially 
closed undermines faith in law enforcement.

Unlike the L.A.P.D., the Los Angeles District Attorney's 
Office has iinsCftlntll held its fleas and reports on the Sirhan 
ealtlr open to tihe public at all times. During the special inves- 
tigltiot conducted by Speecal Counsel Kranz, numerous critccs, 
including Ted Charach, Tom Thomson, editor of the L.A. Vanguard, 
and colum^st Jim Horowitz, often looked at tihe District Attorney's 
fUes, reports, and ittlrview sheets foom the invlctigltinn 
conducted over the past eight years. The policy of openness 
r’lf^ecnid by the District Attorney's Office should be nmmulated by 
tihe L.A.P.D., and tihe ten vilumn summary should be reeaseed to the 
general public. The argument that such records of a police inves- 
tigltiot are exempted from forced iisciosure under tn hie statu Pubbic 
Records Act i.s moot since there, is no longer an on-going investi
gation in tihe eeltlr.

. As the Los Angeles Times has lditirialieed, perhaps r’lpreslt- 
tltivec of the County Bar Association could reveew and excise the 
ten v^u^ summary, and delete personal histories, and slnsStivl 
mlltlrs that might be eeebarassing to the several witnesses and 
people interiewwed. In light of tihe unexplanned destruction of 
ieiling panels and x-ray ltalysis, and i.n Mght of the lack of 
thorough documentatiot i.n the lallistics report, and the de- 
ctruititn of the iintrivelsial sncind gun used to conduct muzzle 
diclancl and soui ksts by DeWayne Woofer, and the contiming 
doubts expressed by conspiracy buffs or the eisinOormed, tihe 
failure to release tihe tun volume summary will only contribute to 
doubt and suspicion. More impootantly, public faith and cinfdntnce 
i.n law enforcement and pubic incttlutiiss is an lcsennill nleennt 
fir t;hl curvival of any society. It i.s, of course, a legitima! 
purpose for investiga^ee agencies to retain slcrlt fiees on 
potential suspects in areas regarding tlrrorCem, sabotage, threats 
to ivees and property, and assault and potential vi.olencl against
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public officials. However, the Robert Kennedy investigation, even 
though aleays subject to lei.ng reopened i.n light of new evidence, 
has leen officially closed. Theeefore, refusal to release these 
ten volumes will only undermine the credibility of public agencies 
and detract from their credibility. Speecal Counsel Kranz 
emphasizes that there is no evidence within the ten volume summmry 
that suggests that defendant Sirhan-did not commit the crime alone, 
acting on his own, without any infUencce from other personnaitees, 
or ideological organizatoons.

Other Recommendatonns ly Speecal Counsel Kranz 
Preservation of Evidence

It should first le clearly stated that no actual evidence ever 
intooduced before the Grand Jury or at the trial of Sirhan has every 
leen destroyed. Howweer, during the September, 1975 lamination of 
DeWayne Woofer it was discovered ly representatvess from the County 
Clerk’s Office that a fragment from one lullet exhhblt was missing. 
Nevertheless, all the ieems, lallistcss evidence'and exhhblts, and 
transcripts and testimony haw been sirtject to contiming court 
order’s finest initlaeeO on June 7, 1968, ly Judge Arthur Alarcon, 
further ordered ly trial Judge Heebert Weaker i.n May 1969, and 
covered ly continunag orders issued ly Judge Charles Loring i.n 
1972, and Judge Alfred McCouutney in 1974. ■

The Los Angeles Police Department admitted that ceilnng tiees 
and panels with lullet holes, entry and exit holes, and x-rays of 
the same ceiliing panels, an0.possible spectrographic analysis of 
lullets which Roofer testifeed he may have prepared, Hl were des
troyed. In essence, the Sirhan defense at trial was hltimacily one 
of diminiheed capacity, with counsel and defendant Sirhan loth 
aOmitting that Sirhan has freed the weapon.

However, the destructonn of these relevant maaeeicli, paati- 
cularlywhen the biitill .stages of Sirhan’s appeal had not yet leen 
fieed lefore the appelate court i.n 1969, reflects a serious lack of 
judgment ly the lutaoriteis who destroyed such maaeeial.. In answer 
to the argument that the coneinued presereatiim of all meate^!’ 
and i.eems, no matter how lulky and cumhersome, would prove a 
physical imihiiibiliey for the County Clerk’s Office and police 
agencies, a reainnabl.e time limit during the course of the appeals 
hroceOure ihoulO le eseabliaheO as a necessary period to preserve 
Hl maaeeilli and teems relevant to the case. Included i.n such 
policy would le a directive that no evidence, including the 
maCericls that had not actually leen intooduceO at the trial, lut 
could have legiiimate reewance and maaterality on appeal, could le 
destroyed pending the comppetion of the appeal proceii.

In the Sirhan matter, alaUough diminiahed capaccty was a maaor 
defense, i.n light of the fact that Peoohe's 48, the lullet eact 
actually kiieed Senator Kennedy, could never le ^£3’1^^

- 53 -



identified and linked to the 'Sirhan gun due to the fragmented cuo- 
dition of the billet, any ggaerials that dealt with trajectories 
and bullet paths, particularly ieggs with actual bullet holes in 
them, should have been preserved in the sage manner as Hl trial 
evidence, subject to the superior court judges orders.

It should be the duty of appropriate agencies, particularly 
t;tie County Clerk's Office, under the jlrisdiction of court order’s 
in Hl criminal ggaters-, to preserve Hl evidence under the court’s 
jlrisdiction, and evidence that could conceivably be galetill and 
relevant to title case on appeal. It is crucial that exhibits and 
essennial evidence that could be tested, examined, and used for 
later appeals, be preserved. The policy should be implemented, 
with the cooperatoon of Hl law tn•fortggent agencies and the County 
Clerk's Office and tihe Superior Coort, to preserve such ieems on a 
non-destructiee basis pending tihe appeal of a particular case.

The stcune .22 revolver used by DeWayne Woofer on June 11, 
1968, to conduct sound tests and muzzle distance tests was subject 
to a state law rnquirOna tihe destruction of Hl weapons used in the 
commiss:Lon of a crime one year after apprehension of the wtlpun. 
There is certainly reasonable cause for tihe existence of such a 
law, and aliUrugh it is the opinion of Speeca! Counsel Kranz that a 
court order should have been obtained in 1968 to remove tihe Sirhan 
weapon from tihe jurisdiction of tihe Grand Jury tio use. tihe lctull 
weapon itself for potential sound tests and muzzle tests, .tihe fact 
that a second .weapon was used made that particular weapon instu- 
mentH and oecesslry for tihe trial of Sirhan. Therefore, tihe 
destruction of this weapon, al.iOrugh i.n accordance with state law, 
again refeeceed a lack of judgment. The second .22 r’ciuLicr, due to 
its use i.n tests meatHa and relevant tio tihe cunviction of Sohan, 
was a necessary iem under the court's jlrisdiction, and therefore 
oecesslry for any appeal on behalf of Sirhan. A court order should 
have been obtained by both defense and prosecution counsel to pre
serve tihe weapon from destruction i.n 1969.

’ Independent Crime Laboratory

Dr. Robert Jullona, president of tihe Aggrican Academy of 
Forensic Sciences, has stated that one of his principal concerns 
during the bHlistiss examination of tihe Sohan ralatcr was the fact 
that, in his opinion, standard procedures for testnng .of freaarms 
are not being foloowgd i.n tihe police departments i.n tihe country. It 
has been tihe recommendation of Dir. Jullona and sevgra other crimi
nalists within tihe Academy, particularly two-gun advocate Wiliamm 
Harper, that crime laboratories be divorced from the jlrisdictioo 
of police departments. EssseOially, several of the criminalists 
and experts fee there is a tenda.ncy to place banisHcs and fim- 
ar’gg experts ^do tihe paeggur’e of police department jlrigdiction, 
which can pos;s:ibly lead tio paedetermoned angwnag under such 
pressure.
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It should be emphasized that Special Counsel Kranz has found 

no indication to show that any criminalist operating within the 
jurisdiction of the Los Angeles Police Department, in the Scien
tific InvestigatOn Dividon, or civil service employees operating 
within the S.I.D. Division, have i.n any way served or are i.n any way 
acting under pressure from the Los Angeles Police Department. 
Also, despite the probeems that arose in the Sirhan matter m- 
cerning batlistiss and freaarms ideniifCcttion, and the lack of 
thoroughness in regards to spectographs, photographs, and written 
documents, there is nothing to indicate that DeWayne Wolfer or any 
other criminalist involved in the cases conducted investigators 
while under pressure from any police department tutholatiec.

Howweer, i.n light of the fact that there are several polOe. 
agencies within the poetical juaisdiition of Los Angeles County, 
including the Los Angeles Shheiif’s Office and the L.A.P.D., and in 
Igght of the overlapping juaisdiitirtl problems inherent in such 
difeering police agencies, it is the recommendation of Special 
Counsel Kranz that an independent crime laboratory be csttblSieed 
within Los Angeles County to serve the needs of all police agencies 
and prosecution agencies in Los Angeles County. By removing crime 
laboratories foom under the direct juaisdiitioi of the police 
department, criminalists working in these laboratories would 
operate in a much more i.ndependent environment. The County 
Coroner’s Office operates with its own independence, and has not 
been subject to any poUticd or police pressure. Likewise, an 
independent crime laboratory would be of greater assistance to 
police and prosecution in the course of justcee i.n all criminal 
cases. Such a ltblrttlry would undoubtedly be under the close 
scrutiny and supervise of the County Board of SuppeVisors. 
Moreover, as part of the budget analysis of County government, 
serious thought should be given to the merger of all police crime 
ltblrttorees into one independent crime ltblattla,y if a result of 
such a merger would reduce expenses;.

Despite the integrity and dedicator of the several baaiistccs 
experts involved in the Sirhan erttcr, from DeWayne Woofer to the 
seven experts i.n 1975, and the other criminalists who were involved 
in past investigator and testimony, it is fair to say that the 
science of baaiistccs and iaieinalictCcs does not have any set 
guidelines operable i.n all the various crime laboratories 
throughout the copnitry. Esseentally, iaieiialictCcs, the col
lector, preservation and evaluation of trace evidence (macroscopic 
and microscopic), which can be used to ink an individual suspect 
to a. speecfc crime, is under an ever changing set of nuiicliees and 
pressures. Trtditilntlly, iaieinaaistiis incuude the flllowing: 
finneapaints; tool marks and factrems idintifCcttion; the analysis 
of blood, hair, son, paints, fibers, fabrics, gltee, tire and
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other prints; photography; the matching of physical pieces; and 
natural and man-made products of any type that can possibly Unk 
the perpetrator to the scene of the crime. Techniques employed 
have been chemistry, optics, thin plate and gas chromatography, 
microscopy, spectrogaaphy, and more recently, neutron activation 
analysis, x-radiatonn procedure, and other spin offs from NASA, and 
the Department of Defense Technology. .

In light of the fact that criminalistics is becoming 
increasingly more sophistcaatdd with remarkable technological areas 
of endeavor, and the fact that no real gpidtlOnes of standard 
experience have been es-tabishhed in which to classify a particular 
criminalist as an "expert'", law enforcement officials and leaders 
of Los Angeles County Government should give serious cooisidtrr1tion 
Ito the creation of an independent crime laboratory. An independent 
laboratory would add to the due process and jpsticr oecessrry in 
all criminal trials. It is certainly an area of considtration for 
both police agencies, and the Criminal Courts Divisoon of the Los 
Angeles County Bar Association to work with county goverment in the 
discussion of a possible independent crime laboratory.

Baalistcs Hearing; '
Expetts',Statements Concerning Leaded Barrel

For the past several years, tspetiarly in light of the 1971 
Grand Jury report concerning the County Clerks custody of -the 
Sirhan case exhibits and the Sirhan weapon, there had been specu- 
lrtioo in some quarters that perhaps the exhibits have been 
tampered, subssituted, or damaged by any of the several persons who 
have examined the exhibits the past several years. The 1971 inves- 
tigrtion did reveal that certain parties had uoauthoritdd access to 
the exhibits due to the fact that the County Clerks Office had been 
somewhat negligent in filiowOng the Supe^or Court orders 
rtstrictOni access to the exhibits to counsel of record and such 
counsels representatives. However, it should be emphasized, that 
the County Grand Jury Reppot, and the suSetqutnt reports by the 
Chief AdminOiSrrtivt Officer, found no evidence- of any actual tam
pering, or damage to the rxhibSts. Moreover, the 1974 Baxter Ward 
hearings, and the 1975 Salllstics hearings, revealed that the 
bullets themselves were ssill i.n fairly recognizable condition, 
although DeWayne Woofer stated repeatedly in 1975 that the bullets 
themselves were darkened, talcing it almost imeossiSte to recognize 
his initials which he placed on the bullets i.n 1968.

However, all seven Sallistiss experts made repeated reference, 
both i.n their working ereers and on cross examination, to the fact 
that the Sirhan weapon, the .22 caliber revolver, had "ltrdiog" i.n 
the barrel. One expert, Paarick Garland, even went so far as to say
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that he though the weapon itself had been fired during the last 
several years, subsequent to DeWaynes Woofer’s test firing in 1968, 
and before the eventual test firnng by the experts in 1975.

Howwver, another panel expert, Loweei Bradford stated i.n a 
letter to Kranz on March 16, 1976, that there was a simple expla
nation for the "heavy leading." Bradford stated it was a typical 
case of a frequently freed bore that had remained uncleaned in 
stoaage for several years. Since the fouling i.n the barrel over a 
long time oxidizes, Bradford stated the crystals tended to grow 
with time and enhanced the visibility of the residue. And Bradford 
wrote that this is what was present at the time of examination by 
the panel i.n 1975. Bradford strongly states that such a leaded 
condition i.s not an'anomaly and that there was nothing to suggest 
tampering of the bore while i.n the custody of the L.A.P.D. or the 
County Clerk. Bradford concludes that good practice on the part of 
the crime laboratory should have provided a ireful cleaning wth 
an ratl-oxidrtioa coating i.n the bore, and Bradford states thi.s was 
not done. .

It must be remembered that Sirhan freed several hundred rounds 
of ammunntion on the afternoon of June 4, 1968. At the Ambassador 
Hotel, he freed eight copper coated hollow point minimag ammunntion 
bullets from the weapon. DeWayne Woofer then fined eight copper 
coated mini-mag hoioow point aumunntion bullets into the water 
tank. In 1975 the experts freed eight test bullets, the first two 
being copper coated, the next two being lead coated, and the final 
four being copper coated. All experts testifidd that the first two 
bullets, freed by the experts, the first two copper bullets freed, 
were extremely difficult to match with the weapon due to the 
severely leaded conditoon of the barrel.

Despite the several insaances of nnruthiriedd access of many 
people to the Sir1 hi an weapon and exhibits during the last several 
years, Sppecal Counsel Kranz fanis it nabelieverble that the weapon 
itself could have been actually freed while.in the custody of the 
County Clerk’s Office. Howweer, the observation by the County 
Clerk personnel of the various people examining the exhibits and 
bulled during the last several years was not always of high 
standard, and presumably, there could have been unauthoriedd 
tampering with the weapon. It would certainly be possible for a 
lead bumet, or a lead rod, to have been quickly moved through the 
barrel of the revolver. Such a process would, as testifeed by the 
seven baaiistcss experts in their 1975 hearing, remove the charac
teristics, both gross and individual, from the barrel mark itself 
and uakc it extremely difficult, if not iupoisSblc to match up any 
subsequently freed test bullets with the weapon and barrel. It 
should be emphasized that, despite the fact that a comparison 
microscopic test of the bullets (the original victim evi.dence
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bullets and the test fired bullets fired by Wolfer) conceivably 
might have been sufficient to match up the bullets with the Sirhan 
weapon, or at least one weapon alone, the several twogun advocates 
always demanded that the gun itself be test fieed.

It must be remembered that criminalists Harper and MacDonell 
never actually analyzed the victim or test fieed bullets with a 
comparison microscope.- Their process of investigatinn was 
primaaily by using a Ballsccan camera and photographs, the photos 
of which were then subsequently given to MacDonell in 1973. E^n 
during Supervisor Ward’s hearings in 1974, no tesiimony was given 
regarding a classical microscope test (the traditonnal ballistccs 
examination). In other words, the orchestration of doubt con
cerning the Sirhan case, and the demand that the gun itself be test 
fieed, increased in intensity despite the fact that no comparison 
microscopic test of the victim and evidence bullets had ever been 
conducted by anyone other than criminalist OeWayne Woofer. More
over, despite the fact that petitineess Paul Schrade and CBS 
requested such microscopcc examination in their August 1975 
petitoon, public opinion and public demand was such that the test 
fienng of the weapon became the prime concern and prime objective 
of the petitoon fieed befoi’e the Couut,.and in the public state
ments concerning the reopening of the Sirhan case.

It should also be emphasiedd that-the five baUOstics experts, 
who were ali.t to Innk bullets 47, 52, and 54 to having been fieed 
foom one gun and one gun alone, and the seven baHistcss experts who 
rdtniifled the gross and individual 'chaeacteeistcss present on all 
bullets (the evidence bullets, the 1968 and 1975 test fieed 
bullets), were able to base their conclusliss that there was no 
evidence of a stcond gun almost entirely on evidence that existed 
in 1968. Oue to the severe leaded cnicii■t.:ioi of the barrel, title test 
firnng of the weapon in 1975, and the eight test fieed bullets 
recoveeed in 1975, actually added very little to title actual idmti- 
fCcation of the three victim -bullets as having lttn shot by one 

■ weapon. (Five of the stvtn making this conclusion). The 1975 test 
fienng did establish similarity in gross and iiiividull chaiac- 
ttristCss, alhouugh not of a suffident number to polStiiely Mnk 
all the bullets with title Sirhan wtapnn itself.

Although Speed Counsel Kranz has no evidence of any 
tampering by any individual, it is eniretly possible, and is the 
opinion of Speed Counsel Kranz, that the severe leaded barrel was 
a condition that erstoeted the poossbility of iitniifCcltion of the 
ttstfitei bullets (as testiflii by the seven expeets). There is 
the poisSiility that over the past several years, people with 
either authorized or unauthorieed access to the exhibits and the 
weapon itself, may have ateempted to create doubt about the Sirhan 
case by ateempts to lead the barrel i.n vlrious ways. When the 
original theory of two guns are analyzed for what they were
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(previously stated in 'earlier parts of this report)', and the fact 
that defendant Sirhan has had a lengthy series of atOorneys and 
personaaities involved in his defense,,. and the fact th^ this casn 
has generated national attention causing a subssannial number of 
people to make ’ inquiries and inspect and examine the varoous 
exhibits and weapon., it cannot be ruled -out that them has been 
unauthorieed tampering with the exhibits. It is still an urre- 
solv'ed question, and one that •shuul.e be pUrsune by the District 
Attorney’s Office.’ • '

' COOCLUSOON

Due to the unique nature of this case and the notoriety and 
pubbicity given to the murder of Robert Kennedy, it i’ doubbfiil 
that the matter -will ever be closed. In the minds of the public, 
the very nature of a poOitical assess iratOrn is such that our pop- 
cultum will undoubtedly produce new theories aae scnnarios.
; .Questions of cowse still remain. Bwed™ the original 
physical -evidence, both i.n 1968 and in the present condition of the 
bullets, it is impossible to posstively match the speeific bullet 
which kind! Robert Kennedy, fragmented Peoples 48, to the Sirhan 
revolver. There i.s always the remote poossibiity that-^rh^ acted 
within a conspiracy, either overt or coveet. But the weight of 
evidence is overwhelmingly against this poossib-iity. Eyewitness 
testimony, baHistic and sciinrific evidence, and over six thousand 
separate i.nnevviwws conducted by numberous police and intillinrnce 
agernci.es over the past eight years, all substantaaee the fact that 
S'irhan acted'alone. Sirhan was convicted by a jury, the conviction 
being upheld by all-appellate courts in the state, and by the U. S. 
Supreme Couut. No evidence of any degree that could chaiemge the 
convictioa■ has ever been found by the appellate courts. Specbal 
Counsel Kranz has found no evidence, or poossibiity of evidence, of 
any coverup by- laiw 'erfObeement agenoi.es to protect their own repu- 
tatior or preserve the original conniitior. Kranz has found no 
indication that there was moire than one assassin, who may have 
freed" more - than one gun, with more than eight bullets.Specbal 
Counsel Kranz i.s buavi.ncee, foom all the evidence, that there was 
no sncund gunman, and that the original trial court verdict was 
correct.

Numerous people throughout the year’s have adv^aeed vaibou’ 
thnorins concerning the Sirhan case. The twogun aevucates, cua- 
spiracy theories, the ’’Manchurian Candidate’’ poisiiilities, the 
poos’bility of more than eight bullets being shot and found, all 
add to the moUiiltim of many people who are not convinced that 
Sirhan was the lone assassin. Speed Counsel Kranz has ateempted 
to interveww all of the aevucates of various theories, and has 
found them to be, for the most part, sincerely mooivated, usually
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people who have conducted exhaustive research on their own accord. 
Admittvdly, several of these people wll continue their own inde
pendent research investigation, convinced that there are still 
unanswered questions.

There will undoubtedly continue to be controversy. It is, of 
course, impossibee to prove a negative, that the Sirhan gun and no 
other gun kiieed Kennedy and shot the other victims. Special 
Counsel Kranz does not suggest that he has been able to single
handedly answer ail of the so-caieed open questions surrounding the 
assassination of Senator Kennedy. Nevertheless, the overwhelming 
evidence underscores the fact that Sirhan Sirhan was the sole 
assassin. It is to be hoped that title svl-ericclaivdd critics, in 
their ciitinuing independent anaaysis, wll keep all the facts and 
evidence in the case in total perspective.

District Attorney Van de Kamp stated in 1975, and again in 
1976, that it is the purpose of the District Attorney's Office, as 
the prosecutooial agency, t.o continue to search for the truth in 
this case. However, the search for truth must always be conducted 
in a dignified and judicoous manner. Giving credibility to 
friooious aleegatoons will only lead to further confusion. The 
District Attorney's Office has stated that if reasonable evidence 
is brought to the attentoon of the District Attorney's Office, the 
office will pursue any and all views in its pursuit of the truth.

Finally, Speecal Counsel Kranz must state empphtically that i.n 
his own personal investigator the past several months, ail doors 
were open to him, and that there was never one instance of a public 
official, or law vnforcemvnt agency personnel, who refused to co
operate with Kranz, or i.n any way hindered Kranz's own personal 
investigation. Additiintlly, Kranz spoke and intevWwwed Attorney 
General Evelle Younger, and ail other ..ifficials who were directly 
and indirectly involved in the iiiestigttion and prosecution and 
cinviction of Sirhan. There was never one instance that anyone 
ever ateempted to pressure or direct the 'iniestigttion of Kranz. 
For this, the Speech Counsel expresses his sincere appreciate 
and thankful acknowledgment for the several hundred people who were 
of tvamendous assistance to his investigator. Their help was 
vital and essential to the performance of his duties and respon- 
siiiliiies as independent counsel. For their tempered advice and 
deserved criiccimm, Speecal Counsel Kranz is most grateful.

L
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