
Chapter Five 

Mirearms, Welfer, and the Forensic Panel 
—~, 

““(Wolfer) never takes sides on any issue, 
even when the accused are police officers, 
He is cautious, conservative, straight- 
‘forward and a very thorough scientist." 

- Police. Chief Edward K. Davis, way 
29, 1971. | 

"Unquestionably, Wolfer's opinion testimony 
on acoustics and anatomy was negligently 
false... His testimony of his educational 

~ “qualifications borders on perjury and is, 
at least, given with a reckless disregard 

for the truth," 

Justice Robert S. Thompson, | Califor- 
nia Court.of Apreals, in a decision 
concerning the Kirschke case, in which 

DeWayne Wolfer testified on scientific 
questions. December 2, 1975. 

However serious the questions about bullet flightpaths or other ) 

aspects of the police investigation, the. issues which for years aroused 

the deepest interest and skepticism had to do with questions relating 

to firearms identification. And although DeWayne Wolfer was a central 

figure in the reconstruction of flight paths and physical circunstances, 

it was his work on comparison of bullets that was surrounded. with the 

grectect controversy, At best the questions of firearms identification 

- comprised only a third of the issues relating to a second gun, and the 

answers that lay in this area have thus far proved to pe particularly 

elusive. But if the numbers of bul'ets issue’ was hardly hinted at- 

“during the intitial legal proceedings and if eyewitness and scientific 

]



r
a
 
F
a
 

testimony on distance end direction were never seriously compared, at 

least the matching pullets proposition was addressed quite explicitly 

from the beginning. It was not initially a matter of any controversy. 

| Whenever a bullet. is fired from a gun or rifle, the interior features 

of the weapon's barrel impress certain characteristics on the surface 

of the bullet as it passes through. If these characteristics are not 

too badly effaced on impact they can be used in comparisions with other 

bullets to determine’ aft the bullets at’ issue were fired from the same 

gun. Just as no two fingerprints are said to be alike, theoretically 

the bores and firing characteristics of no two guns are precisely iden- 

tical. ‘this being 50, the possibility exists, on the basis of m: micro- 

“scopic vullet comparison, for an expert to determine that a particular 

pullet couvid have been firea by: one gun only, “Wand no other gun in: the 

world, " | 

Some of these characteristics, Imowm as "class characteristics;" 

are common to all guns of a perticular category. The nsmber or spacing | 

of lands and grooves, for excmple, will vary between different makes 

ana models of. guns, but wil]. renain relatively consistent within a make 

and model. Other class characteristics are bore diamter, land width, 

direction of _rifling twist and angle or’ pitch of: fifling. ‘While class 

characteristics alone are never sufficient to identify two bullets as 

having. come from the same gun, they: can frequently eliminate certain 

guns as the weapon woich might have “fired particular bullets. The gun 

held by Sizhan ‘Sirhan was an Iver Johnson Cadet ‘model, eight shot, -22 

caliber revolver, serial number. H53725. Among its basic class char- 

acteristics were six lands and grooves, a right twist of rifling, @ 

Jand width of approximately .054 inches, and an angle of rifling of 

ap -roximetely 181 minutes, This was the only suspect gun token into 
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custody in the Robert Kennedy investigation, and its specifications 

are know on the basis of outside examinations. No record of eny of 

then was made by DeWayne Wolfer. 

In addition to chass characteristics, two other kinés of narkings 

are also imparted to any given bullet by the gm through which it is 

fired. "Accidental—characteristics" 3 result from random and non-repeating 

factors, such as barrel. fouling, metal particles, powder residue and 

éixt in the vifling. These not :only provide 3 no help in firéarms identi- 

. fication, but because they represent a variance which cannot be related 

to the specific. gun characteristics, they impede | the identification. pro- 

cess by creating a kind of background "static" against which. individual 

characteristics must be distinguished. nInaividual characteristics" are 

those markings of the bore of a particular weapon which have some degree 

of reproduceability from shot to shot and which may enable that gun to 

be distinguished from all others. The matching of individual charac- 

_ teristics is the vasis on which firearms identifications, or tmakes" 

or “metches" are made. 

Fhile bullets as manufactured have no individual characteristics, 

they do have verious class characteristics, and if the type of pullet 

fired in a | particular case is knowm, this information is also important 

for the process ‘of. scientific comparision. Make, manufacturer, weight, 

caliber, jacketing or coating, and number and apacing of oannelures are 

all basic class characteristics of bullets. Separate batches of amu- 

nition can also usually be distinguished by minute differences in their 

chenical composition, and the aifferences in the traces of various
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elements in batches of pDullets can be measured by various processes, 

among them spectrography end neutron activation analysis. The cart- 

ridges found in Sixhan's- revolver all were identical, and seemed to 

be consistent with most of the victin bullets recovered. Based on 

these factors the bullets he apparently fired were .22 caliber, long 

rifle, hollow point, mint-nage, copper coated two cannelure bullets, 

ee 

manufactured by the Cascade cartridge company of Lewiston Idaho.” ~ 

Because neutron activation analysis has riever been performed on any vot 

the recovered bullets, their chemical composition is not know, ‘De 

Wayne Wolfer claimed that he had done spectrographio tests, but any 

documentation or records which existed of these wast 1ater said to be 

lost. , . . 

At the time of the original investigation, the first legal ne~ 

cessity ras to connect the defendent, Sirhen Sirhan, with the gunshots 

which caused Robert Kemedy's death. One nethod of doing this was. to 

produce ‘eyewitnesses who had seen Sirhan shcoting. Such witnesses. were 

duly produced although the implications of their testimony conceming 

Sixhan was thrown into considerable doubt in succeeding years. A second, 

' independent method, however, was to Link the gun fired by Sirhan with 

the bullets recovered from victims, and, in particular, with those which 

struck Robert Kennedy. ‘The man called upon to do this, both at the 

Grand Jury md the trial eight months later, was police department 

‘‘eriminalist DeWayne Wolfer. 

Sizhan's gun was wrenched from his hand by Roosevelt Grier, end 

left the pantry in Rafer Johnson" s pocket. At 1:45 a.m., the gun was
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was received from Johnson by LAPD officer Robert L. Calkins, and it 

was booked into evidence ab item #11 at approximately 5:00 a.m. (H) 

Fight expended brass cartridges were found in the cylinder with C.C. I. 

marked en the base of each. At an unknom time, the gon was released 

py Central Property to police department officer Moser, and according to 

his work log DeWayne Wolfer first saw it at 1:45 pem., 13% hours after 

the shooting.. He immediately set about examining it. The gun remained 

in Wolfer's possession until. the Gran Grand Jury proceedings on June 7, at 

woich time it was booked. into evidence as Grand Jury Exhibit Number 

1. Since that time, it has been continuously in the custody of the | 

court or county clerk. . | 

The last witness called at the Grand Jury was DeWayne Wolfer, and 

in contrast to his ‘appearance at Sirhan's trial, the questions he was 

asked related only to one area. His answers, however, ‘provided a final 

link in the corpus delect4, connecting Sirhan Sizhan with the murder 

of Robert Kennedy? 

Q- ... from your comparison of the two bullets were 

you able to form any opinion as to the bullet | 

5mA? (the Kennedy sixth cervical vertebrae bullet) 

I was ; 

What is that opinion? 

That the bullet in People's: SoA here, marked the 

bullet from Robert Kennedy was. fired in the exnib- 

it, the revolver here, People's Exhibit Number 7 

at some time. Yes, it was fired in the weapon. 

- Q = Any question about that? . 

A - No. (co pe 257) 

b>
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Only one victim pullet, Exhibit 5-A, was introduced at the Grand 

Jury, but four test bullets, Exhibit 5-B, were submitted to support — 

Yolfer's match of the Sizhan gun, Although three other test. pullets, | i 

designated exhibit 55, were entered at the trial (N), Wolfer's testimony 

on identifications was the seme. At the trial he also testified that 



exhibit 54, the bullet taken from victim Weisel, and exhibit 52, the 

bullet taken from victim Goldstein, had likewise been fired from Sir- 

han's gun, No attempt was made to challenge any of these conclusions. 

A year anda half after the trial, however, they began to be ~ 

challenged. Late in 1970, in the course of their legal appeals, Sir- 

han's attorneys approached Pasadena criminalist William W. Harper and a 

asked him to examine some of the bullet evidence in the case. Ques- 

tions had previously been raised concerning distnaces and the number 

of bullets fired, and those questions suggested’ ‘that a fresh bullet 

examination would also be in order. This was the beginning of Harper's 

involvement in the case, and the questions raised by his study became 

’ the chief basis for the renewed concerns which arose about ‘firearms 

issues. Harper was cut off midway in his studies by the sudden un- 

availability of the bullet evidence, but bits of information about. 

some of these questions continued to dribble out. Based on the infor- 

mation which gradually became available, Harper was joined in his qeuetions 

and suspicions by other firearms experts as ‘well. A thickening shroud 
—— 

of suspicions and doubts begen to surround the firearms aspect of the - 

case. 

Harper's direct examination of the bullets took place during several 

. trips to the county clerk's office as a "representative and exrert wit- 

ness" (8/27/70) of Sirhen's defense. During these trips he was able to 

examine the Sirhan weapon, bullets, and shell cases,’ He was able to weigh: 

the bullets (no record of weights had ever been made by Wolfer) and he 

was also permitted ‘to make several circumferential photographs of key
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bullets by means of. a “balliscan"’ ‘camera, 

‘During the same period Harper also obtained copies of nine of- 

ficial reports which were filed by Wolfer during the Kennedy case. 

7 his was a surprisingly emal] number in a case of sach importance, 

and the reports, themselves, proved only to be summaries of general 

conclusions, with no background of evidence, notes, or other substan- 

tiation. (N) Based on Wolfer's testimony and reports and on the time 

he was allowed to examine the original exhibits, Harper arrived at a 

number of concivsions which contradicted those of. Wolfer. 

FO , 

Wolfer had testified that 2 number of the more damaged bullets 

were demonstrably "mini-mags", a brand name used to designate a pare 

ticular type of bullet manufactured by Cascade. Harper did not believe 

tinat such a determination was possible. Wolfer had testifed that three 

victin bullets could be identified as having been fired from Sirhan's 

gun. Although he had not yet conducted comparison microscope exam— 

jnations when his access to the evicence was barred, Harper saw no con- 

vincing evidence that this was so. He also had doubts, on the basis. 

of rifling angle differences ‘and other factors, as to whether the Weisel 

end Kennedy bullets had even been fired from the same gin, Wolfer dis- 

cerned indications of "rifling specifications" on the Kennedy bullet and 

the Schrade pullet, and these, Harper concluded,, could not be found. But 

the simplest aiscrepanoy discovered: by Harperwas one which, though ob- © 

vious, had not been noticed by either the judge, the prosecution, or 

the eefense at Sirhan's trial. VWolfer testifed at the trial that the 

test bullets he was presenting could be positively identified with the 

Weisel, Goldstein, and non-fotal Kennedy bullets. Yet while the number
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of Sithen's Gun was 1 H535725, the seria al number printed on the test 

puilet envelope was H18602, The official evidence on record at the 

trial was that the only gun that could be positively linked vith the 

shorting of Robert Kennedy was a gen other than Sirhan Sirhan's, 

In fact, a gm with the serial number H18602 had been used in tests 

relating to the case, and the. discrepancy, when -reported, was dismissed 

as a simple "clerical error." This was certainly a plausible explanation, 

and one which Harper and others night normally have been Glad to accept. 

But the authorities were strangely reluctant to substantiate tuis claim, 

end vaen substantiating evidence was sought, in the form of a test-firing 

of gun H18602, the authorities reported that the oun had been destroyed. 

Vnen a test firing of the gun 153725 was requested, the authorities ada- 

mantly opposed it for 44 years. 

418602, like Sirhan's gun, was an Iver Johsons Cadet model .22 cal- 

-iber revolver. According to. “Wolfer's reports, it was used both for 

muzzle distance tests on June ll, 1968 and for sound level tests at ‘the 

. Ambarse 2éor on June 20. Yet the peculiarities surrounding the reporting 

of its use were considerable. The first peculiarity was that a dif- 

ferent gun than Sirhan! s had been used for such tests at all, since the 

effects of Sithan' Ss ; gun were the ones being simulated. The rerly -was 

given that Sirhan's gun had already been booked in evidence, but this 

explained little since it could easily have been obtained by court order. 

 ,
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Chief of Detective Robert Houghton naturally assumed that it had been, 

for example, and wrote, in Special Unit Senator, that.when the sound 

level tests were conducted "Sizhan' s gun was fired." (H-118) The same 

assumption was also made by chief Sirhan prosecutor David Fitts, who 

informed the jury that the gun used for muzzle distance teats was "the 

Iver Johnson which was , recovered from this defendent. " (11-3029) Fitts! 

error was leter contradicted in the testimony of Wolfer, but not without 

_, the addition of a new piece of misinformation, The gun he had used, 

Wolfer said, ‘although not, Sirhan's was a gun 6f "the exact meke and model 

and within a very close serial number. " (4181) Questioned aboutthis 

_ gan later, Yolfer reiterated that it was “the same model and make, the 

same everything. © ~ (4201) Moreover, he also stated in his testimony that 

“the revolver is still available." If the gun used by Wolfer on June 

ll had "a very close serial number" to Sirhan's it could hardly have 

been H18602, a gun which had been manufactured 35,000 weapons before the 

Sirhm gun. And although Wolfer ‘claimed that the gun was "still available" 

an official police record clesrly steted that it had been destroyed by the 

LAPD in July,,1968, seven months before that claim was made. In 1971, the 

record was "corrected" to show that the gun had ‘been destroyed not in July 

of 1968, but in July of 1969. Yet the destruction of a gun used for such 

tests would have been highly improper even in 1969, since the Sirhan case 

was still on appeal. Another apparent clerical error. As with the — 

first "clerical error," moreover, no documentation or proof was provided 

to substantiate the new claim. ) | 

A third apparent clerical error also added to the confusion sur-- 

rounding firearms aspects of the case. At 83 40 a.m. on the morning of © 

June 6, near the end of the Kennedy autopsy, Dr. Thomas Noguchi extracted
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the bullet lodged in the neck near the sixth cervical vertebrae. He | 

examined the bullet, marked his initials on its base, placed it in an 

envelope which he labelled, and handed it to police Serzeant William 

Jordan, vho retumed it to central property. “Though all the bullets. 

fired from Sirhan's gum had six grooves, however, the notation on the 

_ envelope said "five grooves." This could easily have been an error, . 

as Dr. Noguchi has freely admitted, and under the circumstances, in the 

midst of a complicated autopsy procedure, it would have been understandable, 

Later, however, this envelope was received by Wolfer and the bullet it 

contained studied at greater length, Yet not only aid Wolfer not make. 

any recard of the’number of grooves on any of the bullets, and not only _ 

did he not correct the "5 groove" notation of Dr. Noguchi, but he added 

his initials to the same-envelope before it passed on into records. 

however plausible any of the claims of "clerical errors" might 

have becn, such a profusion of carelesmess and poor record keeping 

hardly inspires confidence in the nost im:ortant murder investigation 

ever conducted in Los Angeles, nor foes it make the case any easirr to 

evaluate, But the ~ errore Harper was concerned about were not limited 

to clericel ones, and until. convincing answers were forthcoming, doubts | 

‘about discrepancies would persist. 

tolfer had nossession of the Sirhan revolver for only 48 hours, 

cme ee eee — 

end it was duving this time that any test-firing of the gun must have 

taken place, Strangely, however, in the work log which became available 

several years leter, many minor nathers were recorded but not notation 

was mace of any test-firing of the gm. In view of the other activities. 

curing the period which the work log did list, when such a firing might 

have occurred remains unclear. In i:is Grand Jury testimony, moreover, 

vetuer than clerifying this process, Wolter dealt with the whole procedure
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creer 

hypothetically, casting no light at all on how the test was performed. 

If the recording of the test-firings is confusing, however, still 

more confusion exists with respect to the microscopic comperisons which 

Wolfer said he had-made. The only victim bullet which Wolfer testified 

about at the Grand Jury was the one “Fecovered from Kennedy, but, as 

with the test firings, no record exists in the work log that this compar- 

ison was ever made, of the seven bullets recovered from victins, Wolfer 

noved that four of them were "too badly damaged for comparison purposes," 

a judgement later confirmed by experts who studied then in subsequent 

years. Yet his log states that he recieved the Kennedy bullet on 3215 

pem. on Jume 6, and explicitly reconds. what is described as “comparison 

of Kennedy and Goldstein bullets" between 9:00 and 1:00 thet night. A 

"microscopic examination of Goldstein and Stroll bullets" had likewise 

taken place earlier in the day. Then then were the test shots compared, 

and why does no mention of these comparisons, or even of the existence 

of the test shots, exist? 

When questioned later about his bullet examinations, Wolfer stated 

‘that he compared each of his test bullets with each of the evidence 

bullets with which ‘identifi cation was sought. 7 A very time-consuming 

process. Yet according to Chief Houghton, ‘by June 9, 1968, at the tine 

of the first Special Unit Senator meeting, Wolfer had completed identi- 

fications not only of the Kennedy bullet, but of the deisel and Gold- 

atein bullets as well, and had drawn his key conclusions concerning 

the Evans, Schrade, and fatal Kennedy bullets. (N) When Wolfer 

found time to perform these examinations was a mystery even before the 

coe ae
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Little to elucidate the situation. No mention is made of the 

‘task. (The task would: have -been further. complicated since Wolfer had. 

7 oo 

release of his work log, and the new information it-provides does 

Weisel, 

Schrade, or Evans bullets, either specifically or in general teras, 

and according to the work log the fatal Kennedy bullet, which Wolfer 

claimed to have studied before June 9, was not even "received" by him 

until June 13. According to his later account, Wolfer retained three _ 

test. bullets after his: Grand: Jury testimony, Yet he also reported 

(B-105) | that. these were : stored in his desk: araer between the Grand 

- Jury and trial, suggesting. that—they were never. taken ont. | This impli- 

cation is supported by the fact that no record appears in the of fi clal 

work log of any Later comparisons of these. bullets priuc to June 19. 

Without such later comparisons, howev ot, Wolfer would «ave had to 

cd complete all his bullet studies prior *o the Grand, Juiy, a horculean 4 
ie 

ees 

placed no "plase marks" ‘onthe’. bullets. hankLtige whieh - enable them. ‘to 

be lined up more easily and quickly for comparizon purposes, ) Astoni diivig 

‘ as this is, it corresponds well with the explanation of his examination 

given by Wolfer when questioned about it later. 

Q - How long a time did you have to examine the bullets? 
A = Well, I had the gun and the bullets for -- I would 

say I had one day to examine them. 
Q - 24 hours? 

A - Yes, I was ‘working on other things... But I exam- 

ined them on one day prior to -- as I recall -~ the 

Grand Jury hearing. (Blehr, 102) 

This period of these early examinations is critical, and the work 

log casts other confusion on it as well. Wolfer testified in 1971 that 

the gon H18692 was. obtained from the Property Section of the Los Angeles 

Police on June 10, 1968, a date which his attorney_c confirmed. Yet on
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June 8, 1968, accord ng to Wolfer's work log, he ran “chronograph on 

mini-neg ammunition," with a "2 inch Iver Johnson." Since the Sir-_ 

han gun had been submitted in evidence on June 7, this gm could not 

have been Sithan' S, and since ‘318602 was not received until June 10, 

it could not have been that gm either. Yet no record exists either of 

the identity of the June 8 gun or of the nature or results of the tests 

it was used for. The question further arises as to why, if an Iver. 

Johngon pistol had been procured by June, 8, a new-one had %o be obtained 

on Jue 10. Or is this another "clerical error?" 

fo add to the doubts, ther is also the matter of the ammunition usnd 

in the test-firings. for absolute accuracy, it would be imcortant that 

Wolfer ottain bullets very similar to Sirhan"s and at the trial he testi-. 

fied that he did: 

Q - ...twhat did yon do in choosing ammunition for 

these test siiots? 

A - I took the batch number, and, further, having infor- 

mation of where the ammunition was purchased from, 

went to the location and purchased an ad3itional batch 

number of this ammunition for the purpose of these 

test firings. 
Q -_ Did you purcnase ‘the ammunition from the Lock, Stock 

'N Barrel? 
A - That is correct, in San Gabriel. 

Since the test shots fired with Sizhan's.gun must have been: completed 

before June 7 wien the gun was turmed in, the effect of this swom 

testimony is that the visit to Lock, Stock 'N Barrel was on.or ‘before 

“June 7. Yet Volfer' s schedule was anparently quite full on the fifth 

and sixth with other activities, and, as listed. in his report, the énly 

date he visited the gun store and-purchased bullets was 3 Monday, June 

10, at 11:45 a.m. ' 

How could bullets have been fired before June 7 woich were not
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rurchacea until June 10? ‘where ic tic receint for -olfer's nurcinse 

om 

previous visit? And why, if he had bee there less than a week 

before and purciased bullets of the same batch as Sirhan's, did 

HWolfer return to the Lock, Stock ‘i Barrel again on June 10 "for 

ammunition?" (N-drive) The recorded gun 1 shop visit vas “well er ter 
i 

he chained to have test-fired the Sirhan gun, at a time, in fact when 

ry that gun wes no: longer even in his posses sion, He did, however, on 

the very same day, come into possess on of gun #18602, 

As mentioned above, spectrosrarhic tests were ‘said to have been 

serfored during tris general period, but no: records of them were 

preserved, Yo account was ever mde of the enecific test bullets with 

nich each ‘of wolfer's identifica tions was made, although suc a pro— 

cecure. would not only be routine, ut by narrowing the number of bril- 

le 4+: comparicons required yould have ‘saved time as well. In view of 

the fact that many of. the recovered bullets were badly damaged, 

Coroner Noguchi suggested the use of a neutron activation test, a 

nore sophisticated end precise version of the mectrocraph, to enable 

a possible determination of a com:on bateh origin of the bullets at 

issue. this test, however, was oprosed py Wolfer, and althouzh re- 

yeatedly requested in the years since that time, it hes never beam 

yiade. Of the tests wiich were erformed, such as sound tests, muzzle 

distance tests, x-ray examinations, chrono; ~rarh tests, and bullet 

com;erisons, no records 6r-docurentotion woaatever were kept in the 

files of DeWayne iolfer. 

At one point three years Jeter, *olfer was asked about inctructiois 

4
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he might have received with respect to the Sirhan gun, 

' - A-=-Welt, Counsel,-uadoubtedly Iwas given instruc- 
tions, I have no qualms about what the instruc- 
tions were. I would not know, 

Q - Do you recall? A 
A - I would assume in a case of this nature that the 

instructions were to be extremely careful with the 

evidence. (Blehr, 98.) , 
‘ 

if such instructions were ever transmitted, it appears that they 

fell on deaf ears. 
if 

Wolfer' s Ss Grand Jury testimony was brief and to the point, if not 

always precise. Exhibit 5~A, the bullet recovered from Kennedy's 

necks had been. put into evidence. Asked about, he date when he had . 

received the Sirhan gun, Wolfer first said he had seen it -on June 6, 

but then changed the date to June 5. Asked about how bullet comparisons 

. are conducted, he gave a general, though hypothetical, description of 

test firing and microscopic comparison, The imperfections in the bar- 

rel of a gun, he said, "produce in the bullet a series of valleys and 

ridges which we call striation marks," If in ‘comparing a test bullet 

and an | evidence bullet ie can line up a najority of the lines, we can 

. say it was fired from this: revolver and no other." _ (255). He told the 

jurors that he: had "some of the test shots" with n bin, and these were 

entered in evidence as exhibit 5-B. Then he was asked about the sig- 

nificance of the test shots. — 4 
j ! 

Qe Do. they have markings on them that are readable, so 

to speak? “ — 

; A = ‘These morkings do have -- these bullets do have mark- 

, ings on them, yes. 

Q - They were fired -- that gun (sixhen! 5) was fired in the 

water tank to get thece slugs? o 

A - That's correct. it 

Q - Did you compare the markings on. ‘the test slugs in 5-B 

with the questioned bullet, F-Ah 

A- TI did. , 
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Q - And from your comparison of the two mllets, were 

you able to form any opinion as the the bullet J-A? 

A - 1 was. (enrhasis added) . 

The opinion, quoted above, was that Sizhan's’ gin had fired the bullet 

recoved curing the autops sy oi Rebert Kennedy. ' 

From this tes stimony,, there can be no doubt that the jurors 

were left -with_the impression thet the test vullete had come from 

Si then! s gun. It is also clear that” Wolfer tated that he- had ‘compared 

the markings on these four test pullets with those on the questioned 

bullet S+A and that this WES the basis of his éonclusion of a match. ) 

‘HOWeVET y. ‘in a deposition taken. “by attorney Bicht in Sentenber, 1971, 
: af 

Wolfer testified in a very different vein: | 

Q - What did you mark the pullets. with? Did you mark 

_them in any way, the bullets that went to the Grand 

Jury? . 

A-T put ny initials on then, yes. 

Q - Which one of the four did you identify as the match- 

ing” bullet taken-from the victim? 

A -~1I did not identify any of those four. I said these 

were bullets that were used. But actually one of the 

three bullets that I took - the better bullets -- would 

be the better matching bullets. (Behr, 2 100) 

Mrs: Blchr_ was hardly satint ied with thi answer. 

Q-... Well, you ‘testified in: the Grand Jury proceedings 

+ that the bullets that were “contained -- the four bullets - 

that were contained in the envelope, whatever designation it 

had,.matched the bullets taken from the victim; is that - 

correct? | Soy 
A - The Kennedy? oa 

Q - Yes. 

A -.No, I believe that ny statentnts in the Grand Jury 

were thet the four bullets that were used, were used 

ian this comparison, yetoedxnevear ‘gaid that I made any 

ésitive identification with those four bullets. There 

were points of identifi cation with three better bullets 

that had more points. ‘They were used for sy identi- 

fication. - Aenphasis added.) Giehr, 100) 
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Why then zhen three “betier" oullets existed were four inferior 

ones entered at the Grand Jury? Nolfer had explicitly testified at that 

time that he had compared the test slugs in 5-B with the questioned Ken- 

nedy bullet. Yet the more Wolfer was qeustioned, the more inexplic- 

able this exercise came to appear. — 

- Q@=- ... but you did not tie up the so-called Sirhan 

gun with the bullets taken from the victim in that 

Grand Jury? ' 

A - Yes, I said they were used in the comparison, but the 

‘three better bullets were kept for me. In other words,. 

in comparison that you have no bullets that are better 

than the others (7) The four that were introduced in 

the Grand Jury. were poor ‘pullets, and ther were no 

points of identification, but +he ones, the three that 

I kept, had more points than any of those...-. _ 

Q - Did you mm all seven bullets through the comparison 

microscope? - . | , : 

A - Yes, I believe I did. _ 
4 

‘If the bullets which were submitted as evidence to support Sirhan's 

indictment had "no points of identification," they were, presumably, to- 

tally useless. If, moreover; in comparison, "you have no bulléts that 

are better tnan the others," then the other three pullets should have 

Deen useless also. “Yet, Wolfer also stated that> his three remaining 

Dbullefs had "more points than eny of those," meaningy apparently, more 

.points than zero, or_at least one. As with ‘cmuimerous other cases, the 

~~ 

_ logical confusion evident in the phrasing of Wolfer's testimony adds © 

immeasurably to the problem of divinging ite meaning. 

Asked at the Grand Jury if ‘the 5-B bullets had “markings on then 

that are reodable," Wolfer replied affirmatively. Asked if he had 

compared the 5-3 bullets with the 5-A one, he said "Tl did." No mention 

was made that although there were "readable" markings there were also 

"no points of identification." No mention was made that although the 

5-B bullets were compared others "were used for my {dentification." Not
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- a hint wes provided to the Grand Jurors that the evidence being solemnly 

presented before them would later be labelled as worthless, or that the 

expert sho swore under oath that they were the basis of a scientific 

identification would later casually disown any such interpretation. 

Such are the mysteries and irregularities in the efficial evaluation 

of this evidence. : 

After retruning from the Grand Jury, Wolfer said he locked the ) 

three remaining test bullets in his desk drawer. 

~ Is it your general practice to store evidence in your 

desk drawer? 

No : : ; 

Where did you generally put it? 

Tri the evidence files. . 

Why didn't you put it there? oe 

Because I locked it in my desk drawer. It is not 

anormal lock, It is a -- because of the nature 

of the evidence, I locked it up there. (Blehr, T10.) 
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The billets thus located were not labelled at the time, according to 

Wolfer, because there was no reason to do so. "I could see no reason 

tnat I had to write out an envelone," he said, elthough one reason 

might have been to avoid the kind of “clerical error" he was simul- 

teneously claiming -had-gcourred. find although he: conceded that he 

generally stored evidence “in ‘the evidence files," he asserted con- 

‘currently thet storage in his desk was "normal." 

The use of this desk moy 2lso have been responsible for the dis- 

appeerance of. the spectrogra hic results. 

Q - Do you have those spectrogrens? , 

A ~ I want to say yes, but I wouldn't say for sure 

because I have roved my desk two or three tines 

and those svectrographs -- well, they either could 

be attached to the rervorts or they ‘could be under 

things in my desk, or they could be in the spectro-. 

graph room, or they might have been destroyed... 

““g Why would theyhave been destroyed?



A - Well, in moving my desk on three occasions, it 

is possible that since there wasn ‘'t any questions 

about them, and the case was over, they were never 

used in court evidence, that possibly T destroyed 

— ——---them.—{Blehr,—149 : 

In view of the vagueness of memory which Wolfer later chowed 

when questioned about the case, it sight heve been- advisable for 

him to have maintained his records more carefully and to have kent 

them elsewhere than in his d@csk. wo count or description was ever 

made of the identifying points between the bullets at issue, either 

the vic +im bullets, the exhibit 5-B bullets, or the exhibit 55 bullets. 

No photonicrogra aphs were introduced at the Grand. Jury or trial to support 

his identifications, although photos graphs were employed in an uncon-- 

; vincing att empt to prove that the fe atal bullet must have been-27- pini- 

meg. Wolfer said he fired ei: ht test bullets through the Sirhan gun, 

and. yet he also testified that every. time a gun is fired its identifying 

characteristics are altered, thereby reducing the possibility of positive 

identification. Were this the case, however, and if, as scens unlikely, 

eight test shots were necessary, each test shoft should have been given 

a number so that the last bullet recovered could be checked against the 

first bullet. This is good practice in any case but no record exists 

that it was ever done. r 

When, in 1971, access to the original evidence was cut off, the un- 

certaintly of the case was compo:mded, and only the balliscan shots 

taken at that point by Harper were avatlable. Based on these black- 

end-vhite photograpis it-eppeared that bullet #47 ‘had only one cannelure 

waile others taken into evidence had two. This, question was investi- 

gated by © ‘rofessor Herbert “iaeDon" el, a. firearms expert from New York,
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who ascertained that Cascade Cartridges had never manufactured a 1- 

_camnelure .22 long rifle bullet. ‘ince all of Sirhan's bullets had 

been manufactured by Cascade, the discrppancy, “in MacDonnel's opinion, 

constituted strong evidence of a second gm. Wolfer was silent on this 

question, however, and had kept no known records on the presence or ab- 

sence of cannelures. | Meanwhile, in snite of the fact that MacDonnell 

and other firearms experts had joined Harper in his doubts, access to © 

the actual bullets continued to be barred. 

As the facts surrounding the official investigation became nore 

widely known,” and as satisfactory answers continued to the withheld, 

momentum grew to reopen the case. Its growth, however, was erratic and 

unsteady. In 1971s. all access to the bullets was cut off. Barbara 

Warner Blehr succeeded in “obtaining some useful information in 1971, but 

important records and documents remained unavailable. (x) Although de- | 

mands for retesting increased in 1971, they were successfully yeathterea 

by the authorities, and the issue entered a period of dormancy. After 

the election of Evelle Younger as state Attorney General in 1970 Joseph 

P. ‘Busch, an ‘Assistant D. A., had been appointed to replace hin, and 

Busch continued the policy of stonewalling questions about the assassination, 

In 1972, Busch was challenged in the election by Vincent T. Bugliosi, 

who had already expressed concerns about questions relating to the 

Kennedy case. Busch was elected vy a margin of less than 1% of the 

vote, 

‘eanvhile, however, available information continued to be sifted 

end studied, and nothing that was lecrned erased the questioners' doubts. 

In 1973, The Second Gun, a film in which many of these questions were 

aired, was released, and was favorably reviewed in a number of quarters.
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THURSDAY MORNING - FEBRUARY 20, 1975 

"THE SECOND GUN” BALLROOM B 

9:00 a.m. Showing of “The Second Gun" - a documentary film 
. on the assassination of Robert F. Kennedy. 

10:40 a.m. Break 

10:50 a.m. PANEL DISCUSSION 

Chairman: CYRIL H. WECHT, M.D., J.D. 
. Coroner, Allegheny County 

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 

-o= Panels ~- LOWELL W. BRADFORD - eee 
: Consultant in Physical Evidence v 

_ San Jose, California 

McCARTHY DeMERE, M.D., J.D. 
Chairman, Medicine & Law Section 
American Bar Association 
Chicago, Illinois - 

VINCENT P. GUINN, Ph.D. 
Professor of Chemistry 
University of California 
Irvine, California 

“GODFREY ISAAC, J.D. 
Attorney 
Beverly Hills, California 

HERBERT L. MacDONELL 

1-7 ooo «Ballistics Expert, Director 
Laboratory of Forensic Science 
Corning, New York 

THOMAS T. NOGUCHI, M.D. 
Medical Examiner/Coroner 
Los Angeles County 
Los Angeles, California 

SEYMOUR POLLACK, M.D., Director 
University of Southern California 

- Institute for Psychiatry and Law 
Los Angeles, California 

B. EDWARD WHITTAKER, UR. 
Supervisor 
Dade County Crime Laboratory 

Miami, Florida 

25 | 

Program on the Robert Kennedy case at the 

twenty-seventh annual meeting of the American 

Acadery of Forensic Sciences.
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In 1974, a hearing was held by Los Angeles Supervisor Baxter Ward, 

at which Kac Donnel, Noguchi, end others testified. In preparation 

) for this hearing, Ward succeeded, for the first time since 1970, in 

gaining limited access to the original bullets, and new sets of bal- | 

liscan photographs were taken. These matched very closely the photo- 

grephs of Willian Harper. This was expecially significant since of- 

ficial spokesmen had ‘claimed that the bullets might have deteriorated 

somehow in storage, yet no deterioration was evident between November 

1970 and April, 1974. Following his hearing Ward proposed a full- 

scale re-examination of this evidence, put his motion to this effect 

failed by a margin of 3-2. 

In December of 1974 Paul Schrede and one of the authors held press # 

conrerences calling for five sererate neasures to resolve the assassi- 

netion controversy, two of wich Gealt with ifs firearms identifica- 

tion aspects. "Ye offer no answers tody," the public statement said, 

“only suestions. Nor have we any rrejucice or preconcention about what 

ney ultimately pefound to be the vhole truth about the assassination of 

Senator Kennedy. in short, facts aust ‘be deterrined free of any dogged 

nrecomnitment to eny theory." The official response in Los Angeles, 

however, was not encouraging. " 7 

In February, 1974, the assa- sination issue received considerable 

attention at the ennual convention of the American, Acadeny of Vorensic 

“Sciences in Chicago, and a panel Siscussion was held waich focused pri- 

} merily on firearms identification questions. The following month, as 

controversy in Los Angeles and elsevhere continued slowly to rise, a 

Presidential Com -ittee of the Academy was appointed to examine the 

metter, It was charged "to determine what, if any, questions surrounding 

(the) acsa sinztion are worthy of investigation, and to review any and
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all statements which (the) comrittee may consider ambiguous, in- 

accurate, or umanswered_ ‘as a result of imporper, crininelistics 

investigation...." The comnittee was provided with detailed infor- 

mation on the available record of the case and was directed to re- 

port back to the Exceutive Committed of the Acedeny with conclusions | 

and récomendations. — 

‘This committee met in May. and June nd its fine report 1 was s issued 

on July 2. "The Ad Hoc Committee," it concluded, “ag a result of exanination 

of numerous documents, transcripts of trial end grand jury testimony, be- 

lieves that legitimate forensic questions in the Robert F. Kennedy case 

have been raised. The committee also feels that, given access to the 

original evidence, . there is nore than a reasonable possibility that 

these questions can be answered." The committee called for a "vigorous 

atiempt"™ to answer ‘the renaining questions in the Robert Kennedy case, 

"yhike the evidence is still apparently available," end issued specific 

sug: ; -estions for procedures for implementing such an 1 effort. (N- See 

Ap ppendix __, ‘Report of Select Ad Hoc Presidential investigative 

Comaittee.") 7 = 

| After consideration of ‘these findings, the Executive Committee of 

the American Academy of Forensic Sciences released, on July 13, the 

following statements — ~ 

The Executive Committee of the American Academy of Forensic 

Sciences has reviewed a committee report related to the 

Robert F. Kemedy assassination, and concludes that a 

reexamination of the physical evidence in the cease could 

provide additional information which could be of value 

in clarifying the circumstances of the death of Robert 

F. Kennedy. (N) .
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This statement, from a national, prestigious organization with 

expertise in the field at issue, gave the effort to review the evi- 

dence greater respectability than it had ever been accorded in the 

past and insured that the issue no longer! could be ignored. In spite 

of continued resistance by the police and District Attomeyt s office, 

legal and other measures continued to gain momentum, on August 4, 

a ‘a suit was ; filed on behalf of Paul Schrade and CBS, Yéequesting a -~. - 

review of evidence end a re-firing of the Sirhan weapon. On August 

12, in a reversal of its previous position, the Los Angeles Board of 

‘Supervisors voted unanimously to seek a review of aspects of the cases: 

and the Los Angeles City Council voted on August 20 by a margin of ' 

11-1 in support of making public files end other items of physical 

evidence. On August 14, 1975, ‘Judge Robert Wenke, presiding Judge of 

the Los Angeles Superior Court ordered and examination of bullet. evi- 

dence in the case, advising cousel for the parties to the. proceeding 

to meet and arrive at mutually acceptable ‘procedure for the testing. 

The decision was widely reported and even hailed, 

Six parties were continuously involved in the proceedings. The 

_ two initiating parties, CBS and Schrade, were both seeking additional 

information about the assassination. Sirhan Sizhen was represented 

by counsel by virtue of his status as respondent in Paul Schrad's civil -. 

suit which had given rise to the proceedings. fx) “leo represented. 

: were the District Attorney of Lost Angeles, the Califomia State Attor-— 

ney Genera, and the Board of Supervisors of Los Angeles County. Crim- 

inalist DeWayne Wolfer was also represented fleetingly When an attempt 

was nade on his’ behlf to prevent the examination from teing plece. This 

notimn was denied, however, 2né@ Wolfer's couns sel retired fron the 

pro ceedings.”
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Three weeks after Judge Wenke's order, a specific plan wes ap- 

proved for the testing and experts were appointed to conduct it. The 

identity of the examiners was agreed upon jointly by the six parties, 

with each party selecting one expert subject to the approval of the 

other five. The experts were: 

Stanton Berg - A privete firearms examiner from 
~~: Minneapolis; ~ (nominatedon-behalf-of the—-~-.--—.-- 

Board of Supervisors. ) 

Alfred. A, Biasotti - A criminalist at the California 

state Department of Justice, . (nominated by the — 
District Attorney's Office) 

Lowell Bradford - A private 2forensic. consultant from 

_ San Jose, Califormmia, formerly chief criminalist 

of Santa Clara County. (neminatea by CBS) 

a Cortlandt Cunningham - An expert at the Federal Bureau 

YY a of Investigation. {nominated by the Attormey 

( General's Office) 

Patrick Garland - A crininalist with the Bureau: of 

Forensic Sciences in Virginia, (selected by the 

_six other experts) 

(Charles V. orton - A criminalist with the Institue 
of Forensic Sci-nces in Oakland, California, 

President Elect of the Califomia Association 

of Criminalists.: (nominated on behalf of Sirhan 

Sirhan) . 

Ralph Turner - A professor at Miciigan State University. 

(nominated on behalf of Pola Schrade) 

Following the order prescribing | the manner of the retesting, the™~ 

evidence at issue was reviowed at two special hearings and DeWayne 

Yolfer was called to testify. Several days later, the seven forensic | 

‘experts assembled in-Los Angeles—and. on September 23 the began their 

work. Although they were. charged with testing and verifying the 

C 
| 

a results of the earlier investigation, the experts soon encountered hin-
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derences and limitations Which would seriously restrict them in this 

task. These were themselves a legacy of the earlier investigation and 

' of official practices which had been in effect since that time. 

During the twelve days the experts were in session, there were 

24 bullets which. they examined, bullets from five different ostensible 

sources. The first seven were the bullets which were said to have 

been recovered from victims, reputedly seven of the eight bultets- vhich- 

‘Sizhan" s gun could have fired. Two additional bullets, reported to 

have been recovered from Sirhan's car, made up ‘@ second group. (A third 

bullet, however, which was taken from Sirhan's pocket at the time of | 

his apprehension (w) was inexplicably missing. “This bullet would nor= 

mally have been examined along with the two bullets taken from the car.) 

A third group’ of bullets consisted of four test shots purportedly fired 

from Sirhan's gun by DeWayne wolfer, and booked into evidence as exhibit 

5-B on June 7, 1968. Three other bullets, also test shots, comprised 

a fourth group, having been entered at the trial of Sirhan as Exhibit 55. 

‘Because, however, question had long existed as to the source of the 

Wolfer test shots, and also 1 because” ‘these earlier shots were found to 

have deficiencies for comparison purposes, the experts fired Sithan's 

gun eight times themselves to obtain new test: bullets. 

These five sets of bullets, from the car, the victims, the Grand 

Jury, the trial, and the new test fixings, added to 24 bullets in all. 

(Three of the crime scene bullets were in freguenta.) *y comparing each 

of these bullets with each other, 266 separate comparisons would have 

been possible. The exeminations which were key, however, were mach 

fewer in number, and only 18 specific comparisons were performed by all 

seven expertse«
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A number of other items of evidence were also ordéred releaseda” 

by Judge Wenke althought the fo cus of the experts was almost exclus- 

ively on bullets. Senator Kennedy's coat, for example, was made avail- 

able but no examination of it was performed. Photographs of the crime 

scene on the night of the shooting and afterwards were released for 

the first time, providing critical information on possible bullet flight 

paths. Yet flight path study was also outside the: established purview 

of the panel. Woifer's report of his work activities for the 15 days 

after the assassination was also released. ‘Property and booking reports 

of the evidence at issue were provided as well; yet only partial reports 

were ever received. Among the itesm of evidence which were examined by 

| the experts were the balliscan photogrphs of exhibits 47, 54, and 55 

- taken by Harper in 1970, and the similar balliscan photos taken by 

William Lystrup of the County Clerk' 8 office in preparation for the 1974 

hearings of Supervisor Ward. ) 

A ‘solitary photomicrograph from the bullet examinations of DeWayne 

Wolfer was also provided. Yet the history of this particular items was 

a curious one. In 1971, for example, Wolfer had denied that he had taken 

any photographs of the bullets although he said he had exemined thems 

Q - Did you run all seven bullets through the 

comparison microscope? | 

A - Yes, I-believe I did... 

'Q - Did you photograph them? 

A - No I did not photograph them... 

Q = Just photograph the bullets in nomal photography? 

A - No, I did not, because I asked if they wanted phots- 

graphs of the comparison of the Dullets and everyome 

said no, they didn't. care. (Blehr, 101-102.) ©. 

Five years later, however, a photomicrograph astonsihingly energed, 

although no identification was apparent on it. .At a special heering 

held on September 17, Wolfer was asked what the photomicrograph depicted,
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Wolfer photo:iersgraph of exhibit 47 (Kennedy 
x : : 

non-fatal) on left and exhibit 52 (Golds*ein) on 

right. In September, 1975, Wolfer misidentified t 

bullet on the right as one of his test bullets. 
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as it was being booked into evidence for use by the forensic penel. 

(exact quote?) He replied that is showed a compari son between exhibit 

47; the non-fatal *ennedy wullet, and one of his test bul} lets fired 

from the Sizhan gm. (Special Searing, p. 55, lines 14 and 26.) It 

is reasonable to suppose that if only one bullet photomicrograph .were - 

“taken in a case of intemational importance, even if it were forgotten’ 

three years later, that an identifitation of the bullets given under 

oath would be accurate. Yet according to the "Initial Joint Report" 

dated October 3 and signed by all seven fireams experts, "Special Hearing 

Exhibit 10, a photomicrograph depicting a bullet comparison, was found 

to be a comparison between PN 2 (Byhidit- 47) and PN6 (weidit 52 - the 

Goldstein bullet)" What Wolfer had all eged to be one of his test bullets 

was in fact a bullet recovered from victim Goldstein. Yet since the key 

match to which Wolfer was testifying is court was the one to Sirhan's gun, 

why, if only one photomicrograph were to be taken, would it concer itself 

with a peripkeral issue rather than a central one? “How, in addition, 

could a.man be capable of comparing buliets if unable, under questioning 

even to identify the bullets being compared? And why, finally, to conclude 

. this curious affair, would a photomicrograph be taken which did not demon- 

strate a match in any case? | - | 

If the fireamis exeminers were forced to untangle this piece of in- 

accurate testimony’ on: an apparently simple matter, they were hindered to 

a.far greater degree by limitations imposed by inadequacies of the earlier . | 

investigation. ot only did these problems seriously restrict their 

potential ability to make clear findings on the critical questions at 

issue, but they also made it difficult or impossible to check Wolfer's 

prior work, Because only one bullet photomicrograph Was available, defin- 

itive evidence was_lacking on the issue of possible deterioration over
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the last seven years, a cry wiich had been raised repeatedly by the 

authorities. (On the basis of the one photomicrograph available, they 

found that "It does not appear that PN 2 and PN6 have changed appreciably 

between June. 6,_1968... and the present date.") When they fired Sir- 

han's gun, the panel took careful precautions to record the chamber 

through which each new test bullet had passed. Yet no such precaution 

was taken by Wolfer, and this information was not available to them 

either. The experts had carefully recorded the order in which each 

bullet was fired. As:mentioned above, however, no such record was 

made by Wolfer, even though it would seem a routine precaution. The 

experts in 1975 took careful notes of their bullet examinations and 

would have benefitted from similar notes made earlier. But efforts 

which were made to ‘locate original ‘notes by Yolfer failed to tum any . 

up. The spectrographic tests of the victims bullets which “olfer re- 

portedly conducted were also sought, All record of these as well, however, 

had likewise disappeared. 

The absence of records was sufficiently disturbing, in fact, that 

ait provoked criticism not only by attomeys for Sithn and Paul Schrade 

but by Tom Kranz, the sepcial counsel for the District Attormey's office. 

Remarking that "the only area where the reports are not complete is in 

-the ballistic examination," Kranz said that the Lack of reports by 

Wolfer Yraised doubts as to the substance of the evidence in the. case." 

Although not a subject. for the firearms examinations then underway, there 

were also no “reports in existedce of the ceiling panels and door frames 

frowithe pantry. — 

Had the gun 418602 been in existence at the time of the 1975 panel, 

it almost certainly would have been fired along with the Sirhan gun,
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to detemine if the three trial bullets might have comé from it as the 

evidence label stated. As mentioned above, however, this gun was appar- 

ently destroyed in 1968 or 1969, although Sirhan' s legal appeals were 

still then underway. Another avenue of investigation. was thus blocked 

off. 

Exaninations of Wolfer's original test bullets revealed some 

problems as well. The test bullets were fired “into a water tank spe-" 

cifically to presérve their rifling characterictics for comparison. 

This process was described by Wolfer in 1968 when he was asked to 

exrlain the function of a water recovery tank. " 

TN 

‘A - That is a tank that is approximately ten feet 

in length. It is imbedded in the floor of the Police 

Building, and into which, we. fire:into an eighteen- 

inch colum of water for the purpose of recovering 

the expended projectile fxom. the weapon and the water 

slows it dow without any great damage to it and that 

allows us to have a good bullet for co “parison purposes. 

The test bullets ater wolfer recovered, however, were anything 

but “good pullets for compari son purposes." While none.of the new test 

bullets were apereciably denaged, considerable apparent damage was 

attributed to-each_of - the Wolfer te test bul? ets, three of which were de- 

scribed by the experts as being "crishroomed y" and the other four of 

which were given the netation of "nose crimped." w ‘If damage is measured 

by weight loss on impact, moreover, each Wolfer, ballet, weighed at least 

1.9 grains less than the lightest of the new test bullets, end all but 

one of the Wolfex test bullets weighed at jeast 1.9 grains léss then 

the lightest of the new recovered test bullets, and all but one of the 

Wolfer test bullets fired into a water tank weighed less after recovery 

than the two best of the seven bullets recovered from human bodies.
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It aprears, in fact, that these two bullets apparently shot at the 

crime scene (exhibits 47 and 54) were better suited to comparison pur 

poses than bullets ‘said to have been fired for that reason under sci- 

entific conditions by a police experts. 

Of the seven test bullets submitted by Wolfer, the four from 

exhibit 5-B were clearly the worst. None of the seven experts, for 

example, could match any of the four Grand Jury test bullets conclusively 

with any other bullets, and no attempts were even made to match them with 

each other or with the new test bullets. Yet none of the exnibit 55 

Par . . 

bullets either could be conclusively matched by any panelist either with 

each other or with the crime scene bullets or with the bullet from the 

‘Grand Jury exhibit, 

All of the Wolfer test bullets were copper coated, a fact which 

was -vlearly.y accountable for sone of the identification problems encountered, _ 

Because copper coating is particularly frangible and likely to strip away 

| during the firing of a gm, bullets coated with copper are/less capable 

of conclusive identification than bullets of lead, which preserve the 

rifling impressions_of the gun_bore more readily. Since all of the tul- 

lets recoveréd from victims had been copper qoated, six copper coated — 

bullets were fired by the panel in 1975. Two lead bullets, however, were 

also fired to obtain the sharpest possible bore impressions. The reported 

failure of Yolfer to fire any lead bullets. was’ one more ‘aspect of the in- 

sufficiency of the evidence to which the firearms panel was limited in 

1975. . . 

The re-firing of: Sithan's gun, the only public aspect of the re- 

testing, took place on September 26 and was followed by minute bullet 

examinations and comparisons. By October 3 and 4 two joint reports
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were completed, detailing those findings about which au seven experts 

were in agreenent. Each expert submitted individual reports as well, 

accompenied by a variety of work sheets from the individual bullet 

exe inations. Because of their importance, and beceuse of the noture 

£ tne media reaction which followed, these reports and their findings 

deserve careful examination. 

Cn ‘Tuesday, Uctober 6, the corertroom was jammed with re-orbers 

md spectators. Juaue Wenke took the nench prowptley at-2: Gp.em, but 

the orenin, of the sealed materinl from the penel did not take niace 

ixmediately. Various legal argunents and delays intervened end it w2s 

not uatil tro hours had elavsed that the Comprehensive Joint Report was 

vead. he interest focused ov the release of the findinss was substantial, 

narvicularly y by the standards of rast cover=ge of these.iscues. Yet 

in s-ite of the concentration of reporters and newsmen, there was rarely 

a commensurate appreciation of the complexity of the issues being ad- 

dressed. “As. a result, the contriby ution of the firearms examination was 

largely negated by the “snannex in waich it was reported and the exigencies 

of journalistic publicity dis sterously blurred a situation which 

haa finally begun to move toward clarity. Although the media. comre- 

tition with respect to speed war ‘intense ‘there was little. similar cempe- 

tit tion with ‘respect to accuracy. Following the accelerated. release of 

_ the most currory, and often cnreless Summaries, the issue was largely 

abandoned, and the public was Left. with misinformation hastily generated 

“by early, néicested accowts. “ore wager implications 02 the eveminers' 

vevor sg vronld not became Ay) ere.rt for anys or weeks , but Lor most of the 

courtry Uae tucey initial re orctn of ttiese fi ndin. = were we only renortc. 

(£ AGG <n. Gudea feake © se? une Omprekerfcive Joint Remort
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‘The examiners working independently arrived at 
the same conclusions as follows: 

1. There is no substantive or demonstrable evidence 
to indicate that more’ than one gun was used to fire 

any of the bullets examined. «+. 

This is as far-as he got before signals began to fly eromd the 

courtroom.. Why stay to hear any more? . Newspaper men left-their 

seats in the jury box, hurrying to send the word. Runners left 

hurriedly, and before the judge had finished reading the balance 

of the summary three page report a aas3 exodus of news representatives 

chad occurred. -0-tside-the courtroom, TV cameras were propped un in 

hallways to record the immediate reactions of principals in the case. 

By the time these same principals had been able to read the report, 

-however, many of these cameras would long: since have been gone. Mean- 

while, the type was already being set to flash the authoritiative head- 

lines to the public: "Experts Rule out Second Gun In Robert Kennedy 

Death," (NYT), "Seven Experts Say RIK Slain by Single Firearm" (BIA), 

- Panel: One Gun Used in RFK Sha ing" (Newsday), "one Gun Killed Bobby: 

Experts." (Daily News) Bach of these headlines was flatly incorrect 

but the avalenche of certitude which their eimtaneous release created. 

defined the atmosphere which would ‘dominate public appreciation of this 

case ‘in the coming months. Not. one of the experts on the firearms 

panel had excluded the possibility ofa second gun. | 

Also included in the Comprehensive Joint Report was the following. 

finding: "It cannot be concluded that Exhibits 47: (the Kennedy non- 

fatal bullet, 52 (Goldstein bullet) end 54 (Weisel pullet) were fired 

from the Sizhan revolver." Had the news representatives heard’ this 

) ‘peragraph first, hey might have considered more soberly the complexity 

of the issue they were reporting.
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1f the "firearms panel ‘had concluded either that one or more 

of the bullets fired at the assassination scene could not have come 

fron | Sizhan S guy or that the critical Kennedy bullet had, fundamental 

Since, however, 

neither of these conclusions could be made by any of the seven experts, 

the major questions at issue were left unresolved. The panelists aia | 

put to rest a number of smaller questions, however, 4s well as consol- 

idating existing information and sharpening the focus with which further 

questions could_be_considered. Meanwhile, the findings intensified 

the doubts about the earlier investigation which I had initially brought 

the panel into being. | 

- Bven when limited to the . issues upon ‘which all seven experts 

agreed, ‘the findings wich . the panel was able to make were ‘valuable 

and significant. © Within the scope of the tests they had undertaken, 

for example, they agreed that a second gun possibility was neithez’ sus-. 

tained by the evidence nor precluded by it. Apart from the specific. 

comparisons which were made among pairs of. pallets, information was 

recorded concerning eleven - separate facts shout “gach puliet, (N) many 

of these dealing with basic “class cnaractertstios." 
Among the bul-. 

lets which were subject to testing for particular class characteristics, 

none were discovered which significantly at variance. ‘Thus, for: examples 

if aifferent guns fired the Kennedy, Weisel, and Goldstein pallets guns 

with similar class characteristics and similer ammunition would prob= 

ably have had to be used. Such 2 simple precaution would hardly be sur- 

prising in the pleming of a sophisticated murder. . Apart from the ab- 

sence of conflicting class characteristios, however there was little . 

manimity of findings in the bullet comparisons. only a few of the bul-
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lets, in fact, were in sufficiently good condition that useful obser- 

vations could be made concerning individual characteristics at all. 

Of the eight ballets reputed to have been fired in the pantry, 

one was completely unavailable. This was ‘the wallet which was said 

to have travelled in and out of Kennedy's chest ond which had officially 

been described as “lost in the ceiling interspace." Three of the 

others (the Evans, " Schrade, and fatal Kennedy bullets - all of which 

were fragnented) were described by the experts as “of no value for 

‘classical compariacn microscopy because of their physical condition 

resulting from | impact..." ~ IIR, p. 2) oft the four renaining victim 

_ bullets, moreover, one, the Stroll bullet, was ras incapable of being 

“matched with anything by any of the experts, although 20 different. 

. attempts were made. The findings obtained in comparisons with the 

other three bullets differed from expert to expert, yet none of the 

seven experts could ‘duplicate the central finding: cof DeWayne Wolfer. 

Ris. reripheral findings likewise, with few exceptions, could not be 

ee ~ 

auplicat ed either. 

As succinctly stated by the » District Attomey" 8 office in sally 

of 1975, DeWayne Wolfer “unequivocally “concluded. that the bullets 

extracted from Kennedy, Weisel, and coldsteln, Peorle's 47, 4 end 52 

respectively» “were fired from Sizhan's gun." -Athouds in 1971 Wolfer 

attempted to disavow any stich identification based on the four pul- 

-1ets subnitied at the ‘Grand Jury, he never wavered from this central, 

pivotal conclusion, which apart from eyewitness. ‘testimony 
that Sirhan 

was shooting wes the only evidence directly establishing the aefendent 

as the murderer. Wolfer testifed to the Kennedy bullet netch at the 

Grand Jury and to all three matches at the'trial (p. 4160), and he
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re oxted the satches as well in his lab reports, In the rerort dated 

7-15-68, for example, the following section appears: 
eee ; 

The Iver Johnson, Cadet Model .22 caliher re- 

volver #53725 (taken from Sirhan) had been. iden- 

tified as having fired the following pullictes: 

1, The bullet from Senator Kennedy's 6th cervical 

vertebrae. 

2. The bullet removed from victim Goldstein. 

3, The bullet removed from victim Weisel. 

The doubts about these conclusions “of William Harper and others 

led to the controversy . about ° dolfer" s firearms procedures, and stim- 

ulated the demands for new tc sting. ‘They were, in fact, the comer- 

‘stone of the nrosecution" Ig scientific evidence. 

The joint and individual £2 ndings of the firearms panel, however, 

“flatly failed to support ‘these findings. "It cannot be concluded," 

“they wrote, “that Exhibits 47, 52, and 54 were fired from the Sizhan 

revolver. The reasons for this are that there are insufficient 

corresponding individual characteristics to make and identification." 

(CJR, pp. 1,2. emphasis added. ) The report of panel member Bradford 

was even more explicit: The examination results contradict the originel 

identification made at the trial of Sirhen B. Sixhan in that there is 

no besis for an identificati: nm of any of the victim bullets through the 

classical process of microscopically comparing them with test bullets. . +" 

(p. 4) The experts were unable to sustain Wolfer's most critical « con- 

clusion either on the basis of comparisons with Wolfer's seven copper 

coated test pullets, or by matching the three victim buliets with the 

copper and lead bullets which they had fired themselves. 

A-parently the original bullet identifications, testified to under 

' oath by the official police exert, were wrong. The only conceivabke
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escape from this finding is a claim that somehow the bullets had deter- 

jorated in the intervening period, making unreachable in 1975 a compar-__ 

ison which was possible in 1968. It was this theory, in fact, ener- 

‘getically voiced, which was the chief basis for the objections which 

had been made by authorities to attempts to re-test the evidence at all. 

When the tests took place, however, the panel found that it had little 

substance. AS stated in the “Initial Joint Report," a microscopic 

a 

examination of P's 1 (Ex. 38), la (Ex. 38), 2 (Ex. 47), 5 (Bx. 51), 

6 (Ex. 52) and 8 (Ex. 54) and A through G (Ex. 55 and Grand Jury Ex. 

#5B) does not reveal ay unusual amount of oxidation or deterioration 

_of a nature which would substantially affect | a classical microscope - 

comparison examination." (p. 3) Moreover, on the basis of the single 

photomicrograph - available the same report also conéluded that "It does 

not appear that PN 2 (Ex. 47) and FN 6 (Bx. 52) have changed apprec- 

iably between June 6, 1968... and the present date." (p. 4) Not only 

were comparisons -made-between the Wolfer test bullets and the victim 

bullets, but every expert compared the victim ballets with the new 

test bullets as well. Yet even on the basis of the eight new puilets, 

no examiner could conclusively substantiate any of the. three positive 

matches asserted "mequivocally" by DeWayne Wolfer. 

If bullet deterioration aid somehow ocour, ’ it. was of a very pe-_ 

culiar kind. Seven test bullets were introduced y Woifer to support 

his identification, and three victim bullets were found by Yolfer to 

be suitable for comparison purposes. If only one bullet fron each 

group had remained in reasonable condition, a replication of at least 

one of Wolier's matches would presumably have been possible... No such 

replication occurred. In fact, some members of the panel saw matches
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among the better preserved of the victim bullets, a result which 

hardly suggested that these bullets had significantly deteriorated. 

- Yet while copper coated bullets fired into hunshsboilies were found: to 

be capable of being matched, copper-cnated bullets fired into a water 

tank were not, Of all of the exrert discoveries, this was one of the 

most peculiar. Sincer there is no know reason why test fired bullets 

snould deteriorate during storage while victim bullets would not, it 

is difficult to account for such a result unless the test bullets sup- 

posedly "good for comparison purposes" were, in fact, even at the be- _ 

ginning, not very good after all. Even 505 with seven original test 

bull ets, eight subsequent ones, and st least three vioviin bullets ca- 

pable of serious comparison, 45 separate opportunities existed (7. -~8- 

15,15 -3- 45) for each ofthe seven expert to make one conclusive 

identification between Sirhan's s gun and bullets fired during the An- 

pessador Hotel shooting. No definitive match emerged. (N) 

7: The panel was “unable to sustain other Wolfer conclurions as well. 

While recognizing inat the bullets other than the Weisel, Goldstein, and 

Kennedy non-fatal ones were "too badly damaged for compari son purposes" 

(7/15/68) Wolfer did draw a number of other conclusions about then, in 

attempting to Mink them with the bullets which were fired at the scene. 

At the trial, for exampie, Yolfer testified that not only the Kennedy 

fatel bullet, put the Evans and Schrade bul lets as well were all demon- 

strably iat-nag enmunktion (4160-4165). n(a)nis," he said, " has all 

heen studied to indicate the brand of ammunition vy the color ppplied 

ené the nature of the alloy, the copper applied, and so they (7) can 

" say this is Hini-Mag ammunition." (4164) (N= 4165, 23-25) Since the 

time it was given, this tertimony had been challenged by other fires 

experts, and it could not be sustained by any of the examiners on the
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1975 panel. In listing both the type and make of the bullets at 

issue, none of the seven panelists reported that these bullets were 

mini-mags. In contrast to Wolf er's claims about copper coating, more- 

over, none-of these thrée bullets was listed in thé Initial Joint Report 

gerong those wWiich could be detersined to be "the same with renect to... 

copper colored ccating as 22 long rifle bullets manufactured by Cas- 

cade cartridges." In the findinzs of this report, "microscopic examina— 

tions" of these tullets aid two others “were not indicative of. the origin 

of manufacture ‘because of their vhysical condition resulting from impack | 

damage and/or coutamination." "stind-mag" is a trade name of one specific 

bullet manufacturer. If not even the mz emufacturer could he determined 

it was herdly possible to concluce that a bullet was mini-m2, 

Wolfer testified also that some of these same bullets hed rifling 

soecifications,: and that these were consistent with those in his his 

test bullets. Thus they could he tentatively. linked with ‘Sirhen's gun. 

With respcct to the fatal bullet, for exanple, Yolfer testified at the 

trial that it Was "fired from the gun of the same ballistic rifling 

specification as that of Feople! Ss Ho. 6, but because of the damage T 

cannot say positively that it was ‘fired from that gun." (4161) (1) 

This conclusion was subsequently challénged, particularly by Harper, 

who co:ld ‘find no discermable rifling specifications at all on the 

fatal bullet, a bullet of which only two-thirds was recovered, snd 

“yihich was fragemented into six pieces. "Bullet fragments fron Senator 

Kennedy's head," claimed a Special Units Senator Progress Rerort dated ~ 

July 18, 1968, “were fired from a weapon with the sane rifling speci- 

fications as tne Sirhan. weapon." This claim was based on \iolfer's 

Employee's Report of three days b-tore.
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Yet according to the Initial Joint Report of the 1975 examiners, 

this bullet has "no value for classical comparison microscony, " and 

neither is it listed as one of the six crime scene bullets which 

“have rifling impressions which are available for microscopic compar-~ 

ison with test bullets." None of the experts, moreover, in their 

individual work-sheets,—listed-any. indication of a single denonstrable 

lend or groove mark on the fragments which remained of the fotal bullet. 

(L, G, L, G for comparison. ) | 

If Wolfer's apparent error on test bultet identifications was 

- central to the official case, the errors on mini-mag identification 

and rifling specifications were. not. What is most. significant, however 

about each of these errors, is that routine conclusions of the official 

police expert, about evidence in the most important case of his career 

had been rendered untenable. This suggested further guestions about 

the care, competence, and even integrity of the original examination 

of physical evidence. - , | 

a None ‘of this could have been guessed, however, from the official 

statenents which followed the release of the examiners' reports. “after 

years of unwarranted attack on criminalist DeWayne Wolfer," Police Chief 

’ Ea Davis asserted, "his integrity and professional excellence have been 

vindicted." According to City Attorney' 8 office counsel, Dion Morrow, 

the _findings constituted a "complete vindication" of the LAPD bull et 

exemineticon.. "Tt will be gratify fing to LAPD criminalist DeWayne Wolfer,“ 

“orrow said, “that his profe.-ci: val judgement end the cuca ity of his 

work has been upheld.’ 

A ert frow their wv iiorm absence of findings to sup ort the 

avi vinal po" ice conclusions, tie exnerts were vnaninous erout soe 
; ce copcius z
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- 54, only nprelininazy" Pifling. angle ness : 

available." 

euditi:nal issues of consequence as well. In the Initial Joint Report, 

for example, tney agreed that the non-fatal Kennedy Dullet, exhibit 4T; hed 

"the sane number and position of canmelures as a: mown CCL ezliber 222 

Long Rifle coprer-coated hollow point bullet. (T5R, p. 2.) ‘The quality 

ené the absence of color in the "Belli scan" ghotograrhs ("Herper Ex. 

AT, Bx. 54" end “Hearing Ex, AT end Ex. 54") did not. permit the deter- 

mination of the number of cannelures on FN 2 (sx. an). The traces of this 

apparent second cannelure were so faint that five of the éxaminers were 

still uncertain as to its existence after exanining it visually under 

a microscope. only when the bullets’ were photogrpphed with a sensitive 

color process did additional traces of what | seened to be a cannelure 

become clear. 

_ Because of conceta. , bout the extent at ihe. damage 50 puliets AT and 

eats, wore attempted. (eres 

pe 2. ); Because’ ‘gach : 
ot 
anioge might prevent th précise measurement of. 

bullet axis, and sincey as became apparent’ in. exbsequent qeustioning, 

research into the measurement and evaluation of rifling angles is still 

progressing, conclusive Judgements were deemed difficult on the basis 

of present unowledge. only partial tests were, conducted. "the results," 

the experts concluded, "are not definitive based on the data presently 

‘One of tne more ‘confusing findings Listea in ‘the joint reports 

was the statenent that "The examiners, make no recommendation’ for ade 

“ditional types of testing: of the physical evidence in this czsee" mis 

was widely interpreted, n not perhaps unnaturally, ‘as meaning that agreement 

had been reached that no further scientific tests would be of ve Ine... . But 

. 

since only bullet examinations were being considered in the first place
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eny findings of the experts in relstion to further testing could have 

applied only to this area. at the questioning of the experts in No- 

venber and December, however, this phrase tumed out to mean only that 

the experts could not agree among theaselvés on “specific additional 

tests and thua~ cowldsjointly make no recommendation," _A number of 

the experts listed additional ‘tests which might be perfomed on the 

firearms evidence and which offered reasonable prospect of helpful 

-$nformation. All acknowledged the importance of testing valid evidence 

which suggested the presence of more than eight bullets. 

Although less definitive than many haa hoped, the conelus sions about 

which the experts were umandmows | were > helpful in clarifying & number of 

“gssues which had long been in dispute, as well as shedding Light on. 

others which had not formerly been ‘closely considered. They ¢ oncluded, 

jn cum, thet none of the evidence exrmined either. supported or ruled 

out a cecond @m, In fact, such & conclusion could only have ‘been 

Wey -orted" by evidence thet eagcested | or proved. that the bul iets. under 

exanipation had passed through aiff emet gun varrels. Bat since the 

cla:s charact-zistics capable of being détermings were all simile ar, it 

seened lixely thet all of the butlets under exanination ned been fired 

from the same class of gun. The- class, of. onmuni tion used likewise 

appeer axed. to ve the same. Since any ‘class of guns contains tundreds. oF 

: 
: 

thouscads of individual weapons, and since enmunition of the sane clacs 

is even nore ridely available, this finding hardly did. more then narrow 

the field of poseible second guns. Differences in class characteristics 

ii 

would have been attributed with confidence to the use of. more than one 

gun, but aif lerneces in individual characteristics could not be relied 

: 

{ 

unen to: desonstrate thet more than one gan within a class hi rd been used. 

i 
’ 
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* made for the third obvious category: naite 3 

42 

As noted vefore, any given shot by a gun will produce a number of 

Maccidental" markings which will not recur with eny predictebility. , 

Since Naccidental" sand "individual" characteristics cannot reliably 7 

be distinguished, while ‘einilar striations. on different bullets may 

demonstrate that they ‘were fired from the same gun, dissimilar striations 

almost never prove that they were fired from different gans. According to . 

the report of FBI expert Cunningham, for example, nAlthough the T2 through 

f8 test bullets from Sirhan" 8 revolver can be identified with each other, 

there are eignificant differences between the individual characteristics 

on these bullets and ‘the marks present on Py a; 6, and 8. (p. 1, emphasis 

added.) But though there were, different nefcinge on "panel end victim 

) wallets, this aia not establish that the. vietin ballets were fired fron: 

& gun other then. Sirhan's, Such .a ss HB, in fact, is neariy_w unheard 

“ 

; of in comparisons of yuibed s of tha ean labia arectertstics “Mithoudh 

the bullet workcheets used by the. expert jeluded notations for Nidenti- 

fications" and inconclusive," therefore, HO ‘Listing whatsoever ‘yas 

r iiat fon; " However dif- 

ferent specific individual characteristic’ may , ‘seen "differentiation". 

on the basis of these alone is almost never ossible. - 

This being the case, any "second gun" wok the same class character- 

istics as the ‘first gon" would have’ been ‘nearly madetectable on the 

'. basis of the tests performed. Some of the. bullets, moreover, were 50 

severely damaged that even. class characteristics could not be deter= 

mined. Hone of the experts vould establish the nzke of the fatal Ken- 

“nedy pullet, or of. at least four other boll ets they exanined Qs 1a, 

4, and 7.) ‘Two of the pullets were completely: indeterainate even as 

to caliber (4 end 7). On four'of the pullets;. the number o£. ands and 

it
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frooves was not apparent (le, 3, 4, 7) and on two even the direction 

of the rifling could not be estabiished (4, Ts _ Although the heaviest 

' of the victim bullets recovercd weighed 37.4 grains, only ahout two 

qrains short of the original bullet weight, the lightest weizhed 11.3 

grains and 25.9 grains resnectively. Under these conditions not even 

elementary information could be ‘obtained about some of the bullets 

in evidence, to say nothing of the eighth acknowledged crime scene 

pullet on which no information was available at all. qhere class char- 

acteristics were ¢ available, they could only succeed in narroving the 

field of possible guns from millions to thousands. Referring to one 

particularplass characteristic of three separate bullets, expert Cun— 

ningham, ‘for exemple, wrote that "the widths of the land impressions 

in these bullets are the same as those prpducéd by Sithen's revolver." 

(p. 1.) But the necessary implications of this fact were slender: 

“Wherefore, these bullets could heave. been fired from this revolver, or 

enother revolver whith produces. the same width Lend inpressions." (p. l, 

enphesis added.) Helpful as they were, therefore, in their factual 

aetermingtions and in the light which they: hed on the previous exam= 

oi 

ination, the findings on which the experts joxe meningus foiled to 

One finding wich was not maninons, However, did commend a con- Loe 

siderable ‘mount of attention. “Hone of the. experts coula conclusively 

match the Sixhan en with any of the crime scene bullets, but four 

of them did make various natches among the three victim bullets in the 

best condition. Bradford, Cu ningham, and Garland, for example, made 

a conclusive matea between the Weisel, Goldstein, and Kennedy non-fatal 

bullet. Stanton Berg made a positive nat che between the Kennedy and
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- gould not match the Kenedy end Weisel bullets directly. 

44 

and Golastein -llets, and the Goldstein and Weisel bullets, but 

Two. cther 

panelists, “orton end Tamer, found insufficient evidence for. any of 

these metches, though they observed some similarity in individual 

characteristics and did not deny that the three pellets might have 

come from the same gun. Panelist Alfred Biasotti, finally, found @ 

three way match of Kennedy, Weisel, and Goldstein redniy probable, bat 

not sufficiently clear to make- an wnenuivocal, objective determina- 

tion. (This position he designated by the synbol "TD?7". ) 

In spite of the expert split. on this question, “the ‘guggestion 

that these three pullets were fired from the seme. gun was important. 

there is some possibility that a second gun end not ‘sixnan's had fired 

- the shots which struck Weisel and. Goldstein ‘end. ‘conceivably one oF 

more other. victims as well as Kennedy. rt ‘te cleo not inposeible 

that pullets from more than one gun struck Kenedy, with a bullet 

from Sirhan lodging in the neces. Neither of these possibilities 

had been considered extensively before the firearns panel, and neither 

con be Tinally ried owt. Because of the possible implications of a 

nat ch between the Goldstein, ici sel and Kennedy non-fatel on” etsy 

it. seened especially im loxtant to test these ballets more troroughly, 

using neatron activath: mm onelysis, for examples to determine if they - 

cane Crom the sane patch. ‘Iisa step was endorsed py some of the 

exerts. 

Al] of the billet coneluricnss, of course, are conditional on 

tie integrity of the evisence, ead Li:gering: questions jn wie re- 

,ard deserve to be mentirnes Of the seven victin pi}lets rerovered, 

i 

the Kemedy neck p:llet was one of the two in best conci tints end it 

wes also te most pivotal to : 1, the enc: ‘ysions to be rercned. Since 

‘_
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the bullets examined were teken from hunan tissue, “contamination” 

by organic wetter would naturally be expected cdbering to their 

surfaces. According to Wolfer' s work log, the fetal Kennedy bullet 

Was Neleaned™ ‘on June 14. 1958, and yet in spite of this fact, con- 

tamination was noted on it by several of the experts. of the seven 

victin bullets, in fact, the only one on which no, contamination ¥ was 

noted was the one which was recovered ‘from Kemnedy's neck. For years, - 

the District Attomey" s , office had been most articulate about the / 

possibility that the evidence bullets night have been mishandled, : 

Accetting this concer; however, it is difficult to deny that the 

eater st potential for the tampering with evidence: ‘occurred not after ~ 

it. was in the poss session | of the court, but pefore it was ever received . 

_into evidence. 'In view of the absolute centrality of this bullet to 

any scientific consideration of a second gun," . the petition filed on 

oehelf of Peul Schrade made a proposal in this connection on December 

4, 1975. yay appropriate authorities should be consulted, it said, “to 

ascertain a.propriate measures to determine if this bullet ever en- 

tered a human body..." (p. 22. check.) : ' | 

The most important expert’ disagreement appeared to center on the. 

Weisel, “oldstein, and Kennedy comparison, but this was by no means 

; 
' 

the only one. 36 comparisons were made by ‘five or more panel. members. 

Although on 14 of these ‘the panelists agreed, they dicagreed on 15 

others, end 7 more contained ‘eB potential disagreement due to the use 

of an intermediate category of judgenent (107) by Blasotti. One of 

_ the differences. waich existed between the ‘experts had. to ao with their 

res: ective thresholds" on judzenents conceming positive identifi- 

cation. Lowell Bradford, for example, ‘who made only two positive 

 i@enti-ications in the 15 cases in dispute seemed to have a relatively 

2 
{
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high U threshold in comparison with the other panel members. Stanton 

Berg, on the other hand, mae 12 separate positive identifications out 

‘of the sane 15 casesy end seenied to have a relatively low one. Yet 

even these aiff erences aia not hold consistently throughout the com- 

parisons, and ‘nigh threshold" examiners sometimes found a match where 

"low threshold" examiners could not, and vice versa. On three separate 

occasions, for example, Berg found an ID whereas Cuiningham found an 

Tc. In another case, however, Cunningham found an AD al though Bexg 

could not. Bradford made two identifications in- cases where Turner 

found an IC; yet Tamer made two other identifications in cases where. 

Bradford found an IC, In the compariron of the Kennedy and Goldstein ~ 

-pullets, Berg found an ID, while Bradford found an IC; however, in thé 

comparison of the Kennedy and Weisel bullets, Bradford found a ID while 

Befg found an IC. Similar cross-overs also emerged in comparisons 

between Berg and Gar} and, and Berg and Biasotti, suggesting that dis- 

, cerepancies in juagenent were not even predictable’ on the ba is of normal 

individual predilections. Althougn demonstrating indgnendence on the 

part of the experts, the pattemless quality of these disagreements could 

also be exmected to cause some confusion for Laynen interpreting the 

recults. a oe vo 
: 

J 

The expert, reports seemed at first both conaistent and defini- 

tive, put this interpretation | was ito prove conerhat cuperficial. Some 

issues were conclusively recolved, but these were not the ultimate issues, 

end the more closely the re-orts were studied tne more important areas 

of differences and inconcluaiveness came to ecent - Beneath what seemed 

vio 

to be a vanecr or unanimity, confusion and discrepancy renained. This 

| 

became more apparent in November and December, when the experts were 

i
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questioned individually on their finings over. for days in court. 

According to one expert, for example, matches of copper coated 

22 caliber bullets are so rare as to occur only approximately 20% 

of the time, even when the bullets are fired from the same gum con- 

secutively. another expert, however, said that such matches were 

routine: and expected. Since a non-match might mean either thet different 

guns were fired or that the same ¢ gun haa not reporduced sufficient 

matching individuel characteristics for identification, the probe ability 

of matches. of bullets fired from. the sane gun was an imnortént factor 

in ass? ssi ing which of these Lleters:tives was nore Likely. 

Similarly, the question of the consistency of individual cher~ 

eetsrietics in 4 an barrel fror. shot to shot was importent. If a sun 

barre] remained consistent in ite: basic identifying charectaristics 

over hundreds o. shots, identisicztion could reasonably be ex- ected 

even shen 2. cubstential muaber oO. shots had intervened, Yet wnile at 

at 

war clesr thet "accidental" charcct viciics ai: ant ap” ear on any iven 

* 

snot, wit ont being evident on nrior or subsequent ones, there wos no 

zeeree.ent |” -rent on the is-ue of now many consecutive some Tranees 

sould te _rernired to oualify a wsvking as an individual. car ‘teristic. 

- One exrert st. ted tha om if a gn hed been fired a dozen or more times 

betveen the evidence tullet ms the eoeparison test bullet, the chances 

of s neteh were only miniscule ,. Ne to the cnanres in the tore caused 

by the interve:e:ng shote. According to. another expert, however, this 

degree of continuity of indivi: aT hes 4 narkings would not only be expected, 

but vould be resnired in order to qualify any particular mering es 

2 “true” indivicual choracteri~tic. Since the heart of the experts" 

fi:diner had to do precisely. with judgements of matches and non-matcnes 

among bullets, this azount of uncertainty on the basic questions of
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of tie likclihood of a match and the nc ‘ture and consistency of the 

markings on which is was based added to the aiffionity of inter- 

nreting the significance of the critical data at issue. Rot only was 

there diseagreenent on specific netches but on the very standards by 

which the meaning of matches and non-matches could be eveluated. 

In addition to examining bullets themselver, the panel menbers 

also attempted to study the bore of Sirhents gun, This examination was 

described in a special account by expert Patrick Garland, who reported 

that during the microscopic examinations of the muzzle “several gross 

imperfections were noted. In an effort to reproduce these defects, 

with a view towards orienting them with the gross imperfections noted - 

on the bullets, casts were nade of the forward end of the barrel." Due 

to shrinkege and inadequate reproduction of the casts, however, the effort 

was only partially successful, and according to Garland "orientation 

_ was not possible between casts and test tullets." . Yet some expert 

testimony ascerted than an apparent protrusion at the muzzle of Sir- 

han's gun may have been responsible for gouge marks which were evident — 

-on some of the bullets fired. ut out of 128 attempts to watch Wolfer's 

test bu'lets at the Grana Jury or trial, only 3.1% of-the cases re- 

sulted in a match, and these metches thenselves were made by only two 

of tue seven experts. One expert (Cunningham) found a gouge mark | on 

exhibit 47, but another expert, (tiorton) did not. Although one ex- 

pert (Koxrton) found distinctive irregularities on ‘the first and sixth 

lends of some of the bullets, another (Biasottd), found such irregular- 

ities on the second instead. ind while Cunninghan stated in his indi- 

vidual report that there were "simficant differences" between new pancl 

bullets end butlets taken from victizs, panelist Biasotti found none. 

It had seemed to be settled in the Initial Joint Report that the
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critical bullets did not _ _Zeveal any. unusual. amount of oxidation or 
Be SGM oe 9 

deterioration of a: mature. which would substaiitially affect a classical 
. ae MING . i: Lee Soe 

microscope comparison " mt the Comprehenstvg Joint Report, signed the 
H ITAL ‘eae SES ame 

._ following day, listed asione of five factozs yhich m mia hinder identi- 
Beats SV: hs 

. fications, “possible ‘Jose, of, fine detail over Intertvening years." Lack 
ies Niky > | 

-of- evidence, apparently, , aid not preclude possibitity. Although the 
Meo wf Sawhty ; 

“no recommendation" section of the comprehensive report seemed bleak 

and terminal at first, it tumed out to mean only that no recommendations 

had been jointly agreed upon. Although the joint findings appeared to 

leave the rifling angle issue in Liinbo, expert Tamer announced at the 

hearings in November that he hoped to embark on a research project which 

he believed might clarify it. And although. the final report opened with 

the stark declaration that there was “no substantive evidence" to support 

& second gon, the findings which followed ‘made clear that there was 

ano substantive evidence" to disprove.it. The ‘findings which emerged 

were not always what they initially had seemed. . 

in. spite of their achievements, finally, the examinations ‘aia 

contain some gaps which were unfortunate. although senator Kennedy's 

coat was made available to the panel, no examinations were maue of it, 

contrary to some press reports. sven _in:the bullet . examinations then- 

selves certain seemingly iaportens conparieons were omitted, Expert 

Biasotti attempted to match exhibit 55 bullets with the Goldstein and 

stroll bullets, but not with the Weisel and Kennedy bullets, the latter ~ 

of which was more critical anc toth of whicn were apparently in better | 

-consition. Yet four other exnerts made no et tempt to match the trial 

| bullets with my of the crine scene pullets at all. aly rough the 
i
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orizinal court oréer spec Ticslty renuested a finding on the v:lidity 

of the original. bullet compari:on conelusion only one exert o * the 

seven -avtern; ted te match eshibit AT with any of the exhibit 55 test 

bullets. His “result was an “in conclusive." only 0 panelists at- 

-tenpted to match the Grand Jury bul?etw with the crime scene bi? ets, 

and none attennted to match them either with themselves or with the new 

’ tect bullets. Although waniious in the finding that the barrel of 

Sirhan's gun wien encountered had extreme or severe leading, none of 

the experts ex-arently considered the implications ‘of this finding - none 

at lcast called any attention to it. It was not until more than six 

weexs leter that these implicationc were stunbléd across: in the course 

of one of the subsequent court sessions. 

It is likely es.well that nost of the experts were basically un= 

familiar with the treadth of the questions. which existed ‘about the case 

and may heve pres sened that these were limited solely to the fixearms evi- 

dence pefore them. coning primarily from backgrounds in law enforce- 

ment, where nost fireams identification work is naturally done, it is 

also possible that some may have been meonsetously influenced in their 

attitudes and procedures by habits developed in the course of work done 

7 ; , ; ; 

“hetever the hopes m ney have been for definitive findlags from the firearms 
j : 

panel, the disappointment of thes 3 hopes: cennot in the main be bl: med on 

“the ‘penel itself. Given the Limitrtions imposed by the inadesuacy of 

the prior investi gation, the condition ‘of the evidence, and the nature 

of the art, the scope of the findings which might have been possible , 

ras severely restricted. Meny of the initial expectations, moreover, 

Ay were founded on hope more than yee); ty ‘ead on @ neivete abovt the-
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field of firearms identification. Although relying on scientific pro- 

ceuures tne practice of firearms identification does not, unfortunately, 

have acgical properties enabling conclusive or omniscient “judégenents 

regardless of the state of the evidence. It: is still primarily an 

art, and is hee ovily dependent on subjective determinations, Vhere 

evidence is initially coulded, sweeping determinations may not be pos- 

‘sible, and even more modest conclusions may only be attempted at the 

risk of ambiguity or expert disagreenent. Terminology itself is often 

not standardized (x), and the field is no more immune to the problem - 

of divergences in professional judgement than those, for example, of 

nsyoni airy or law. The recognition of these realities enly cane slowly 

as the evidence was sifted, - and led, a-ong other things, to the. re- 

quests for further tests to clarify what had thus far remained ob- 

secure. If the findings of the experts were uncertain in their deteils 

:nd implications, however, to mach of the media they were unclear even 

in their proadest outlines. 
| 

The examiners’ reports were released on October 6, 1975, end tho: 7gh 

the necla inaccuracy was not uniform, it was very widespread and ex- 

traordinarily damaging to the general public understending of the case. 

“or years the care had suffered primarily from, obsqurity, and the in~ 

anil ity to win adequate coverage of basic questions was an impediment 

vi.ich | was overcome only through the most difficult and laborious pro- 

cess. “hen this effort was at last unsuccessful and a firet step had 

finally been secured in the initial testing, the ‘report of the examina- 

tion which occurred was ‘misinterpreted 80 gravely as alsost io cripple 

any ‘future effort to clarify the situation. As reported in the New 

York Fines, "the experts said resuits of the ballistics tests... were
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se Inconclusive aid neither supported nor cefuted the second gua 

theory." That description was accurate and fair but it did not 

appear until February, 1976. The reports during. the intervening per- 

iod, however, were very aifferent. 4n spite of the absence of a single , 

expert statement to tnat effect, the overvhelming account which emerged 

through the news outlets was that the panel had definitely concluded 

there was no second gun. 

The coverage in the Los Angeles Times Was, ‘perhaps, as starkly 

inaccurate as in any newspaper in the countzy. “Wo Second Gun in Ken- 

nedy assacsination, Panel Says" | the front page he heedline read, Inter- 

spersed throughout the article were accurate accounts and quotations 

of aspects of the examiners’ findings, but the ‘dramatic opening para-..) 
. 

grenns Left no doubt of wiat thie Tlues decided they asoumted Ha2 

No second gun. 

That was the erucial conclusion Kot 4s 

“reportof. seven experts: appointed ¥« 2 ; 

in the ‘assassination of: Senator Robert Td Kennedy. 

7s 

txrerts Can't rind Any Evidence That More Than One Weepon Fired..." 

resa the article's subtitle, but although an alert reader might have | 

notice the contrast with the main headline, jt is unlikely that it 

inpres.ed itself on many. In paragreph ten another penel conclusion 

wac revorted: “the panel also gaid they could. not conclude that the 

mullet that struck Kennedy's neck end the bullets taken from Goldstein 

-and Heisel were fired from convicted assassin Sixhan B. Sirhan." Yet 

novikere was it pointed out that these were the three best of the victim tul- 

Jets, and that the others were even less capable of any match with ‘Sire 

han's gun. Hor, although extravagent official praise of Wolfer was. 

mmoted water in the article, was even a sentence devoted to the fact 

thet the meteh of these three bullets, unsupported in a single case
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by any expert, was the heart of the firearms case of the prose i 

cution seven years before, and the basis for oritical questioning 

ever since. . op 

It might conceivably have occurred to a. few Times subscribers 

that since there was no desonstrafion that Sithents gun was used, 

just as there was no demonstration of a second gun, the emphasis given 

to those particular conclusions might equally well have been reversed. 

With exactly the same logic, the headline would then have read, "No ; 

Sirhan Gun in Kennedy Assassination, Panel Says." This title could 

then heve been buttressed by an accurate subtitle: “Experts Unable 

to Conclude that Sithan's Gun Fired Bullets in Senator's Slaying." 

‘In the article actually printed the conclusion was dram that "For 

the moment, it appeared that the experts had put 'the second gun" theory 

to rest..." This could easily have been altered to read: "For the mo- 

nent, it appeared that the firearms claims of the Los Angeles Police 

Department had been put to rest." Tt had long een the standard assump- 

tion that Sirhan. was guilty and the the firearms evidence used to con- 

vict him had ‘been accurate and sound. If enywhere, these conclusions 

mast have seemed secure at the Los Angeles Times, which had castigated 

editorially every new effort even ‘to check the doubts. Yet since the 

‘first of these contentions could not be substantiated and the secoond wes 

varown ‘into the deepest doubt, on the hallowed journalistic principle 

that "men bites dog” is news, rather than vice versa, a very appropriate 

ctory aicht have been written about the lack of proof: ‘that Sirhan was - 

the assassin and the accumulation of evidence that the police conclusions 

were incoapetent at best. No such story appeared. . ) 7 oP, : 

Liowever elementary the distinction between the disproof of a 

yroponition and the failure to substantiate it, this contrast was lost
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on others besides the Los “ngeles Times. And if the dramatic 

erosion in the official police contentions was disturbing, the 

significance of this factor and even its existence was drowned aut 

by the effusive self-praise of Los Angeles law enforcement. 

The substance of each news articel would typicelly contain cor- 

rect quotations from the panel reports, but almost without exception , 

in headlines and elsewhere the contradictory statement would. also ~ be 

made that the experts had ruled out the possibility of a second gun. 

"The inability of the experts," said the New York Times in a front” 

page story, "to say positively vhether all three bullets came from 

the Sirhan gun appeared to leave unanswered at least one question 

raised by observers." Apart from the fact that not only three but 

all of the victim bullets could not’ be identified with Sirhm's gun, 

this statement was accurate. And the question which was left "unan- 

swered", moreover, was preciesly the question of "Who Killed Robert. 

Kennedy?" Yet according, to the headline of the s same article, "Experts 

sale Out 2d Gun in Robert Kennedy Death," this very question had al- 

ready been answered. © “the experts said that the deterioration of the 

bullets over the years hea made identification impossible," the Times 

reported, an fact, however, as the Initial Joint Report states quite 

expt icitly, no evidence was uncovered of any "deterioration which would 

substantinlly “affect a classical microscope compari gon examination." 

(IJR, pe 3) 

The inaccuracy of much of the early reporting may have been par- 

tially due to the. pressure for early stories and to the: ‘ining of the 

report's release. The network report on NBC, for example, was hastily 

relayed only minutes after the reading of the Couprehensive Joint 

Revort, barely in time to be included on the evening news, The fol-
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lowing noming on the Today Show, a différent report was aired, in 

which the same reporter, a particularly able end. careful one, gave 

an-:accirate and much more balanced picture, clearly, reflecting, the 

study which had occurred since the initial,’ rushed: ‘story. In* > aig 

of the news magazines and later accounts, ‘the most latent errors and 

simplications of the earlier stories sinilarly were eliminated. For 

the most pert, however, initial, inaccurate décounte, were filed and 
te 

disseninated vefore the reports had even been todieds ‘By the time . 
te 

that careful study became possible, however; othe early accounts were 

' in print and the casé was already considered ‘elésed.. “The first, and in: 

‘“nmnost cases only, accounts of the ‘findings were, alnost without exception, . 

clear, concise, dramatic, and wrong, 

In the atmosphere of stampede ‘which . existed in these first hours. 

and days, it was very. difficult even for those long familiar with the 

case to naintein ‘a sense of belence, mach less to study ana absorb the 

details of the findings in question. The ‘fatigue of maintaining the 

effort to test the evidence had been so great, and. the flood of sim- 

plificetion and niainterpretation sO vast, that the temptation was very. 

deep to let the matter rest and abstain from the effort required to point 

out the issues wiich reamined, Some of the doubts, vafter all, had been 

climineted, the one gun theory had’ not: been conclusively disproved, and 

“at Lleict one important area of evidence had been examined in go00d faith, 

i F ‘ . 

ty escerts of competence and expeyience. partly due to naivete about 

‘the firearas identification field, different or at least more conclusive - 

findinss hed initially been expected by many of those who had pressed 

for the tests. Yet the more it became possible to study the official . 

re-orts, the clearer it became that none of the fundamental questions. — 

1 ' 

hed been resolved. ; ;
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-efore such a judgement became possible, however, the renorting 

oi the issue was dependent primarily on the pronouncements of official 

snokesmen who saw no need for delay. Apart from the astonishing claim 

thet the “:rofessional excelience" of DeYayne Wolfer had "been vindi- 

cated," nunerous other jubilant claims were voiced. “What is most sig- 

nificent about the findings," said special counsel Thomas Kranz, “is the 

conclusion that no second gun was fired...." Acting District Attorney 

John Howard was more expansive, | "TD would hope this would lay to rest | 

the divisive and destructive rumors surrounding the investigation and 

prosecution of this case," he said, Yet he feared that trouble night be 

stirred up in the future, and voiced his concem that "the mentalities , 

of the various assassination theorists” would make it impossible for 

then "to abide by this decision." Chief of Police Davis, who had pre- 

viously refused even to answer questions about the case, was still more 

emphatic. However forcefully Wolfer's work had been upheld, he said, 

“this will not stop the conspiracy ‘theory profiteers or the conspiracy 

theory nuts from drumming, up additional allegations which will tend to 

undermine the workings of the police, the prosecution, and the courts. 

The same line was echoed by a number of editorials which appeared 

shortly thereafter. "Will the unanimous conclusion of the experts sat- 

‘isfy those who have been clamoring for seven long years (sic) for a- 

reopening of the ballistics phase of the case?" asked the Los Angeles 

Times. ‘He doubt it, But the suspicion that thete was more than one 

assassin no longer has the slightest credibility." 

"Lhe suspicion that there was more than one assassin," announced 

the Los Angeles Herald Examiner, breaking a long editorial cilence on 

the isrue, "has no credibility whatseover. We hope this recent inves-
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tigation will end the matter for all time and we can place our ef- 

forts on more constructive matters." If the Herald Examiner seemed 

to echo the Times, the New York Daily News enthe“Bast Coast appeared 

to echo Chief Davis. In spite of the conclusive findings, it said, 

"We have a feeling that kooks, crazies, and zanies will still come 

forth with elaborate conspiracy theories," and would win recognition 

from segnents of the press. Hot only, however, did the Daily News 

editorial mistitle the final exaniners' report and repeat the standard 

fallacy that "it concludes that only one gun... was involved in the 

1968 killing," but it formulated the further vovel inaccuracy that 

the experts had actually declared that the "one gon" involved was that 

fired by Sixhan Sizhan.” | 

This new revelation wae mercifully:absent from the Herald Exam- 

iner editorial, entitled "Only Cne Gun" and it did not appear either 

in the editorial of the Los Angeles Times. The Times, did, however, 

run a cartoon graphically demonstrating the explosion of a symbolic 

second gun, Apart from expounding this juagement in their ow behalf, 

which though mistaken ‘would at least have been honest, the Times 

repeated the original misattribution of this coriclusion to the experts 

thenvelven. "Seven experta," their editorial stated; "all conducting 

seperate otudies of the ballistics evidence, have come up with an iden- 

 44c¢al conclusion: There was no second gun in. the assassination of Sen, 

Rovert i. Kennedy in the pantry of the Ambassador Hotel on June 5, 1968." 

Since this finding wes absent from each of the separate studies cited, 

it cov-ld-herdly have been the "identical:conclusion" of all of then, 

tut the dey which had elapsed since the original release of the examiners' 

renoxt h:d net apparently enabled this fact to become clear. Although,
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sore then = nonth leter, the Limes! news ¢ Lumns, would report that 

even ctunton Eerg, one of the ponel members nost skeptical of second 

fam posriritities “oamitted that all poo ibility of a second gun had 

not been el iminated" (11/18) no acknovLedzenent was ever nade of the 

error of earlier reports and ‘editorials which eyplictly stated the 

opromite. Since, moreover, one of the experts, Lowell Bradford, hed 

stated quite explicitly in As rerort that "he qwestion of a second 

~ gun is openeee™ (v. A) it is dif: ioult to yanerstend how the Times could 

sake the contrary claim «ith so much conviction after more than a dey 

had elapsed since the releace of the reports. 

Perturbed by the first burst of reporting, in which this statenent | 

was ‘ienoxed and the guardedly worded conclusions of the experts mis- 

construed ; on October 7, Bradford issued his statement protesting 

the misuse of the experts findings. But though a follow-up story did 

appear on CBS “that evening, most information’ outlets: soatinned te allow, 

the initial hasty and inaccurate ‘accounts to stand. Not even the ob- 

jection of one of the experts whose oredi bility had been enlisted and 

views distorted in “the earl ier accounts could spur retraction, correction, 

revision, or amplification. 

| Wonetheless, it was pecoming progressively clearer that the in- 

conclusiveness of the first tests necessitated an effort to. organize 

further ones, despite the renewed public misund. erstméing about the stete 

of the evidence. A press conference to this: effect was held in Los 

Angeles on the Wednesday after the Monday court hearing. This was well 

attended and received Local coverages put thost of the national medias 

including the wire services, passed up the opportunity for a more sober 

and deliberate Look at the expert findings, and even failed to cor-



COMEARIBON SOL Slip i BO. 

Yr. 

_EXAMINER Berg DATE q/r8fas- 

T7/T8 

TeST vs TESTS _ 
= 

/ | 
° 

1 fa. 

Items Ex. # {1D 
pee 

PN # or Remarks 

Ic. 

; : Bas llets Can be PAated -nanhey ade Sinskbyeches Ae 

A/B S5 IC re PesiFve pdentifi.cetees Gin be Meade, due. 

rhe Lee’ ef well defined. dertiseti oc Clavocher: 

TC Ballets cen be Phaved. - A Hum ber of Ssntlors 

A[C 
) yed. “7e . Osi Tire tLeat fect ban Can Go Ret 

: “ rac we te well defined dutinch ve Chava eteen 

. Pellets Cer bea phard.-A mugen CF Stmhves - 

TC tw ene we ted. “Ao (225i Five dants fetes tren Ce 

B/G 
is ; - m™ ada due Te The hLeaete of Ti gasferenh 

Het on ban 

{ well dcfined dutfinehve chavacterurtseron Db: 

r YI wos very Peot Condition = hea vila hasbeen: 

A/D 55/5B C ft 
/ ; / Sur Fece. Alley Contin, plerert all Mrestensy . 

. Surface tr in Peek London em &, Iadiyt 

/E Ta |! 
) ; 

: Arar Kings Alot of Alloy Coating Fr Messen 

me altro iw very Peer Condition. Heavily 

IF IC Surkroaned- paast of Suvfret Cuating te wis: 

Palle te cen be phased: 

Surface Conditron of G& does bet Pere 

IG , IC acu +. ven trom. pack sart ¢ + . row - 

|] nee con be eS ayrece Cea ring tt vere 

Tulieds Can be Pharad. Surface fends: 

B/G 55/5B Tt eof. G& 3 wall oF Lusk Of Fasten t 

Aiptimnaetvea 
well clefime charasferie tree 

pallets ten be pPhared. Surface Candi tian 

C/G 
TC (ins ne wall 21 eae oF FufFieient dutinet: 

; ; weil defimad Charecteristies «- yp 

qf{zafas- 

T1/T2 NONE | T_D Bullets easily PAasred: 4 number of Ar 

of matehing wihie wane heted- 

; ; Nets asely hased, Very geed det 

13/T4 ITD Rall seth iy P ry 4 att: 

‘ 
Dees Grere “neted ’ 

: 

{let ‘case/ hased. Go d ao behine . 

T5/T6 TD fh alist sy F ; = * 1 

; 
Aaeaas © Stern were mated. 

Belle ts: ware varity Phased. Some §9° 

— 
4 

arear ot matehing tn divedsal wavkingy Aol 

pallets were -earila phared. Breese aff 

Page from comparison work sheet of one of the . 

firearms examiners.



29 

rect the misinterpretations which Bradiord had protested. 

vhen- the exerts were questioned in ilovember and December their 
wo “4 

findings were further clarified, but problems of mis-re:orting and 

“non-revorting remained, An ef Tort was initially made to schedule these 

nearings without consulting 211 counsel, ad the date which was arbi- 

. trerily. set was one at which Schrede's representatives would not have 

been able to be present, This date was averted with dif.iculty, however, 

~ 

end e@ new one was set at whicn alt parties to the action could be present 

and the various aspects of the reports and work sneets could be ex- 

plored with greater care. © _ —_ 

In many cases of the eauly reporting the first sentence of the 

Comprehensive Joint Report was cited as if it comprived ¢ the entirety of 

the experts’ findings, but the | detailed reni fications of. those findings 

nox became more obvious. None of the experts: testified that their 

findings had precluded the pos ibility ofa second gun, The fact, was 

acknowedged that only a 1i- ‘ited portion of the. evidence had been re- 

viewed end that either had the examiners been charged ‘with: evaluating. 

the other aspects, nor, in most. cases, were they ‘even foniliar with 

then. When apprised by attomey Vincent Bugliost of the evidence he 

had uncovered bearing on flight paths none of ‘the experts denied the 

legitimacy of such further tests, anil several “Feconnended other exprov. 

riate. measures which could be taken in the fireams area as well - ‘The 

inability of any to ‘reproduce the Vest bullet’ ‘Adentitioations Wol fer , 

said he had made Was reiterated. r 

On the second day of the nroceedings this el énerit was. , dranatically 

unéerscored during the: questioning ‘of expert Bradford. , Tn the past, 

Sredford said, the official findings of the Wolfer examination ‘had 

created 2 reasonable presumption : in favor of a one-gun theory, not=
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withstanding the skepticism which had been voiced ‘by outside ob- 

servers on the basis of Limited access to the evidence. In the past, 

Bradford observed, the official findings of the Wolfer examination - 

had created a reasonable presumption in favor of a one-gun theory, 

notwithstanding doubts expressed about it. The examinations conducted, 

he said, had settled the cannelure issue and the rifling angle issue 

had at least been neturalized. Since, however, as he had stated in 

his original report, "the examination results contradict the original 

identification made. at the trial of _Sirhan B. Sirhan" the stronger 

vresumption which had existed in fsvor of the official theory had been 

" Gemolished. Based on these conclusions, Bradford testified that in , 

his judgement the ‘second gun possibility was "stronger" as a result. 

of the exsminers' tests then it had been before. On the basis of the 

existing rublic understanding -of the exerts! findings, this conclusion 

yas truly startling. Yet not only was it not even reported elsewhere, | 

but ‘no mention of either the statencnt ov of Bradford's testimony as a whole 

appezred the following day in the news colums of the Los Angeles Times. 

| Tne most dramatic finding to! emerge from the heerins: was uncovered 

sImost by caance, and was not volunteered by any of the eimerts, All 

of the exvainers had agreed that the bore of Sixhan's gun was heavily. 

Leaded shea. submitted, and thig wes ; depicted as. re sponsible for the 

relahivel: roor quelity of cone of the newly test, fired bul7ets, par- 

ticdl-ely tie first few. Tet the § arlications éf this Leading hea not 

been appazent to leynen exemiaing the rey: orts, nor had it been noted or 

explained by, any of the experts. Leading is a gun barrel is caused nor- 

mally only by. the passage through the barrel of a lead bal et, causing ~ 

some o2 the lead from the bullet's surface to wipe off inside the bore. (5) 

”
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Vhen co-rer coated bullets ere fired, not only does the copper 

coating elininate contact between the bullet lead and’ the inside 

of the vote, hut it carries aray eny lead which may already be present. 

Yet the only recorded bullets fircd through ‘Sirhan's Sun nince the 

-afternocn of June 5,.1968, had been copper coated, All eight bullets 

seid to have been fired by Sirhan in the Ambassador pantry were appar- 

ently. co per coated (N), es were all the eight bullets said to have 

been tect-fired before the 7th of June by Devayne Volfer. “Volfer never 

sentiined that any other buliets mirht hnve been fired, Yet if the last 

16 bullets fired through the gun had been copper-coated, the leading 

discovered on the gun when examined by the exerts would huve been in- 

rosrible. 

On December 16, 1975, Patrict Garland, the seventh expert to testify, 

was acsxed about this discrepancy. Garland was the expert who had ac- 

tually fired the gun ana he had issued the special report on "Test Firing 

=roce cedures." Wehn questioned about the "severe leading" which the | 

eport hud described inside the gun barrel, Garland described it as 

"strange." Asked whether he knew of any other explanation for the leading 

that thepacsege of lead bullets through the gun, he said be could think 

of none, Asked if he felt it was likely that 16 prseumbed firings 

of conper coated bullets would have had to be followed by the firing 

of wicoated lead ones, Garlend said that he did. 

| Thus aid a study which was begun as a result of peculiarities 

in evidence end with the discovery of additional peculiarities, And 

since the validity of any examinations was dependent on the integrity 

£ the evidence examined, this question as well was throm into doubt. 

Since no word existed of when the gun was test- fired, and since there 

1
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was no corroboration for Wolfer's account of the event, his word alone 

was the sole basis for the presumption that no uncoated bullets haa , 

been used, Yet if Wolfer's word was in doubt on one question, why 

cho wld this doubt not extend to other questions as well, including 

those of ceiling panels and the recovery of bullets. If the handling 

of the evidence had been deliberately misreported in this case, what 

credibility ren2zined for any of the other reports the public was asked 

to believe about the handling of the evidnce? Evidence had been destroyed, 

reports had never existed, or could not be found, and the only spparent 

basis for the.conclusions offered was the increasingly less imposing 

account of Dewayne Wolfer. 

If concern about these questions was 5 troubling the Los Angeles 

authorities, little indication of this fact was given. For 44 years, 

requests for re-testing had been resisted. Yet now the authorities 

were attemnting to attribute uncertainties in the evidence to conse=- 

quences of their policy of delay. The gun H18602 was allowed to be 

destroéya, and other evidence, ineluding a bullet reportedly recovered 

from Sirahn's pocked was discovered to ave’ ai sappeared as well. An . 

attempt wes even made in court to suggest that lead bullets might have 

been pounded throught the Sirhan gun with a rod and mallet shile it 

was in the custody of the county clerk. And however much alarm officials 

mignt have displayed in the past about thom ekendDing: of: gvidencelafter 

it had left police control, questions of what might have gone.on prior 

te thet time renained unpursued. __ 

On January 5 of this year, the long-awaited CBS “docanentery on the 

REK aseac ‘sination was aired. Bo mention was made either of the barrel 

le:ding or of the failure of the exerts to substantiate Wolfer's 

Tingings. Alro omitted in the discuesion of the firearms tests was
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the statecent by CBS’ own expert that the tests had strengthened 

rather than weakenéd the second gun possibility. The program did, 

however, cite the results of a nationwide noll in which questions 

were asiced about the Robert Kennedy case. 41% of the persons ques- 

tioned felt that the case should be reopened. 54% felt that others 

besides Sirhan had been involved. The findings of the firearns 

panel, valuable as they were in many respects, could neither con firm 

nor elininate these doubts. 


