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Tree weeks after Judge til'enke's order, a specific plan was 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 privnte firearms examiner from 

Minneapolis. (nominated on behitlf 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.forensic consultant from 

San Jose, California, formerly chief criminalist 

of Santa Clara County. (nominated by CBS) 

Cort1andt Cunaingt= - An expert at the Peal era]. Bureau 

of Investigation. (nominated by the Attorney 

General' s Office) 

-atrick Garland - A criminalist with the Bureau 	of 

Forensic Sciences in Virginia. (se) ected by the 

_ six other experts) 

Charles V. Lorton - A rriminalist with the Institue 

of Forensic Sciences in Oakland, California, 

President Elect of the California Association 

of Criminalists. (nominated on behalf of Sirhan 

Sirhan) 

Ralph Turner - A professor at Michigan State University. 

(nominated on behalf of Pahl Schrade) 

Following the order prescribing the manner of the retesting, the 

evideace at issue was reviewed at two speciel hearings and DeWayne 

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

ex; arts assembled in Los Angeles---arid. on September 23 the began their 

work. Although they were charged with testing and verifying the 

res..lts of the earlier investigation., the experts soon encountered hin- 



were completed, detailing those fii,dings about which all seven exhorts 

were in a.=.-reer,ent. Each expert submitted individual reports as well, 

accompanied by a variety of work sheets from the individual bu'let 

examinations. Because of their imnortuce, and because of the n7ture 

of the media reaction which followed, these reports and their findings 

deserve careful examination. 

Cn Tuectiay, October 6, the courtroom was jammed with re-orters 

iand ETectatz.rs. Judie Wefike took the .;- ench pronptl ;.- at 2: (n, r.m, ' ,lit 

the or.e.nill. of the sealed materin.l from the prnel did not t,-,..ke place 

i7asclintely. Vgrious legal arcuments and delays intervened rd it was 

not until tro hours had elapsed that the Comprehensive Joint Report was 

read. The :nterest focused o..-. the .::•ele::.se of the finding rs wh:-: subctantial, 

7.a.r...irOar.ly by the standard r-: of .ast eovermge of these issure... Yet 

in c-  ite of tl.e concentration of rel:or-tcrs. ,-,--ni newsmen, there wrIs rarely 

a comlensurate appreciation of the co--;plexity of the isrucs being- ad-

dressed. As a result, the contribution of the firearms exam'nation was 

largely negated by the manner in r.-',:ich it was reported and the exigencies 

of journalistic Triblinity disa:terouE.Ily blurred a situation which 

had finally begun to move toward clarity. Although the medic come- e-

tition with respect to speed war intense there was little similar compe-

tition with respect to accurac:. Pollowing the accelerated release of 

the roost cur-ory, and often coreless sum varies, the issue war. largely 

a.bandoned, and the public was left with misinformation hastil y generated —  

b: e:?.rly,  , undi rested accounts. :Tr,,;le .,1,- or implicaticns o::.' t:-.e er cminers' 

r,... or s -,.-o.:111' not became a7.-_sr,-.._t for Oh.,-is or week:, but for mot-A of the 

-ol 'tr.'t:..i- , z .r.-G:y-  f:::: i. tial r:-.. r.-:.tr of t!,(-.!-.e .flud7:_nr. were t'. !1,  :,1-.1.it re-ortr. 

...t 	:',:t -;C 	..,.. 	.5.7d; 	...,-2-71:•• ,..lin
. ..,o C qapre!, c,• .-  lye ,loir:t 1:1,-,-_, rt 

• c -. t' -1,-.7,1: 
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The examiners wo
rkiw.; independently 

arrived at 

the same conclueions as follows: 

1. There ia no su
bstantive or demo

nstrable evidence
 

to indicate that 
more than one gun

 was used to fire
 

any of the bullet
s examined.... 

This is as far as
 he got before si

sals began to fly
 around the 

courtroom. Vhy s
tay to hear any 

more? Newspaper 
men left their 

seats in the jury
 box, hurrying to

 rend the word. R
unners left 

hurriedly, and be
fore the judge ha

d finished readin
g the balance 

of the summary th
ree page report a

 maze exodus of n
ews representativ

es 

had occurred. 0 tside -the courtroom, TV cameras were propped up in 

hallways to recor
d the immediate r

eactions of princ
ipals in the case

. 

By the time these
 same principals 

had been able to read the report, 

however, many of 
these cameras would long s

ince have been go
ne. Mean-

while, the type w
as already being 

set to flash the authoritietive head
- 

lines to the publ
ic: 	"Experts Ru

le 00 Second Gen 
In Robert Kennedy

 

Death," (NYT), "S
even Experts Liey 'eFK Slain by Single Firearm" (131IA), 

"Panel: One Gun U
sed in RI'K Slain

g" (Newsday), "One Gun Killed Bo
bby* 

Experts." (Daily 
News) Each of the

se headlines was 
flatly incorrect 

but the avalanche
 of certitude whi

ch their simultan
eous releaoe created 

defined the atmos
phere which would

 dominate public 
appreciation of t

his 

case in the coming months. 	not one of the
 experts on the f

irearms 

panel had exclude
d the possibility of a second gun. 

Also included in 
the Comprehensive

 Joint Report was
 the following 

finding: 	"It
 cannot be conclu

ded that Exhibits
 47 (the Kennedy 

non- 

fatal bullet, 52 
(Goldstein bullet

) and 54 (Weise
l bullet) were fi

red 

from the Sirhan revolver." 	had the news representati
ves heard this 

peragraph first, 
they might have c

onsidered more so
berly the complexity 

of the issue they
 were reporting. 
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If the-firearms panel had concluded eit
her that on

e or more. 

of the bull
ets fired a

t the assas
sination sc

ene could n
ot have com

e 

from Sirhan's can, or that the critical Kennedy bullet had, fundamental 

uncertainti
es of the c

ase would h
ave been el

iminated. S
ince, howev

er, 

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

the major Q
uestions at

 issue were
 left unresolved. The panelists did 

put to rest a number
 of smaller

 questions, however, as w
ell as cons

ol-

idating existing infor
mation and 

sharpening 
the focus with which further 

questions c
ould be_con

wi4ere4,_ Meanwhile, the findings intensified 

the doubts about the earlier investigation which had initially brought 

the panel into being. 

Even when l
imited to the issues upon which all sev

en experts 

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

and significant.
 	Within t

he scope of
 the tests they had unde

rtaken, 

for example, they agreed that a second gun possibility was neither'. sus-t. 

tamed by t
he evidence nor precluded by

 it. Apart 
from the specific 

comparisons
 which were

 made among pairs of bullets, information was 

recorded co
ncerning eleven separate facts about each bullet, (N) many 

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

lets which 
were subjec

t to tenting for particular class charac
teristics, 

none were discovered which significantly at variance. Thus, for example, 

if different gms fired the Kennedy, Weisel, and Goldstein bullets guns 

with simila
r class cha

racteristic
s and simil

ar ammuniti
on would pr

ob-

ably have h
ad to be us

ed. Such a 
simple prec

aution woul
d hardly be

 sur-

prising in 
the plannin

g of a soph
isticated 

murder. Apart from the ab-

sence of co
nflicting c

lass charac
teristics, 

however, 
there was little 

unanimity of findings in the bullet comp
arisons. On

ly a few of
 the bul- 
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lets, in fact, were in sufficiently good condition that useful obser-

vations coul
d be made co

ncerning ind
ividual characteristics at all. 

Of the eight bullets reputed to have been fi
red in the p

antry, 

one was completely unavailable. Th
ie was. the 

bullet which
 was said 

to have travelled in and out of 
Kennedy's ch

est and which had officially 

been describ
ed as "lost 

in the ceili
ng interspac

e." Three of
 the 

others (the 
Evans, Sehra

de, and fata
l Kennedy bullets - all of which 

were fragmen
ted) were de

scribed by the experts as "of no value for 

classical co
mparison mic

roscopy beca
use of their physical condition 

resulting fro
m impact..." (IJR, p. 2) Of the four remaining victim  

bul]ets, mor
eover, one, 

the Stroll b
ullet, was incapable of being 

matched with 
anything by a

ny of the e).
parts, althou

gh 20 differe
nt 

atteDpts wer
e made. The 

findings obt
ained in com

parisons wit
h the 

other three b
ullets differ

ed from exper
t to expert, 

yet none of t
he 

seven expert
s could dupl

icate the central finding.of DeWayne Wolfer. 

is rerinheral findings likev;ise, with few ex
ceptions, cou

ld not be 

duplicated e
ither. 

As succinctl
y stated by 

the District Attorney's of
fice in JA/y

 

of 1975, DeV
layne Wolfer 

"unequivocall
y concluded t

hat the bulle
ts 

extracted fr
om Kennedy, 

Weisel, rind Goldstein, People's 47, 5
4 and 52 

respectively
, were fired

 from Sirhan's gun." Although in 1971 Wolfer 

atterpted to
 disavow 

any such identification based on the four bul-

lets submitted at
 the Grand J

ury, he never wavere
d from this 

central, 

pivotal conc
lusion, whic

h apart from
 eyewitness testimony th

at Sirhan 

was shooting
 was the onl

y evidence 
directly establishing the defendent 

as the murderer
. Wolfer tent

ifed to the K
ennedy bullet

 rir.tch at t
he 

Grand Jury a
nd to all th

ree matches 
at the trial

 (p. 4160), 
and he 
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re orted the :'itches as well in his lab reports. In the rerort dated 

7-15-68, for example, the folloviuc section appears: 

The Iver John Lon_, Cadet Lodel .22 caliber re-

volver #53725 (taken from :;irhan) had been iden-

tified as having fired the followin7 

1. The bullet frnm senator Kennedy's 6th rervieal 

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 controwrsy about '::olfer's firearms procedures, and stim-

ulated the demands for new testing. They were, in fact, the corner-

stone of the rJrosecutionEs scientific evidence. 

The joint and individual findings of the firearms panel, however, 

flatly failed to supportthesidandings. "It cannot be concluded," 

they wrote, "that EXhibits 4?, 52, and 54 were fired from the Sirhan 

revolver. The reasons for this are that there are insufficient 

corresponding individual characteristics to make anyf identification." 

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

was even more explicit: 	"The examination results contradict the original 

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

no basis for an identificati. n 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 bullets, or by matching the three victim buP ets with the 

copper and lead bullets Which they had fired themselves. 

A-parently the originnl bullet identifications, testified to under 

oath by the official police ex ert, were wrong. The onl
y conceivable 
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escape fr
c•m this 

finding i
s a claim

 that som
ehow the 

bullets h
ad deter-

iorated 
in the i

nterveni
ng perio

d, makin
g unread

hable in
 1975 a 

compar- 

ison Whi
ch was p

ossible in
 1968. It

 was thi
s theory

, in fac
t, ener-

geticall
y voiced

, which 
was the 

&del' ba
sis for 

the obje
ctions w

hich 

had been
 made by

 authori
ties to 

attempts
 to re-t

est the 
evidence

 at all.
 

When the
 tests t

ook plac
e, ho►:wever, the

 panel fo
und that 

it had li
t le 

substance. As state
d in the

 "Initial Joint Re
port," a

 microco
pic 

examination of We 1 (a. 38), la (Ex. 38), 2 (1]. 47), 5 (Ex. 51), 

6 (Ex. 52) and 8 (Ex. 54) and 
A throug

h G (Ex.
 55 and 

Grand Ju
ry Ex. 

#5B) doe
s not re

veal any
 unusual

 amount 
of oxida

tion or 
deterior

ation 

of a nature Which would substantially affect a 
classica

l micros
cope 

comparis
on exami

nation."
 (p. 3) Moreover

, on the
 basis o

f the single 

potomicr
ograph a

vailable
 the san

e report
 also concluded that "It does 

not appea
r that PN

 2 (Ebc. 
47) and FN 

6 (Ex. 5
2) have 

changed 
apprec-

iably be
tween June 6, 1968..

. and the present da
te." (p. 4) Not only

 

were comparisons made between thajlolfe
r test bullets and the v

ictim 

bullets,
 but eve

ry exper
t compar

ed the v
ictim bu

llets wi
th the n

ew 

test bul
lets as 

well. Ye
t even o

n the basis of the eight new bullets, 

no exami
ner coul

d conclu
sively s

ubstanti
ate any 

of the t
hree pos

itive 

matches 
asserted

 "unequi
vocally"

 by DeWa
yne Wolf

er. 

If bulle
t deteri

oration 
did some

how occu
r, it wa

s of a v
ery pe-

culiar kind. Seven test bu
llets we

re intro
duced by

 Wolfer 
to suppo

rt 

his iden
tificati

on, and 
three vi

ctim bul
lets wer

e found 
by Wolfe

r to 

be suita
ble for 

comparis
on purpo

ses. If 
only one

 bullet 
from eac

h 

E,-coup h
ad remain

ed in rea
sonable c

ondition,
 a replic

ation of 
at least 

one of Wolier's matches would presuma
bly have

 been po
ssible. 

No such 

replicat
ion occu

rred. In
 fact, s

ome memb
ers of t

he panel
 saw mat

ches 
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among the better
 preserved 

of the vict
im bullets,

 a result w
hich 

hardly sugg
ested that 

these bulle
ts had sign

ificantly d
eteriorated

. 

Yet While c
opper coate

d bullets f
ired into h

uman bodice
 were found to 

be capable of being matched, copper-"rated bullets fired into a rater 

tank were n
ot. Of all 

of the exert 
discoverie

s, this was one of the 

most ueou]i
ar. Since: 

there is no
 known reason Why test fire

d bullets 

silould det
eriorate du

ring storag
e while vic

tim bullets
 would not,

 it 

is difficul
t to accoun

t for such 
a result un

less the te
st bullets 

sup-

posedly "go
od for comp

arison purp
oses" were,

 in fact, e
ven at the 

be-

ginning, no
t very good

 after all.
 Even so, w

ith seven o
riginal tes

t 

bullets, ei
ght subsequent ones, and a

t least thr
ee iAetii b

ullets ca-

pable of se
rious compa

rison, 45 se
parate opportunities existed (7 - 

6 

15, 15 - 3 
- 45) for each of

't:te seven
 expert to 

make one co
nclusive 

identification between Si
rhan's gun 

and bullets
 fired duri

ng the Am-

bassador Ho
tel shootin

g. No defin
itive match

 emerged. (
N) 

The panel w
as unable to sustain other Wolfer

 conclu -ions
 as well. 

Vihile recognizing
 that the b

ullets othe
r than the 

Weisel, Gol
dstein, and

 

Kennedy non-fatal ones were "
too badly d

amaged for 
comparison 

purposes" 

(7/15/68) W
olfer did d

raw a numbe
r of other 

conclusions
 about Chem

, in 

attempting to link them with
 the bullet

s which wer
e fired at 

the scene. 

At the trial, for examp
le, :Olfer 

testified t
hat not onl

y the Kenne
dy 

fatal bulle
t, but the 

Evans and 7
,chrade bul

lets as wel
l were all 

demon-

strably ni
ni-mag ammU

ation (4160
-4165). "(T

)his," he 
said, " has

 all 

been studie
d to indica

te the bran
d of ammunition by the color applied 

and the nat
ure of the 

alloy, the 
copper ap

plied, and 
so they (?) can 

say this is
 nni-Mag am

munition." 
(4164) (N- 41

65, 23-25)
 Since the 

time it was
 given, th

is te'tmo
ny :ad been

 challensed
 by other 

firearms 

ex.:erts, a
nd it could

 not be sus
tained by a

ny of the e
xaminers on

 the 
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1975 panel. In li:Aing both the type and make of the bullets at 

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

mini-lags. In contrast to Wolfer's claims about copper coating, more-

over, norWof these three bullets was listed in the Initial Joint Report 

a-:ong those wich could be deer-nined to be "the same with renect to... 

copper colored eating as .22 long rifle bullets manufactured by Cas-

cade cartridges." In the findincs of this report, "microscopic examina-

tions" of these bullets and two 
others 

"Were not indicative of the origin 

of manufacture because of their rhyrical condition resulting from inpack 

damage and/or contamination." 	"Tlini-mag" is a trade name of one specific 

ballet manufacturer. If not even the manufacturer could he determined 

it was hprdly possible to conclude that a bullet was mini-mares. 

Wolfer testified also that ome of these same bullets had rifling 

snecificatious, and that these were consistent with those in his his 

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

With respect to the fatal bullet, for exaple, Wolfer testified at the 

trial that it was "fired from the gun of the same baristic rifling 

_ 

specification as that of People's Eo. 6, but because of the damage I 

cannot say poritively that it was fired from that gun." (4161) (u) 

This conclusion was subsequently challenged, particularly by Harper, 

who oold find no discernable rifling specifications at all on the 

fatal bullet, a bullet of which only two-thirds was recovered, md 

which 
was fraEemented into six pieces. "Bullet fragments frori Senator 

Kennedy's head," claimed a special Unit- Senator Procrer.:s Re:ort dated 

July 18,
 1963, 

"were fired from a weapon with the same rifling EFeci-

ficatiens as the Sirhan
 weapon." This claim was based o

n liblfer's 

of three da;;s b'rore. 
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Yet according tb the Initial Joint Report of the 1975 examiners, 

this bullet has "no value for classical comparison microscopy," 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." Bons of the experts, moreover, in their 

individual work sheets, listed any indication of a single demonstrable 

land or Groove mark on the fragments which remained of the fr;tal bullet. 

(L, G, L, G for comparison.) 

If Wolfer' s apparent error on test bull et identifications was 

central to the official ca-e, the errors on mini-mag identification 

and rifling specifications were not. What is most signi'icant, 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 suggeLted further questions about 

the care, competence, and even integrity of the original examination 

of physical evidence. 

None of this could have been guessed, however, from the official 

statements which followed the release of the examiners' reports. "After 

years of unwarranted attack on criminalist DeWayne Wolfer," Police Chief 

Ed Davis asserted, "his integrity and professional excellence have been 

vindicted." 	According to City Attorney's office counsel Dion Morrow, 

the findinjs constituted a "coue, lete viniicati:m" of the LAPD bullet 

exr.nination. "It will be urr,tifyinG to LAPD criminalist DeWayne Wolfer," 

I.;orrow said, "that his prof e- 	judgement Ord the 	ity of his 

work laao been upheld." 

krrt f-co-A their 	ab:-;r1)ce of findings to nut or` 

po'ice 	 crncrts were im:,nimou7 	c.it ::o-le 



oilditinal issues of consequence as well. In the Initial Joint Report, 

for example, 
they azreed t

hat the non-f
atal Kennedy 

bullet, eXhib
it 47, hod 

"the sane number and position of ca
nnelures as k

nown CCI cali
ber .22 

Long Rifle co
pper-coated h

ollow point b
ullet.;. (IJR

, p. 2.) The quality 

and the absen
ce of color i

n the "lialliscan" photographs ("Harper Ex. 

47, Ex. 54" a
nd "Hearing E

x. 47 and Ex.
 54") did not

 permit the d
eter-

mination of t
he number of cannelures on PN 2 (Ex. 47). Th

e traces of t
his 

apparent seco
nd cannelure 

were so faint that five of the d
xFminers were

 

still uncertain as to its existence after examining it visually under 

a microscope. Only when the bullets were photogrpphed with a sensitive 

color process did additional traces of what seemed 
to be a cannelure 

become clear. 

Because of concern about the extent of the damage to bullets 47 and 

54, only "preliminary"'killing angle measiireisiAs were attempted. v((eJr, 

p. 2.) Because such damage might
 prevent the precise measurement of 

bullet axis, 
and since, as

 became appar
ent in subsequent qeustioning, 

research into the mea
surement and 

evaluation of
 rifling angl

es is still 

progressing, conclusive judgements were deemed 
difficult on the basis 

of present kn
owledge. Only partial teats were 

conducted. '"
The results,"

 

the experts 
concluded, "are not de

finitive based on the data presently 

available." 

One of the mo
re confusing 

findings list
ed in the joi

nt re7orts 

was the statef
)ent that "The

 examiners make no recommendations for ad- 

diticnal type
s of tenting 

of the physical evidence in thir 	
This 

was widely interpreted, not perhaps unnaturally, an meaning that agreement 

had bees reached that no further scientific tests would be of v.- lue. 	But 

rince only bullet examinations were being considered 
in the first 

glace 



any 

.,. 

 findings of the experts in reLtion to further testing could have 

applied only to this area. At the questioning of the experts in No-

vember and December, however, this Thrum Eutned out to mean only that 

the experts could not agree among themselves on specifio additional 

tests and thus'cou1d4ointly "make no recommendation." A number of 

the experts listed additional tests which might be perfommed on the 

firearms evidence and which offered reasonable prospect of helpful 

information. All acknowledged the importance of testing valid evidence 

which suggested the presence of !lore than eiit bullets. 

Althourth less definitive than many had hoped, the conclunions about 

which the experts were unanimous were helpful in clarifying a number of 

issues which had long been in dispute, as well as shedding light on 

others which had not formerly 'been closely considered. They concluded, 

in -um, thm.t none of the evidence ex--ained either sup;orted br ruled 

out a sccend r;nn. In fact, such a conclusion could only have been 

"7-.7,27 orted" by evidence that !-razr, ,c:-t ed ;-)r proved that the bul .ets under 

e, :.tination ;;ad passed terough cliffernet gun barrels. lut n.'.nr.e the 

cla. s charact.--Astics capable of being determin! were all rimilar, it 

seemed 	that n11 of the bu-"lets under examination hz:.d been fired 

*row the same class of gun. The- class. of ..ammunition used likewise 

arpeared to be the sane. 	Since any clars of guns ccutains iundreds or 

thousands o: individual weapons, and since ammunition of the orre claps 

is even r,orc widely availalqe, Thin finding hardly did moreti!pn narrow 

the field of possible second guns. Differences in cla:-.s chan,cteristic:s 

would have been attributed with confidence to the use of more than one 

gun, but differ n es in individual characteristics could riot be relied 

upen to delonstrate that more than one gun within a class h:.d been used. 

7 



As noted before, any given shot by a gun will produce a number of 

"accidental" markings which will not recur with any predictability. 

Since "accidental".:and "individual" characteristics cannot reliably 

be distinguished, while similar 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 guns. According to 

the report of FBI expert Cunningham, for example, "Although the T2 through 

TB test bullets from Sirhan's revolver can be identified with each other, 

there are significant differences between the individual characteristics 

on these bullets and the marks present on.  PN 2, 6, and 8." (p. 1, emphasis 

added.) But though there were different markings on panel and victim 

bullets, this did. not establish that the victim bullets were fired from 

71117: 

a gun other  than Sirhan's. Such a find
7.  ing, in fact, is nearly unheard 

of in comparisons of lealettsi cbi the Baia 	tharacteriatics. Although 

the bullet worksheetd used by the experti4iiiiluded notations for "identi-

fications" and "inconclusive," therefore, no listing whatsoever was 

made for the third obvious categorys "differentiation." However dif-

ferent specific individual characterif3tici; May seen "differentiation" 

on the basis of these alone in almost never possible. 

This being the case, any "second gun" 	the same class character- 

istics as the "first gun" would have been nearly un-detectable on the 

basis of the tests performed. Some of the bullets, moreover, were so 

severely damaged that even class characteristics could not he deter-

mined. None of the experts would establish the make of the fatal Ken-

n •dy bullet, or of at least four other bullets they examined (1, la, 

4, and 7.) Two of the bu3 lets were completely indet ermirm te even as 

to caliber (4 and 7). On four of the bullets,, the number of lands and 



grooves was not apparent (la, 3, 4, 7) and on two even the direction 

of the riflinG could not
 be estehliShed

 (4, 7). Although the heaviest 

of the victim bullets re
covered 7:eighe

d 37.4 trains, 
only =bout two 

crains short of the original bullet.
weiGht, the liG

htest wei,lhed 
11.3 

Groins and 25.9 grains respecti
vely. Under th

ese conditions not even 

elementary info
rmation could be obtained about some of the bullets 

in evidence, to say nothing of the eighth aekno
wledged crime scene 

bullet on Which no informoti-n 
was available at all. There class char-

acteristics were available, they could only succeed in narrowing the 

field of possible guns from millions to thou
sands. Referring to one 

particular6lass characteristic of three separate bullets, expert Cun-

ningham, for example, wrote that "the widths of the land impressions 

in these bullets are the same as those produced by Sirhan's revolver." 

(p. 1.) But th
e necessary implications of this fact were slender: 

'Therefore, these bullets co:ild have bee
n fired from th

is revolver, or
 

another revolver which 
produces the sa

me width land impressions."  (n. 1, 

emphasis added.) Helpful as they were, 
therefore, in their factual 

determingtions and in the light which they Shed on the previous ex
am-

ination, the findings on which the eaperte•were unanimous failed to 

resolve the central issues
 of the case. 

One finding which was not unanimous,
 however, did c

ommand a oon- •
 

siderable amou
nt of attentio

n. None of the experts could conclusively 

match the Sirhan gun with any of the crime s
cene bullets, b

ut four 

of them did m
ake various matches among the three victim bullets in the 

best condition.
 Bradford, Cu n

ingham, and Gar
land, for 

example, made 

. conclusive mater between the .Aeisel, 
Goldstein, and Kennedy non-fatal 

bullet. Stanton Berg made a rocitive match betwee7, the Kennedy 
and 



end Golestein ullets, and the Goldstein and Weisel bullets, but 

could not match the Kennedy and Weinel bullets directly. Two ether 

panelists, ,:orton and Turner, found insufficient evidence for any of 

these matches, though they observed some similarity in individual 

characteristics and did not deny that the three bullets might have 

come from the same gun. Panelist Alfred Biasotti, finally, found a 

three way match of Kennedy, Weisel, and Goldstein Irgkhly probable, but 

not sufficiently clear to make- an uneeuiiocal, objective determine,- 

tinn. This position he designated by the symbol "ID?".) 

In spite of the expert split on this question, the suggestion 

that these three bullets were fired from the same gun was important. 

There is some possibility that a second gun and not birhan's had fired 

the shots which struck Weisel and .Goldstein and conceivably one or 

more other victims a
s well as Kennedy. 	It is also not impossible 

that ballets from more than one gun struck Kennedy, with a bullet 

from Sirhan lodging in the nee.:. Neither of these possibilities 

had been considered extensively before the firearms panel, and neither 

cam: be finally raled out. Because of the possible implications of a 

match between the Goldstein, '.7eisel a:Ad Kennedy non-fatal bnl'ets, 

it seined especially im ortant to test these bullets more thoroughly, 

u'-i.ng neatron activati , m anal;/:,in, for example, to determine if they 

calAe from the s
ame batch. Ti:.i 	step was endorsed by son F. 07 ttse 

creerts. 

410.) of the bullet cnnelneienn, of course, are conedtIonh.1 on 

the 5nterxity of the evei.nence, 	id li jering questi:)nn 511 .;,.17r re- 

pri deserve to be 
,,entince!. uf the seven victim bellete r,-eovered, 

the 1:,7nnedy neck b7llet won me of the tvo in belt conditi.-1 '.nd it 

re.s 

 

Li no t:!e rot pivotal to 11 'the c nc'urionn to be 7.1-; -::ed. Since 



the bullets exam
ined were taken 

from hunan tissue, "contamination" 

by organic nattEr would naturally be expected adhering to their 

surfaces. According to Wolfer's work log, the fatal Kennedy bullet 

was "cleanedq-on June 14, 1968, and yet in spite of this fact, con-

taminati6n was noted on it by several of the experts. Of the seven 

victim bullets, in fact, the only one on riliCh no contamination was 

noted was the one Which was recovered from Kennedy's neck. For years, 

the District Attorney's office had been most articulate about the 

porcibility that the evidence bullets m
ight have been mishandl

ed. 

Accenting this concern, however, it is difficult to deny that the 

L.:reatef:t potent
ial for the tampering with evidence occurred not after

 

it was in the possession of the court, but before it was ever receive
d 

into evidence. 
"In view of the abscaute centrality of this bullet to 

any scientific consideration of a second gun," the petition filed on 

behLlf of Paul Schrade made a propoEal in this connecti
on on December 

4, 7975. All app
ropriate authori

ties should be c
onsulted, it sai

d, "to 

ascertain a.propriate measures to determine if this bullet ever en-

tered a human bo
dy..." (p. 22. c

heck.) 

The most important expert disagreem
ent appeared to center on the 

Weisel, "oldstein,
 and Kennedy com

parison, but thi
s was by no means 

the only one. 3
6 comparisons were made by five or more panel mem

bers. 

Although on 14 
of these the panelists agreed, they dis

agreed on 15 

others, and 7 more containe
d a potential di

sagreement due to the use 

of an intermediate category of judge
ment (ID?) by Biasotti. One of 

the differences 
which existed 

between the experts had to do with their
 

res:ective "thresholds" on jud4:ements concerning positive identifi-

cation. Lowell Bradford, for example, who m
ade only two pos

itive 

identi ications in the 15 cares in dispute seemed to have a relatively 


