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SECTION D, 7Paze 4

e

In line 32, 3radford voints out that IF a deep gouge groove in the
EPIZXISIRX comparison of 52 and 54 can te determined to be from an
individual characteristic, then there is an identification between 47 an
54 as well as tetween 52 and 54, It would te interssting to enguire
into just how Bradford provoses to make such 2 determinaticn. A ftrue
individual characispistic of a type used Tor firearms identificaftion
MUST be a mark engraved on a2 bullet as a result of the bullet having
traveled throuzh the bore of a weapon. A defect in the rifling of the
bore may engrave itself on to the surface of the bullet as it slides
along the riflins, A mark on the suriace of a bullet, even though it
may be in the right vosition on the tuilet (ie, not , for examplacon the
base , ogive or nase,) cannot proverly be designated as an individual
characteristic umtil it has been shown that it relates directly to one
particular defect in the rifling, If one or more test bullets pass
through the bors of 2 weapcn and they all show this same merk in the
same position on the test(s) bullets, then, other factors being also
favorable, the mark in question can te desiznated an individual
characferistic of that sarticular weapon.

Thus, just any zark cn the swu>face of

2 tullst, even though in
a position suggestive of 2 Dore ensraving, ma
T

2 iy ne, actually not be a true
individual idantifying characteristic of a ticular weapon, 1t may ce
nothing more than a “potsntial individual characterisric", It is likely
that Bradfcrd is in fact shirking of this gouge in 52/54 as only a
potential individuzl characteristic and that is what he has in mind when
he uses the gqualifyinzg word "IF" in this portion of his report,

From the bulle:t alone I take a déim view of making a determination ..
of an individuzl characteristic, - By comperzing such 2 mark withsome - -
similar mark on one or more test bullets from a XMNOWN weapon, then &
judgement can very probably be reached as to the identifying potentinal
of such 2 mark., SINCE THE MARX DOES NOT RILATE TO THE SIREAN X GUY,
then what are we zoinz to use as the KNCWY WEAPON, What about HLB8602 -
ro, that weapon has been destroysd and no one will ever be able to check
any of its characteristics.

I have not h2d the chence to situdy the photomicrographs of this
potential matchinz tetwesn 47/54 and 52/5% so I can give no final
opinion as to the quality of these matches, I will point out that
although the exanminers seexz to hold ou® the ¥ possibility that my
measursmenss of rifling anzle m2y be ssriously in srror due to the
fact that toth 47 and 54 hzve surfered soms discernible impact damage,
at least Sradford seems to ignore tns Tact that the same bullet
deformation fpcm imoacs may navs nad some adverses affects on his
matching of the desp groove gouge on the 52/54 comparison,

I should voint out that I am scmewhat confused oy the sentance
starting as the bottom of Page 4, Does the deep gouge relating 52
and 54 also extend into 47, or is it Jjusth between 52 and 5L, Thisg will
be cleared-up, I assume when I sea the photomicrographs:s
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SECTION X, Paze 6,

This sec*ion raises many interesting questions which should be
directed to V01° r. In regard to Soec191 Exhibit 10, why was this
photomicreograr made? (2pparently to establish an identificasion be-
tween two bul’e s - what other reason could justify the taking of such
a photo’ ) Wolfer must have seen what he thought was an ID, otherwise
why would the negative h sn made in the first place? What oth°r negatives

were made at his time Were any of them used for prints in the
Sirhan trial? Is it DOSSlble that in a major c&se of this maznitude
that orly ONZ ccmrarison chotomicrograpn was made (I understand that

a Jim Weson fronm tn== Photo Section of LAPD made thls one vhoto, He
knows nothing atout Firearms Identlrlcatlon, so Wolfer would nave set-up
the bullets on the comrarison microscope and Watson would simply take
the picture and process the film and make any prints. Other than the
contact prints, were any en_a”cements prepared? Did Wolfer avort the
phOtOS-anlC work because he or some else decided that the picfures
failed to show any metching?

It will be recalled that in the Wolfer deposition (by Blehr) on
Page 102, Wolfer testified that he had made NO photomicrograpns of the
Sirhan bullets. (CORRECTION: the name is Jim Watson - not Jim Weston.)

Also why did Wolfer select 47 and 52 for this one picture? Did he
halt furkher photogragny when ne found that he could not get 2 "make!
between these two bullets??2??? Does this photo & show any portion of
what might bte "ézep grcove gouge' previously mentioned mx on either 47
or 52?27?22 (The correct land impression areas might not have @@ been
chosen for this photo which would show the deep groove,)

SECTION L, Pagze 5,

It 1s interesting to note that in this section at line 18, the
possibility of 2 second gun is unlikely “unless it were of identical

class character lstlcs 2s the Sirhan gun and using ammunition of class
characteriscics identical wifh.. the Sirhen ammunition.' - In ‘&.conspiracy
to murder it is pr0ﬂ=ble that- very . careful: UTanning would be involved,

It would seem elzmentary that if two guns were t5 b2 used the plans
would c2ll for these guns ©o be identical as possible, as well as th
ammunition, € very unlikely that two entirely different guns would
be used, 3ZBradford's reguirement would therefore seem to te scmething
very ZITRI=X2X easy to achisve - two IJ revolvers could be expected,
after proper cneckln: of course to satisfy the above UNLESS remark,
Without too much effort some other make of weapon might be loczped to us=2
in place of one of the IJ revolvers, It is not entirely clear just

how wWitness obseevations (line 16) is involved in these remarks,

pt (3t ]
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SXAMINATION PROCZDURSS

a 1. The first examinations of the Balliscan photographs

§ were devoted to the study of the test bullets of Exh. 55, in

' order to determine i possible the permanent identifying
characteristics mmpressed by the rifling. There were no
ere-fire phase marks on any of the three bullets. Attempts
were made nevertheless to place the photographs in phase, The
attempts met with failure,.

2. Consideration was given to the possibility that Wolfer

| had been able to make such a compelling match (involving |
coaase lines, fine lines and contours) that he could abrogate
the help of pre-fire phase marks, However, no such compelling
matchings could be found bewsean 55 aad 47, 55 and 54, and 55
and 52. Likewise no matching was found between 47 and 54,

3. No identifyink phase marks, such as India ink dots,

; were found on any of the bullets, test or evidence, Wolfer
i stated in his deposition that not onlpgudoes he not use :

phase marks, he also does pubt any identifyxing mark ont the |
bullets he used in making his identif¥cations,

L, In making detaliled comparisons between photographs of !
test vs. test and test vs. evidence bullets the photographs
may be cut lengthwise (alonz a line at right angles to the
longitudinal axis of the bullet) and through a selected area
; where potential matching individual characteristics mizht

; exist, Sliding the cut portion of the photograph of one

! bullet along the photograpn of the other bullet provides a
means of checking possible matchings.

i 5. The resolving power of the camera is.capable. of deomon-
strating most of the "makes® in our experimental work, especial °
if they were good makes. This does not mean that we are :
entirely "weaned" from the comparison microscope. In the :
Sirhan case, as you may know, the rules were such that we were
never able to bring a comparison microscope to the Clerk's
office to examine the evidence bullets. Were it not for these
Balliscan photographs we would have nothing to rely on about

the identification other than Wolfer'd words. Knowing from

other cases that he has a tendency to match 3 O# 4 purely
accidental lines and call it a "make", there is every reason

to be concernmed about what he really did in the Sirhan case.

W, W, H
5-1-74




H B B A B B B A D EEEE B =R =E =B &

™

REPORT OF EVALUATION

T e o e e T S S
o

Rose Lynn Mangan,
1449 Highway 50 East
Carson City. NV 89703

IN RE

SIRHAN-RFK EVIDENCE

August 6, 1994

S e Haplon XKLL j= ¢ (pp3e
/



LuwelLL W. BRADFORD u vArea Cod‘::()g)na;aaa

Ctorensie Deientist 448-7273
C‘wuulywnz _in %séca[, Eoidenze
PO 30X 1148
SAN JOSE, CA 95108

August 6, 1994

REPORT OF EVALUATION
(No. 7182)

I. Reference Information

Submitted by: Rose Lyﬂn Mangan
4443 Highway 50 East
Carson City, NV 89703

Re: SIRHAN--RFK EVIDENCE

IT. Source of Material Evaluated

AT the request of Rose Lynn Mangan, the following items
were retrieved from the California State Archives and subnmitted
for examination by staif nencer Nancy Zimmernan, who closelv
observed the nhardling and exanination of eacn iten:

1. EXHIBIT &7 ==—=m——w—— fired bullet frcn neck of RFX

2. EXHIBIT 32-==ww—e—o—- fired bullet frcm Goldsteiln

3. EXHIBIT 34--==--——- fired bullet frcn Weisel

4. EXHIBIT 33==--—-—=- fired bullets, test fired by Wolfer

5. EXHIBIT 75-A~-—-—--- portion of a latel

6. EXHIBIT 6==—===—-- REVCLVIR, caliber .22,

Iver Johnson, Cadet Model #H53725
The Zollowing item was submitted by Ms. Mangan:
7. Beox, "Iver Jo...son" inscribed on tco
III. Purzose of the Fvaluation

It was requested that the fired bullets be examined to
determine whether or nct any identificaticn inscripticns are
visible on the bases or roses of fired btu_lets defired as
Itens 1., 2., & 3. in Par_ II. aktove.

»
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It was also requested that the box (Item 7.) be examined
to determine whether or not:

a. the label(Item 75-A) was originally attached to the
box.

b. the gun(Item 6.) fits into the box in such a way as to
account for the impressions and markings in the lid and
botzom of the box.

Results and Conclusions

The examination of the bullets proceeded with the use of
a stereoscopic microscope.

The examination of fired bullet Items 1., 2., & 3. was
thwarted by the presence of a glaze-like ccating having the
appearance of grease. The sides of the bullets have a heavy
deposit of a white coating material, which combined with the
glaze obscures the details of land and groove markings. The
surfaces of the bases of Items l.and 2. are covered with so
much of this glaze material that an observation of engravings
is not possible. The base of Item 3. has less glaze and the
letters "LM?" are discernible. The third letter that is
represented by "?" has the appearance of the first half of an
HOH .

The test fired bullets (Item 4.) have the same glazing
and white coating that is present on Items 1., 2., & 3.

The revolver(Item 6.) fits into the rox({Item 4.) 1n a
manner that is consistent with its original containment.

The label(Item 75-A) was originally glued to the end of
the box(Item 7.). The basis for this conclusion 1s that some
of the glue and paper have remained on the box and a section
of the glue has released from the Dbox. Trhe margin of this
.<clease pattern is irregular and constitutes a physical match

between the box and the label.

Disposition of Subnitted Material

A1l of the submitted items were immediately returned by
nand to the respective submitters at the conclusion of the
examination of each itemn.

C;7:;¢¢/,A/ ;éiL,;Z;,

LOWELL W. BRADFOR




@ dw%w WMW /&/@f‘w&% 82 (D// Ac mpﬁz el

i) S co&mJ&a Jb£41x444»q>a 43~ZL&Q
w /MWM ‘*4;% 7’{@&%’ )‘Jﬂe
1 in terms of tomorrow. I don't know that the Policsgiz;drtment
2 is going to complete their search by tomorrow and it may be
3 that that is not absolutely necessary in terms of our
4 experts. Now, if we could question this expert as to the
5 matters that we hawhere and any other matters that wouldn't
6 require reference to exhibits that are not here, then perhaps
7 we could conclude with him and then we would just have to
8 depend on the LAPD to do the best they can to uncover these
9 other matters.
10 MR. LEVINE: If that were uncovered I assume it would
11 be made available to the experts and counsel?
12 THE COURT: I assume that would be agreeabhle. Talk to
. 13 Mr. Morrow about that. Tt seems like a waste of time for all
; 14 of us to insist on formalities as to matters of that sort.
15 If we have to, we can. Proceed. \\\\\\
16 Q BY MR. LEVINE: Mr. Wolfer, do you know if a
17 neutronic activation analysis was done of any of the evidence
18 in this case?
19 A To my knowledge, no.
20 Q Did you ~-
21 L A I mean I have to clarify that. I don't -~ I
22 never saw the bullets after they were entered Into the Grand
23 Jury. I'd have no kﬁowledge, from that time on.
24 Q Mr. Wolfer, did you discuss a neutron activation
25 anai&sis with anyone, with regard to this case?
- 26 A Yes, I did. B
27 Q With vhom did you discuss it? ’
J—
28 A With several. I discussed thif with the District
s —_— —
(ppelonst TL by, 1ba) gz
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Attorney, the Attorney General, everybody in the room, the

et

.

FBI, our chief, the District Attorneys, the whole works.
____________.——-—‘—'_’_'___‘ ——
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0 When you say everybody that was in the room, was

there one meeting at which this matter was discussed?

A Yes. Well, now, what do you call one meeting?
Q Was there one discussion?
A T later had discussion with Dr. Noguchi, if that

is what you are referring to.

Q Was there a specific meeting at which a decision
was made not to conduct a neutron activation analysis?

MR. BAZANICH: Your Honor, that assumes they made a
decision.

THE COURT: Assuming it either was or wasn't. And he

has indicated that it wasn't. So why do we need the detail?

MR. LEVINE: Well, it would appear, your llonor, that
it may be helpful to the experts to understand why thelr
decision was made; whether or not this is a customary

practice, and it may be an important question, in this

not to be made.
I believe they ought to consider the prior
reasons.
THE COURT: Well, of course, the status of Lhe sclence
may have improved over the last seven years, so T don't know
whetger that would be controlling. aAnd I asgsume that Lhay

would have their own independent opinion, based on an

examination of the exhibits, as to whether or not it's

feasible or whether or not it's desirable.

W de. )6 b)

instance, as to whether such a test ought to he made or ought
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MR. LEVINE: They may be able to evaluate whether,
your Honor, whether the reasons that would obtain then, would

obtain now.

THE COURT: Well, hopefully they are going to make

their determinations independent of what Mr. Wolfer and the

authorities did at that time. &t least that is my understandih

This 18 going to be an independent determination, and so I
don't see that that is going to be helpful, in other words,
getting into the reasons why they did things, or didn't do
things. That is sort of peripheral, and I think it gets
us off on a tangent.

As to what they actually did, fine, and what is
available. That might be helpful to the panel of experts,
why certainly. But, I must remind counsel that we are not,

you know, we are not retrying the Sirhan case.

MR. LEVIND: I understand that, your llonor.

THE COURT: All right. —

Q BY MR. LEVINE: MNhr. Wolfer, I'd like to direcc

your attention to Special Exhibit 4. The first paragraph of

that exhibit refers to a trajectory study which is made of
physical evidence which indicated that eight shots were fired

as follows.

The first question I'd like to ask you iy whethaer

this report -- strike that. I'm sorry. I'd llike to

I'm sorry. I'd like to go down the speclfic bullets that
were discussed in this report, all of which were iatcoduced

in evidence in this trial --

MR. BOZANICH: Your Honor, that is a misstatement on the

( Applonnmi TE & be)
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