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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,
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