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STATE OF TENKNZSSERE : g
Plaintiff, @ Case Ho. 16645
-against- : AFFIDAYIT
JAMES EARL RAY : .
Défendant, :
State of California ) .

County of Santa Clara )

LOWELL W. BRADFORD, being sworn, states:

71. My name 1s Lowell K. Bradford.

2. I am a2 practitioner of the profession of Forensie
Sclence which involves the exémination and evaluation of physical
evidence. My educatlon znd experlence in this field is set
forth in detail on the attached resume (Exhibit ¥A®).

_ 3. 0ertain'questions have been raised concerning the
pnysical evidence generated in the 1nvest;gationfol;owing the
assassination of Dr. Martln Luther-Kipg. The questions have
resulted in some public controversy as to whether or not-the
bullet fragment taken from Dr. Kiﬁg's body (hereinafter the
"King bullet®) was fired from 2 .30-'05 Springfleld czliber

. l.-. ’
Remington rifle (hereinafter ®.30-'06 rifle™) recovered near the

scene of the assassinatlon.

K. At the proceedings 1n State v. Ray, in which

the defendant James Earl Ray pleaded gullty to the killing of

Dr. King, the prosecution read into evidence the affidavit of

Robert A. Frazler, a firearms exazminer of the Federal Bureau

of Investigation. Mr. Frazier had exemnined the physical evidence
which included the ,30-'06 rifle and the King bullet and

apparently had fired the .30-'06 rifle to produce test bullets.
In his affidavit, Mr. Prazier stated that %"As z result of =y

examination of the submitted rifle, I determlned that 1t
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produces general rifling irpressicns on fired bullets having
the physlcal characteristics of those on the submitted bullet.”
However, Mr. Frazler indicated that PBecause of distorticn due
to putilation and insufficient rarks of value, I could drzu rno
conclusion as to whether or not the subzitted bullet was fired
from the submitted rifle.”

5. Three days after the proceedings at which
James Earl Ray pleaded gullty, he advised the Court that he
wished to withdraw his gullty plea.

6. In the proceedings in étafe v. ‘Ray, the propo-

sition that the King bullet camre fron the .30-'06 prifle was
not put in issue. To my knowledge, there was no pretrial d4is-
covery confirming or contesting this conelusion: at the trial
there was no cross-examination of scientifie testimony about the
firearms identification evidence; and no photo micrograpﬁs -
demonstratiﬁg the bullet-comparison cdhciﬁsions were introduced
in the trial. - ,
| | 7. In addition to the rifle andrbuilets now in
the possession of the Court,‘is-the windowsill from the roon
in which the .30-'06 rifle was said to have been fired. The
prosecution has stated that this windowsill gontains markings
from the .30-106 rifle. _ _ v

8. I have examlned photographs of the King bullet
sald to have besn fired from the .30-'06 rifle. On the basis
of my examination of these photographs, the Jacket of the King
bullet does appear to contain bullet rifling markings. They
appear to be well defined and.susceptible to a classical buliet
comparison examination. It is my opinion that there 1s a rea-
sonable 1likellhocd that the question of whether or-not the
fatal bullet was fired from the .30-'06 rifle in the Court's

possesslon c¢an be resolved, or aiternatively that the prosecu-

tilon's positicn that no conclusion could be drawn as to vhsther
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produces general rifling icpressions on fired bullets having

the physical characterlstics of those on the submitted bullet.®

However, Mr. Frazier Indicated that ¥Because of distortiecn due

to mutilation and insufficient mzarks of wvalue, I couléd drzw no

conclusion as to whether or not the sibnitted bullet vwas firead

from the submitted rifle.”™
5.
James Earl Ray pleaded guilty, he advised the Court that he

Three days after the proceedings at which

wished to withdraw his gullty plea.

6. In the proceedings in State v. ‘Ray, the propo-

sition that the King bullet came from the .30-'08 rifle was

not put in issue. To my knowledge, there was no pretrial dis-

covery confirming or contesting this conclusion: at the trial

there was no cross—exzmlnation of sclentific testimony about the

firearms identification evidence; and no photo micrographs

demonstrating the bullet comparison cdﬁcfﬁsiona were introduced

in the trial. : -

T. In addition to the rifle and bullets now 1n

the possession of the Court, Is the windowsill from tke roonm

in which the .30-'06 rifle was sald to have been fired. The

prosecution has stated that thls windowsilqugptains markings
Q‘- -

from the .30-'06 rifle. , -

8. I have examlned photograshs of the King bullet

sald to have been fired from the .30-'06 rifle. On the basis

of my examination of these photographs, the jacket of the King

bullet does appear to contaln bullet rifling markings. %hey

appear to be well defined and suscepiible to a classical bullet

comparison exam;nation. It is my opinlon that there 1s a rea-

sonable llkelihood that the question of whether or not the

fatal bullet was fired from the .iD-'OS rifle in the Court’s

possesslon can be resolved, or alternztively that the prosecu-

tion's positlicon that no conclusion could be drawn as to whether
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or not the King bullet was fired frod ths .30-'05 rifle is

correct. I therefore, beslleve that thers is reasonzble cause

for a sclentifiec reexaninztion of the firearms identificatlon

evidence.
q. If it 1s concludsd that the King bullet was not

fired by the .30-'06 rifle, sudstantizl doubt will be cast on

the State's case agalinst the defendant.

10. If it is alternatively concluded that the Xing

bullet was fired by the .30-'06 rifle, it would tend to sub-

stantiate the State's case.

31. An inconclusive result would not exclude the

possibility that the bullet that killed Dr. King was fired

from the .30~'06 rifle nor would it deterzine that 1t did

not. It would, however, confira the accuracy of the results

15Y of the firearms identification examinztion relied on by the

prosecution. 3

w7y 12. Based upon these considerations, 1t is my

opinion that the following examination should be made:

Classical Bullet Comparison Identificatioﬁ Using

The Comparison Microscope in comblnation with a Stereoscope

Microscope. This examination would serve to compare the
oy

Vi

test bullets, which are known to have besn fired from the

.30—‘06 rifle with the King bullet. This involves (a) first

determining whether or not the test bullets econtain reproduced

individual characteristics when comparad with each other,

characteristics which would bé unique to the particular

.30-'06 rifle; (b) comparing the individazl characteristics

of each of the test bullets wlth the King bullet.

The examinations may be carried out in zpproxi-

mately twelve hours. None of the evidance need be removad

from the Court Clerk's office. 4The equipment to be used

w11l be an American Optical Company Forensice Comparlson
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Microscope and a Zelss Stereoscope Kicroscope, with 11)u-

rminators and accessorles. Any identifications which have any

substantive evidentizry valu=s willl be photographa2d as a matter

of record.

In addition, it would te advisable to microscepleally
exzrmine the .30-'06 rifle and the windowsill to deteralne

whether or not the windowsill marks wera caused by the ,30-'06

rifle.

The exanination procedure .can be designed to enable

representatives of the Cour! to keep each iten of evidence

under close scrutiny durlng the examination. Yhe exaninations

¥will not involve any alteration of the evidence.

_ 13.  In my opinion, the firearms identificatlon tests
will provide approximately an 80f% possibility that a definitive
conelusion will be reached regarding the relatlonship of the

- -

.30-106 rifle and the King bullet. -
1l;r Ail of the above examinatiﬁgs may be made with.
the participation of or observation-by such ﬁther forenslice
scientisté knowledgeab}e and experienced in firearms identi-
fication as tﬁe Court-may wish to éesignate to preSerVe the
!’/
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integrity of the examinatlon and the exhlblts.
I declare under penalty of perjury that the fore-

going is true and correct.
Executed'at 5274, O/lﬂ . » California,

this /77’ day of Septerber, 19}'5

Subscribed and sworn to beflore me a%; Q;ﬂ«.zl_x
I/

, California, this /7‘2: day of

Septerber, 1975.

%ﬁ@ =& 2 i o .

hotary Public

5 -
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Hy commission expires oa 333 1"“‘ sa‘u‘ -8

SATA CLAZA COUNTY
2 “! Cozmission Expues Jons 13, 1378 2

QMMu-M-w.L.g“._. AL
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