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‘DATE: 5 April 1a7i . -

MEMORANDUM FOR: Capt. C. E. Redman, AFINF : "f%ﬁ - ,_;1:

SUBJLCY . 3 Results of Photo Cdﬁpafison. I e
CBSC NO! “ :
REFLRCNCE - 1 “Request from NOK of Capt, Jemes H. Tucker -

1, Transmitted Heiéwith“hté_}ééhlisrof photo cémpéri:'
son gnalysis between the Christmas 1969 film of American
Pks in North Yictnam and photographs submitted with refer---
ence, o ' ‘ o

2. The cvidence cited in the attached report does not
constitute definitive proof of the status or identity of
individvuls portrayed in the questioned photographs.

3. Since the Agency's participation in this program
is classified, the fact of such participation must not be -
revealed. This rcport, therefore, may not be used in an
unclassified arena, and the Agency cannot be responsible
for any action or decision based in whole or in part on the
judgmznts expressed in the report. -

4. All materials received from your office in connection
with subject gequcst arc returned herewith. :

- o FOR THE CHIZF:

Attachments: : L N
(1) Christmas 1969 comparison No, & . ¢
(2) Materials submitted with request: = ‘ _ F {?
Eg) Overlay . -~ T~ Co L . 5 vfwn
J 3 precapture phoios + ¥ T»x-%~ ‘
(¢) Other: 7 L > : : UK 1
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Date of R: port" § April ;971
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PHOTO COMPARISON ANALYSIS RESULTS: c_hris_t;na's 1"96_9 ﬂo. IR
1. {U) Summary of request" {Date recc:ved' e 0 SN
8, Plca;e compare the attached __5*"pre'capture pho;o- - )
graphs of 5 u : with the © .
Christmas Tﬁﬁgn%'fjﬁ%:”éﬁb %k'ﬁépresen:atzve zion, .
©_ estecially prints numbered DIA USN:_ o
- --‘-US*F 31, 32 vort et A ,_
b, Se; attached o;erlay for exact location of image to
g be compared. . _ . L
2. (V) Summary of comparison performed
"a. Thz following frames were chosen for comparison \ulth:"‘ : L
.- the photographs submitted: 9182, €366 . PECR
b, 1 technicians worhing independertly of each e :
©  other analyzed the 1dent1f13b1e features }1sted PR
“helow, . ‘ - S b
3. Results of analys15° ' '
a. {4 Quahty of pre- capture photographs .»ubmltted
.,Adcquntefcacdcqnnxnrfor analysxs of reCOgn1zah]e

.jfeatures

r{B) Quality of frames in Chrlstmas lem. xﬁmxxxtm/
'1nadequate for analysxs of recognlzable features. .

The foilowxng featnres were Cons:dered sxmilar'
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S d. 1 Thc follow;ng fcatures vere conszdercd dxs-f? $;pf”
e : szmxlar- L : L A SRR

; o (5) . - . _.ﬁQ:‘;:.‘

Conclusion: . _ D

R s : {1)‘ In view of the similarity in general
/ : - .. . appearance and sxgnxfxcant number of
similar featurcs,
o o T could be the subject cf the questzoned
: - . photographs.

{2)  In view of the szgnifxcanr number of -
« SR L dxffererces in dlstxngulshable features,..i o
RN ACIRR T L SR A S ~\7 probably is not o
: S Sal the :ubgec SF the questioned photo-
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AT : In view of thc quallty of photography
: : and the small nunmber of distinguishable
K A . “features which could be corpared no
: ' d :-;onc!usxon can be reached. CO

" IR P (1) IR The same image has been comparcd with pre-

S capture photographs of ’ Air Force, -~
s T hayy, Warine, __ Arwy,
S aﬁa T clv*TTEE—Fersonnel. _
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£, (U): The
' capture photopraphs of

CSuRIBENE:

following featurcs were cnns:dercd d1s-:?*

similar:

—

e

Conc1u51on. S ¥

In view of the similarity in general
appearance and significant number of :
similar features, _ e
could be the subject of ihe questxoned '
photographs,

In view of the s:gn1f1can; number of .
~differences in distinguishabie features,
probably is not
the subjcct of the questnoned photo- .-
graphs. ' B

In view of the qualxty of photography B
and the small number of distinguishable .
{features which could be compared .no -
conc1u51on can be reached.
same Jmage has been compared with pre—‘-
Air Force,

____ bhavy, ____Marinz, . ~ Army, -
and " civf]zan R personnel,. .

——




WARNING: - Th1s photo comparison analysis wash
. perforned ut1lizlng the best available tech-
“niques’ however the quality of the photo- ..

' graphs in question precluded’ posxtzve iden-
“tificstion, 7 There may be other. overrzding -

- factors’ concern1ng,the individpal s case
‘which covld ¢ nf1rm oT 1nVaI date the ‘photo

e )

t F :
Post- capture phot graphs,_wtth overlagmor other exact
1dent1ficat10n of “image to be c0mpared




