MEMORANDUM FOR:\YxO)ZX

SUBJECT- - Results of Photo Comparison,
Case NO.

REFERENCE . Reguest from NOK of . Ca ) Al;bpa£c1 .
e E ; /
g ot .
wat 'y
1. Transmitted herewith arﬁ_izi;i;éﬁof photo com-
parison analysis between the Chris g {film of
American P¥s in North Vietnam and photographs submitted
with reference.

2  The evidence cited in the attached report does
not constitute definitive proof of the status or identity
of individuals portrayed in the questioned phorograyhs.
Therefore, the report is not sufficient evidence feor
basing legal or administrative action ipvolving rights of
missing or captured perscnnel, or their next of kin. This
Agency will accept 1o responsibility for any such action
bzsed on this evidence,

3 All materials received from your office in connec-
tion with subject request are returned herewith.

FOR THE CHIEF:

Attachments:
(1) Christmas 1969 comparison NO.

(2) Materials submitted with request
(a) Overlay
(b) precapture photos
(c) Other:




PHOTO COMP

-~

Date of Repori: / 24 r 527

ARISOR ANALYSIS RESULTS: Christmas 1969 NO.

1. (u) Summary of request: (Date received: )

a,

Please compare the attached 2  pre-capture
photographs of 622-(3n9.112w;2;i;— with the
Christmas 1969 film”obtained Ty/ Representative
Zion, especially prints numbered DIA USN g/z
USAF . B B

See attached overlay for exact location cf image
to be compared.

2. (v) Summary of comparison performed:

a.

/,’L ¢}

The following frames were chosen for comparison
with the photographs submitted:

2~ technicians working independently of each
oiher aralyzed the jdentifiable features listed

below.

Results of analysis:

(U) Quality of pre-capture phctographs submitted:
Adequate/inadequate for analysis of recognizable
features.

Quality of frames in Chrictmas film: Adeguate/
for analysis of reccgnizable features.

The following features were considered similar:

(2)
(3)

(4)




(5)

(6)

) J )
. (8)

The following features were considered dis-
simil~- -

S I
(2)

(3) o

1)

4 (5)

Conclusion:

(1) 1In view of . e gimilariu
appearance = . ° ~ignificanit «u -
similar feat.

could be the suiject o1 the questioned

photographs.

{2} In view of the significant number of
differences in distinguishable features,
probably is not

fhe subject of ihe guestioned photographs.

Cii::)In view of the quality of photography

and the small number of distinguishable

features which could be compared, DO
conclusion can be reached.

1. {U) Tne sane jmage has bgen compared with pre-
capture photographs of Air Force,

Navy. jarine. Army, and
. civilian personnel.
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