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PHOTO COMPARISON ANALYSIS RESULTS: Christmas 1969 No. 23 (’0,.4) i
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b. _{%: technicians working_independcntiy of each
- other analyzed the identifiadble features listed
below.
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Conclusion:

(1) In view of the similarity in general
- appearance and significant number of

similar features, :
could te the subject of the questioned

photographs.

. (2) ‘In view of the significant number of

\ : differences in distinguishable features,
. LT : A4 FOu * 33 "” probadbly is not
- Co . o e subject of the questioned photo- o

N © graphs.

7.7 T (3): In view of the quality of photography
" ' RSV - and the small number of distinguishable
R . features which could be compaxed, no
conclusion can be reached.

- Fff'q,y.'jf. (V) The same image has been.compafed with pre-
: ' capture photographs of Air Force,

Navy, Marine, Army, and
civilian personnel. : .




: WARNING: 'This photo comgarison analysis was
%> -performed utilizing the best available tech-
" niques, however, the quality of the photo-

graphs in question precluded positive identi-
"fication, There may be. other overriding fac-

) f:{' R _:. ‘tors> concerning the individual's case which
! e "1 ¢ould confirm.or invalidate the photo compari-
s son analysis. . . '
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