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APPENDIX 31
Apperlix 31 is the affidavit of Russell W. Jobnson. Because the original
is very difficult to read, I provide the typed copy below. The original
follows the typed copy for verification purposes.

AFFIDAVIT OF RUSSELL W. JOHNSON
1. My name is Russell W. Johmson and I currently live at 439 McGeorge Dr.
Vinton VA 24179. Before retiring from twenty eight years of police inves-
tigative work with the Hackensack, New Jersey Police Department I served
with the 401st Bowbardment Group (Eighth Air Force - England) on B-17's as a
Waist Gunner and flew 26 missions over German occupied Europe. I received
the following medals: Good Conduct, European-African-Middle Eastern Ribbon
with 4 Bronze Stars, Air Medal with 3 Bronze Osk Leaf Clusters, Distingui-
shed Flying Cross (DVC), Distinguished United Badge, Clusters.

2. Tor twenty three years of my twenty eight years in police work, I was
assigned to the Bureau of Criminal Identification (BCI) and Records, spe-
clalizing 1in forensic work, especially in the identification of suspects
as having been present at a crime scene. Thig work included identifica-

tion of fingerprints, tire impressions, foot impressions.

On November 22, 1958 1 solved my first crime with a latent fingerprint
lifted at a crime scene. Because this was the [irst time that a crime was
solved in this way in the Hackensack Police Department I received a Certi-
ficate of Homorable Memtion. From that day on I became so interested in
the Science of Fingerprints I really taught myself and of course I atten-
ded police classes on this subject that were taught by the F.B.I.

Over the course of my career, 1 have testified in approximately 100
cases as an expert and have worked up exhibits and reports in approximately
1,000 cases. The reason for the small amount of court appearances is sim- [sic]
ple matter; The attorneys got Lo know of my expertise and would tell their
clients to plead guilty. In addition, I have written in the area of the
Science of Fingerprints. A few of my articles include:

PUBLICATTONS
FINGERPRINT & IDENTIFICATION TInstitute of Applied Science
Mugust 1967 ... "Fused Fingerprints"

(Use of "Xerox Tonmer" to bring out latent fingerprints)
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December 1967 ... "Watch that Daste"
(Fluorescent Paste ... Use?)
December 1971 ... "Frequence of Double loop Patterns"
{Frequency of Double Loop Whorls in Thumbs )
BN MAGAZINE
October 1974 ... "The Case of the Nearly Mixed-up Babies"
(As the Title applies ... a mixed-up Baby)
1AW ENFORCEMENT COMMUNICATTONS
April 1975 ... "Fingering the Criminal"
(A Single Fingerprint File using Key-Sort Cards)
POLICE REVIEW ( England )
September 1977 ... "Self-Help with Fingerprints"
(An updated version of "Single Tingerprint File"')
FINGERPRINT WHORLD
July 1979 ... "The Case of the Nearly Mixed-up Pabies"
(A republication of the RN Magazine article)
October 1979 ... "Identifcation through Hospital Records'
(Using Hospital Records, when all avenues fail)
POLICE PRODUCT NEWS
October 1984 ... "Fraudulent Fingerprints"
(Manufactured Fingerprint Evidence)
March 1985 ... "Solving Those Cold Fingerprint Cases"
Virginia State Plice TROOPER
Spring 1987 ... "Footprints & Hospital Records"
(Fooling of babies and using Huspital Records in Police work)

Also, while in charge of the BCI, I developed a "Sinmgle Fingerprint
File" using “"Key Sort Card." Later, when we got our computer, I also de-
vised a "Single Fingerpritn File'" for the computer.

3. I was a resident of the Roanoke area in 1990 and followed the trial of
Jens Soering in the local Newspaper ... Roanoke
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Times and World News. T was so oubraged by the indication from jurors
that a plastic overlay of the defendant's foot placed on top of a sock
covered bloody footprint was the crucial piece of "evidence" leading to
their verdict, that 1l wrote a letter to the editor of the Roanoke Times
and World News that was published on July 22, 1990, indicating my opinion

[sic]

[gic]
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that such "evidence" was of absolutely no value and would not be accepted

by forensics scientific community. I felt, and feel, that an injustice [sic]
might well have been done because the jury had the misimpression that the
overlay "proved" or at least made more likely that Jens Soering had been

at the scene of crime. I wrote this letter entirely as a disinterested
professional with considerable knowledge in the field and T had mot con- [sicl

tact with either of the parties to the trial, the prosecution or the de-
fense.

4. Becently, at the request of defense counsel for Jens Scering, I have
been contacted and asked to do two Lhings: one, Lo examine the actual
exhibits which were before the jury and secondly, in light of that to re-
consider and elaborate on my opinion as to the probative value of such
"evidence."

My original opinion as expressed in the unsolicited letter to the edi-
tor is reconfirmed and, if anything, strengthened by a review of the ac-
tual exhibits.

4. The print at the crime scene, called LR-3, is a print which appears [sic]
to be of a sock covered foot in a red liquid (presumably blood) on a

wooden flooring. The print is very smeared and indistinct, especially

around the toes and heel. Even under a magnifying glass, there are no

friction ridges (also called dermal ridges) discermible. Nor are there

any abnormalities, such as a missing toe or other distinguishing deformity.

In fact there are no distinguishing characteristics whatsoever to make a
comparison chart like it is done in comparing fingerprints ... pointing

out characteristics so there is 100% certainty that lifted latent [inger- [sic]
print is the same as the rolled inked impression.

5. The most that can be said from such a print is that the person who put
it there had a foot with the approximate length of the print. Even this
is unclear as the toes and the heel show smearing and movement, making it
imposgible to get the precise matchup. Any precise measurements (for ex-
ample between toes or width of ball of foot etc.) are impossible, both
because of the poor quality of ‘the print and because the foot was covered
(presumably by a sock) which itself could widen the print of the parts of
the foot and distort shapes.
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6. The "overlays" which the Commonwealth's witness Mr. Hallett chose to
use were not sock covered, but rather bare foot. While these bare tfoot
impressions of known origin lock precise at a distance and of course do
show friction ridges, those ridges and precision are not helpful because
Lhe print to which they are being compared is devoid of such characteris-
tics.

It is of my belief that these dermal or friction ridges on the overlay [sic]
is misleading and implies a degree of precision to the jury that in fact [sic]
was not present.

It is also my opinion that a certain degree of the similarity that
appears when the overlays are placed on top of the smeared prints comes
from the fact that the two prints are not of contrasting color and there-
fore the shape below 'blends' through the transparent overaly and gives
the appearance of matching that in fact, upon closer examination of the
two prints separately, simply isn't there.

/. I especially examined the overlay that was introduced as the Common-
wealth's Exhibit which purports to be an overlay of a bare foot impression

of Jens Soering over a photograph of LR-3. This exhibit contains red x's

and arrows placed there by the Commonwealth's witmess, Mr. hallett. These

are completely worthless as far as pointing out any relevant "similarities"

in the two prints. For one thing, the arrows merely point to the fact that

both specimens have five toes. This is not unusual. Secondly, the dots
purport to show the midpoint of the toes on both the overlay and IR-3 is [sic]
very misleading.

While the midpoint of the inked impression of Mr. Soering can be found
with some degree of certainty (because the inked impression is relatively
clear), there is absolutely no way you can find the midpoint of the toes
on LR-3 can only be a wild guess. If you have made a guess as to where  [sic]
Lo put the midpoint on LR-3, the fact that such dots "match"” with those on
the Soering print is of no relevance. Nor does the supposed "hump' testi-
fied to Mr. HalletL constitute of distinguishing mark of any significance. [sic]
Finally, I note that there are arrows along the right arch marked by Mr.
Hallett on LE-3, with no attempt to mark any such "distinguishing' marks
on the overlay. Also noted the arrow at the bottom of the overlay is pre-
sumably his testimony that the "real end" of the overlay is some 3/8" higher



than the print (thus accounting, presumably, for the fact that the Scering
print is long than the crime scene print). If he felt the Soering print [sic]
was defective in that it gave an inking beyond where the heel actually
ended, he
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should have chosen another print (as there were many to choose from, inclu-
ding, for Mr. Soering at least, some sock covered prints).

8. I also examined bare foot print of Elizabeth Haysom, both Common- [sic]
wealth's Fxhibit and other prints contributed by Ms. Haysom and in the

custody of the Bedford Circuit Court but not used by Mr. Hallett. 1 cam

state that the crime scene print matches in size only with Ms. Haysom's

print. Here too, however, the ovorlay evidence does not prove 100% that

the blood impression print on the floor belonged to Ms. Haysom.

9. A comparison of LR-3 with known prints of Jens Scering provides no
evidence whatsoever that Mr. Scering was al the scene of crime. LR-3 is
of such poor quality (you cannot even tell where the toes are or end)
that it should never have been used Lo attempt any identificaticn at all.
Certainly it does provide any information that points of Mr. Soering and [sic]
the existence of this print does not provide any basis for saying that it
is more likely Mr. Soering's print than Ms. Haysom's or any one of thou-
gands of normal five toed individuals wilh roughly the same (normal) length
of foot.

Signed - Russell W. Johnson
Notary public's statement - Date: April 14, 1995 - Notary public: Brenda
Thomasson - Commission expires: August 31, 1998.



AXFIDAVIT OF HUSSELL ¥. JOHESOH

i, My name iz Hussell W. Johnson and I currently liwve at 459
McGeorge Drive, Vinton, VA 24179, Before retiring from tfwenty
eight yesars of police investigative work with the Hackensack,

NMew .Jersey Folice Department I served with the 40lst Baombard-
ment Group (Eighth Air Force...England) on B-17's 2= a Vaist
Gunner and flew 26 missions over German occupied =urﬂpe I re-
celved the following medals:- CGood Conduct, “‘Eurnpaan— frican-
Middle Fastern Ribbon with 4 Bronze hars.zlir Medal with 3
Bronze 0Oak Leaf Clusters, Distipguished Flying Cruss (DEC),
Distinguished Unit Badge, Clusters.

2. For twenty three years of my twenty eight years in police
work, I was assigned to the Bureau of Criminal . .Identification
(BCI} and Recaords, specializing in forensic work, especially in
the diderntification of suspects as having been presant at 'a
- ocrime  =gens, This work included identification of - finger—
prints, tire impressions, foot impressions.

On Novamber 22, 1958 I solved my first crime with a latent
fingerprint 1lifted at a crime scene. Because +this' was the
first time that 2 crime was solved in this way in the Hacken-
sack Polica Department I raceived a Certificate of Honorable

Mention. From that day on 1 became so interested in the
Scierce of Fingerprints I really taught myself and of course I
attended police classes on this subject that were taught by the
£330 R ' -

Over the é¢ourse of my career, I have testified in approxi-
mately 100 cases as an expert and have worked up exhibits and
reports in approximately 1,000 cases. The reason for the small
amgunt of court aprearances is simple matter:— The atiarneys
got to Yknow of my expertise and would tell their clieats to
plead guilty. In addition, I have written in the area of the
Sclence of Fingerprints, A few of my articles include:-

PUEBLICATIONES

FINGERPRINT & IDENTIFICATION.. Tnstitute of Applied Science

Aungust 1967....... *Fused Fingerprints'
{Use of 'Xerax Toner' to bring out latent fingerprints)
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Dacanmber 1967..... 'Watch that Paste'! (Fluarescsnt
Paste. ., U=a?) .

December 1971..... 'Frequence of Double Loop Fattern®
(Freguency of Double Loop Wihorls in Thumbs)

RN MAGAZINE

October 1874......! 'The Case of the Fearly Mixed-up Babies’
{ds the Title applies...a mixed-up Baby)

LAV EFNFORCEMENT COMMURICATIORS

Aprdl 197H. yaenas 'Fingering the Criminal’
{A Single Fingerprint File using 'Key-Sort Cardsy
POLICE REVIEW... (Engiland)

Septembaer 1877...'Self-Help with Fingerprints'
(An updated version of 'Single Fingerprint File')

FISGERPRINT WIHORLD

July 1979........'The Case of the Nearly Nixed-up Babies’

{A republication of the RY Maga=zine article)
Cctober 1979. .'Identification Through Hospital Recurds’

(Using Hssnital Recards, when all avenues fail)

POLICE FRODUCT EEVWS

tober 1984..... 'Fraudulent Fingerprints®
{(Manvfactured Fingerprint Zvidence)

March 1985.....aa 'Solving Those Cold Fingerprint Cases'

Virginia State Police..TROOPER

Spring 1987...... 'Footprints & Hospital Records!'

(Footing of babies and using Hospital Records in Polices
work.

Al=p, while in charge of the BCI, I developed a 'Single
Fingsrorint File' "using 'Key Sort Card'. Later;, when we® got
o computer, I also devised a 'Single Fingerprint File' for
the computer.

3. ! was a resident of the Roanoke area inm 1950 and followed
the %rial o©of Jens Soering in the 1local Newspaper...Roancke
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sa putraged by the indicaticn Zrom

Timas, gnd World Haws 1 was
sihe Jurgrz that a plastic avarliay of tae defendant’'s Ioot
alaczd an fep of 2 sock covered bloedy footprint was the cru=
izl piece of 'evidence' leading to their vercdici, that I wrote
a latter to tha editor of the Roanoke Timpes and World Wews that
was pualishac g July 22, 1990, indicating my opinlon that such
‘eyifense’ was of absoluialy no walue and would not be accepied
ty forensics sciensific community. I felk, ‘and feel, tﬂat an
infusiice might well have bsen done because tne Jury Ea tha
nigimpressicn  that the overley prnvedr G;_ﬁu least madﬂ more
1{kely that Jens Soericg had bee at-the scene. ‘gt -the crime. i
wrotae this letter eriirely as a disinterssted, brnfess onal with
considerable kncwlacdge in the fileld and 1 had Dot contact with
: o

gitasr of the parties ic tke trial, the Prusecut*nn or the 4d
SRS : f”ﬁ Y e ,;~¥;>i

4, ERecenily, a2t the reguast of dafense caunsel for Jens Scer—
izg, 1 havs besn cortacied and asked to do two things:— one, to
examine the actual exhibits which were before the fury and sec—
ondly, in light of that to reccnsider ‘and elaborate on my cpin—

iﬂn as to the probative value of Ench 'Ev*dﬂnﬂe'

¥y origirval cpinima a8 Expressed in the unsolicited letter
to the Editcr is reccnfirmed and, 1f arything, strengthened by
4. Teview of the acival exhibits, ol w e
4. The print at the crime scena, called LE-3, is a print which
appears to be of a sock coversd foot in a red liguid (presuma—
bly blood? on a wooden flooring., The priat is very smearec and
indistinct, especsially arpund the toes and heel.- Even under a
magnifying gzlazs, there are no fricticn ridges d{also called

der?al ridges) disceraibls. Far are thers any abiormalities,
such as a aisfing toe or ather distinguishinﬁ deforalty. In
fact there are no distinguishing characteristics whatsgever tao

maks & comparison chart like it 1s done in comparing finger—
priants. .. pointing out characieristics so there is 100 % cer-
Eaialy that lifted latent fingerprint is the same as the rolled
in¥ed impression.

The  most that can be said from such & print is  that the
=0n who put It thers had a foot with the aporoximmte length
the print. Even this is uanclear - 'as the toes and +the heel
oW  smearlog and movement, making 1t impossible to get the
recise matchup. Any precise measuremenis (for example betwsen
cfes  or wicth of ball of foot ete,) are impossible, Loth  be-
cause of the poor quality of the print azd because the foot was
coverad {presumably by a scek) which liself could widen +tha
2rni of ibe parts of the foot and distort shapes.
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§. Tas 'overlays' which the Commonwsalth's witness Mr. Hallett'

choose to use were not sock covered, but rather bare foot.
While these bare foct lopresslons of known origin. look precise
at a distance and of course do show friction ridges, +those

ridges and precision are not helpful because the print to which

tahey are being compared i1s devold of suck char ncterist_cs.

t is of my belief ‘that these dermal or friction r*dges on
the overlay is misleading znd implies a degree of precis*nn ta
the jury ihat in fact was not present.

it 1s also my opinion that a certain degree of the simi-
larity that appears when the overlays are placed on top of  the
sneared prints comes from the fact that the two prints are not
aof coairasting color and therefore the shape ©below 'bleads®
through +ihe transparent overlay and gives an appearance of
matehing that in fact, upon closer examination of the two
prints separately simply isn’'+ thers. '

7. - 1 especially examined the overlay that was introduced as
the Commonwealth's Exhibit which purparts to be an overlay of a
bare foot impression of Jens Scering over a photograph of LR-3.
This exhibit contains red x's and arrows placed there by the
Commonwealth's witness, Mr. Hallett. These are completely
worthless as far as pointing out any relevant 'similarities' in
the two prints. For one thing, the arrows merely point to the
fact that both specimens have five toes. This is not unusual.
Secondly, the dots purport to show the midpoint of the toes on
both the overlay and LR-3 is very misleading.

yiile, the midpoint of the inked impression of Mr. Scering
can be found with some degree of certainty {(because.the inked
impression is reiatively clear), there is absoclutely no way you
can find the midpoint of the toes on LR-3 can be only a wild
guess. 1f you have made a guess as to where tog put the mid-
point on LE-3, the fact that such dots 'match' with fthose on
the Scering print is of no relevance. Nor does the supposed
'hump'  testified to Mr. Hallett constitute of distinguishing
mart af any significaace. Finally, [ note that there are ar-
rows along the right arch marked by Mr. Hallett on LE-3, with
no a2ttempt to mark any such 'distinguishing' marks on the over—
lav. Also noted the arrow at the bottom of the overlay is pre-
sumably his testimony that the 'real end’' of the oaverlay is
somz 3/8" higher than the print (thus accounting, presumably,
for +fhe <fact tkat the Secering print is long +than the crime
sca

that

|1;_'F

it gave an inking beyond where the heel actually ended, he
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should have chosen another print (as thers were many to choose
from, including, for Mr. Scering at _east some sSock covered
printsi. ;

8. I alsg examined bare foot print of Elizabeth Haysom, both
Commonwealth's Exhibit and other prints cﬂntrinuued by Ms. Hay-—
som and ia the custedy of the Bedford Ci“cui*' Ccmrt but npat
used by Mr. Hallett. I can state that the -crimeﬁ.scene print
mtches in size only wiith Ms. Haysum s, Prin‘t%era “tog, hower-
ever, the overlay evidence does not prove. T100- ﬁ;@:ﬂ;t the blood
impression priat on the floor helnnged o -'Hsﬁﬁi_ysum e,
9. A comparison of LE-3 with Taown, pr:l_n‘r_-s .,.fnf. :ﬁ:&:"ﬁJEﬂE Bnering
provides no evidencs whatsoever tha.t Ir,““EGEtinEME ‘at +the
scene of the crime. LR-3 is of such _paor. Fqualitjr f_*,rm: cannot
even tell where the toes are or endl): tha*wit Ehnulri mever have
heen used to attempt any identificatinn at nlLJ..,«aﬂartainlj- it
does provide any information that pnints n;.,&;[r ~Sner1ng and the
existence of. this print does ncoct prnvid.a any"‘gas{s Tor saying
that it is more likely Mr. Scering's Print“"t?n.an, ‘Ms.i Haysom's or
any one of thovesands of normal five j-‘tmed '~individ.uals with
roughly the sams (normal) length of_ it:u::t e

'Eus lJahns::n‘_.___:;
I certify that Russel1’¥. Jahnson appenrec'[ befnra me tiais
f&é Day of ¥are=h 895 and suhacrihed, to ‘l'.hE abnve statement

under oath. Aprif 65?_

My commission expires: Notary Public)

e i - - i

_h_.ty Commission Expires August 31, 1998
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