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SUIL‘!ARY OF THZ FINDINGS OF THE BQ..PD OF INQUIRY INTO THS .

ALLEGATIONS MADE BY ATICMLEY BAT 30RA WARLER BLZHR Q4

SBEHALF OF WILLIAM G. HARS PER, & CRININALIST, AGAINST THE
TEP

- PROFESSIONAL QUALIFICATIONS OF DatiA¥iE A. VOLFER, CIZIER . . _. .
FORENSIC CHENIST, A1D THE COMPENINT FILAL.DY ATTORGE ... ST T

— . GUDFREY' ISAAC ﬂVD T !ECDORE CHARACH WITH AN ATFIDRAVIT.

'BY WILLIAM §) HARPER ALLEGING ERIORS BY. DeWAYNE WOLFZR
IN THE SIRHAN B. SIRHAN, LEWIS TERRY, JR., AHD JACK
KIRSCHKE CASES,

The Board of Inquiry has considered those matters o*dered bv yaur
directive of June 1, 1971, regarding Mrs, Blehr's letter to th= .
General !Manager of the Personnel Departrment of May 28, 1971 and

has necessarlly included the tomplaint, #C-6027, filed June 25,

1971, by Theodore Charach and Godfrey Isaac.

K
L

An exanmination of the background. and. tcchﬂlcne € 1ploved by DzVWayne

A. VWolfer encompassged an acacemnic review of crimiialistic procadures, Y
a stucy of the transcripts of the concerned cases. reesvaluation of '

the evidence, and statements and oplnlona ot Out°Ld2 altnorities
recarding the procedures ch al‘eng d in the accusations.

.The 1nvest1gathn was rev1em°d by the lLos Angeles County: Dlsgrlct
© Attorney, his investigative staff, and Deputy Attorney General ™~

Ronald George' from the Office of thn Attorney General, State Qf
Call:ornla._ :

"This resulted in an 1nvést1gatlon into the nrocedu*es of ‘the Los

elas City Clerk's Office in the handling and _Storage of court

_exhlblts -by ‘the Los- Angeles County Grand Jury.

A reaoprazsal of the O*flce of the Clerk of the State Supreme Court

" was also’instituted pe*talnlng to storate and ‘handling of exhlbxta
‘Stemring from this inquizy. : :

.he cenclusion rnachad byv *hc Board is -b 3t s, Blehr's alle-

‘gatienas ar2 vholly withonus stubstance or fou.dqtion in that

Mr, Dada;re w011=*~
{1) did no% wviolate the "pracapts™ as tahed Ly ITG. Blenhz;

(2) is-a recognized expert of extensive experiza~s
field of fireamrms :den 1~1ca.ion and kalliscics; ane
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“5ju R Harper pertalnlnc to his theorles regarding the Sirhan B.
" Sirhan casae. “ha first {ivo sections of the affidavic.

SR document Mr. Harper's background and experieace. Ths
LSt o sixth section is divided into alphabetical sub- sec ion
RN A through J and coatain Mr. Hazpar's findings aad coa-

.:n;faj . -clusions, which have posed, in his mind, unanswarad
o " .. questionsg in the Sirhan lnvosolgatlon. ‘ -

" The first question raised by Mr. Harper is labeled 6-A on
page 2 of Exhibit "A". He refers to two firing positions
and draws inferences from physical evidence to surgert his

"+ theories. Mr. Harper's basic premise that "the position

- of Sirhan was located directly in front of the Senator,
with Sirhan face~to-face with the Senator. . .is well
. established by more ‘than a dozen witnesses," is in error.
‘The testimony at the Grand Jury and trial place the Senator
looking slightly to his left which accounts for the first
bullet striking the Senator behind the right ear and the
“bullet traveling from right to left. The upwazd angle of
‘the bullet is. logical when the height of the Senator is
 contrasted with-the height and position of Sirhan. :

: The‘strong conflict taat exrsts in the mind of Mr. Harper
between the "eyewitness accounts. and the autopsy findings"
.| appears to stem from his lack of information regarding the :
. position.of ‘the Senator and Sirhan, or a refusal to-acknow=  ix
~ ledge it. His estimate of the "brief period of the -
shooting" (approxirately 15 seconds) ignores the frenzied . <
..state of Sirhan and the ability to fire eight shots from,ﬁ.;ﬁ;h
-ya revolver in less than half thls approxlmate tzme,-gf ~i“xl~.
Mf Harper concludes. that the autopsy report, couplea wlth TR
‘his’ opinions, "firmly establish that two guns were being - ' i
‘flred in the ki¥chen pantry ‘concurrently.” "The same
':autopsy report used during the trial did not conflict with
yv'the witnesses' statements or the facts presented.

A rev1ew of the Coroner's Protocol revealed no cooflxctu_
Vth the facts develoged during the investigation.

Wi AN ; pection of the cq;ll tiles removed from the pant*y
SR ang'a studyor Fha, schematlc Hlagram show1nq “the” tra]ecoory
‘of the bullets fired bv Sirhan refute the conoentlcw
Fdvanced by Mr. Harpetr in ‘Section D.df Exhibit "a" on page.
. @77 The slug that penetrated the: cnill1g tile was fired
,_ﬁroﬁ”ﬁ Position-that traced to the topn of the stesam takle
where Sirhan .was _observed flrlng.““igp ste2p upward
traJectory of the shot that penetrated the ceiling tile .
would.;naa1lwn*obabilzty be. a result of the struggle durlng
*Sirhan's gonrehens~oﬁ. - (Adde ndum. B., "Bullet Study") -
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