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BY WILLIAM §) HARPER ALLEGING ER{ORS BY .DeWAYNE WOLFZR

IN THE SIRHAN B. SIRNAN, LEWIS TERRY, JR,., AND JACK

KIRSCHKE CASES.
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Harper pertaining to his theories regarding the Sirhan B,

1 Sirhan case., <ha first fivi sections of the affidavis

Lot .o document Mr. Harper's background and experience. The
ot B g ' Ssixth section is divided intso alphabetical sub-sectinas

eSO A through J and coatain Mr. Hazpar's findings aad coa-

g ety .* . clusions, which kave posed, in his mind, unanswerad

.. _questions in the Sirhan invastiqapion. .

. :

" The first question raised by Mr, Harper is labeled 6-A on

s page 2 of Exhibit "A". He refers to two firing posi-ions
S ) and draws inferences from physical evidence to supgcrt his
it GRS B khanptas . | Me, Harper's basic premise that "the position
s adf T of Sirhan was located directly in front of the Senator,

*=see . with Sirhan face-to-face with the Senator. . .is well

G2t -established by more than a dozen witnesses," is in error.
M The testimony at the Grand Jury and trial place the Senator
e o L oo% % looking slightly to his left which accounts for the first
P oL oas bullet striking the Senator behind the right ear and the

e 0 -5 bullet traveling from right to left. The upward angle of
i 0 hn the bullet is logical when the height of the Senator is
U078 L contrasted with- the height and position of Sirhan.

+ ~ The strong conflict tiat exists in the mind of Mr. Harper

. between the "eyewitne:s accounts and the autopsy findings®

Sop e w57 appears to stem from his lack of information regarding the -
PV e ntGl o u] - position of the Senator and Sirhan, or a refusal to-acknaw-“dip_
it Y L ledgae it His estimate of the "brief period of the

Weiihe ;g kel shooting" (approximately 15 seconds) ignores the frenzied j
o, B 7. state of Sirhan and the ability to firo,eight‘shots f:om',,“ﬂ;;

“'a.revolver in less than‘haliztqisnapp;qgiwateatiggadug' -

.-_,...__'»_'- ¥V . «

.M2. Harper concludes- that the autopsy report, ‘coupled with

; his opinions, "fggggxﬁggtgb;gsh.that‘two_gugs were being

¥ fired in the kfﬁéﬁéﬁ'ﬁanggx;cgnqqq;égtly.“ The same

i~ r.& autopsy report used during the trial did not conflict with

Y EEEL LR . the witnesses' statements or the facts presented.

-A Treview of the Coroner's Protocol revealed no conflicts
e ’Eith the facts developed during the investigation,
i 1%:59 inspection of the ceiling tiles removed from the pantry
sl . and a_sEudyoor. \2.. schematic ¢ 2gra _show;qg'thﬁft;gjeq;qry
of the Lullets.fired by Sirhan refute ‘the contentica s
ananced by Mr. Harper in Section D.df Exhibit ™"av" gn page
. Tha‘slug"thg;ﬁpcngt;g;eq the ceiling tile was fired
Lrom A position thak traced ‘to the ton of the steanm table
where Sirhan.was_observed firing., ' The ste2p upward
~.;__;'_:sij"Ve‘_c':}:__c;\;'y‘‘-t:_f_mt;l'n;'ga_h_p'c__'that.pn_:!l;\.e’.:r.atm.‘. the ceiling tile .
-ﬁQHAdJin«alep:obahLlity be a result of the struggle during
*Sirhan's apprehension, - (Addondum. B., "Bullet Study") -
T ; - '




