rplaint - uss furouzn first 2 pars.

Celcral ocl enl ¥

and Reerrd Service,

L3 exzcutor of tue estsie ol tle

4, Tus tationsl Arcaivez is bus repository for tus ~{ficisl svidence

relatin_ to tus Assessinstion of tae Bresident, wistier cf/not ussd by or publisisd

by tue former ZXMXIXNIFKXFIAAXIXXX Pra
Sresidsnt ZVh“_dv(' lse knewn as tis Tarren
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Cavailable, witiout faveritism er prejudaice, under
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tas Assassination of
2 is sup-oead t~ maze the

apnlicable law and ragulstisn,

De Tue executor of tae estate of tie late President sizned 2 lestter

wyret oty f Adited_—
eomir=4d with tue Gsnersl oervic @ﬁ’ﬁgg;ber.QG, 1966, unde=r tie provisinns of

evidence,

6. Tuis cmnitract is illegsl, sgainst v

: . o

M:l, N 2wl ’&»’Vﬁ,‘nu( bediceey kl/(/:- .

waicih tueAG naral Services idministrstion «=£ undsrisiken to suppress soans of szid

ublic intersst and, indesd, tiaat of

the meirs of seid estate, =224 amounts to a coaspiracy to accomplish under tie

pratended ssnetion of an inapplicsble law ftuat wal

geconmlicied and wulcen saould not te scoomplisnes,

h} PN 5 \ﬂt“;—‘vlc}“\"

cii could not o*herwiss te

nemzly, taz suprressinon of Hie

pZysssusIIEvaCives ‘,
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tas Jepartment of Justice, drafted th's(¢ontract on benslf of tae esiste of the
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13.Although Plaintiff's and others' appeals under the regulstions had

been systematically and deliberately ignored, by these defendents and by others,

Plaintiff
thug rendering any sppeal a futility and making a mockery of the law, Refeundaxbx

and anticipated delay, there has besn no response,
lled

did make proper appeal, as provided by pertinent regulstions, to which,iafta‘long
. wherefore Plaintiff is cojﬁ

Syt »/;fva‘) |

to file this iigxnxxxxxgxinnfx'005plaint.,5((‘




eontract was a veaicle for or could ar @oulil & us=d fny taz zuppression ol

evidence tust obtilerwise could nof and would not uave Te:n suppreszede

anzusge quoted ia Paregreph

SC
power gais uJ:E\tu t et evidence wulch may nuve and Pleintiff telieves does nsve

N\

mesning and Boldg proof contrary to te official exoplanation of ti: sssessination

()

<

m

com be and is denied Dlaintiff end otiers, as s:id Notionel Arcaives}lmitoout tns

legsl fig-leaf of said allegsd contra

A lagreslier,
10, Verbally prier tias reto/nud ir writing beginning 2lugust ©, 1987,

Plaintiff hos s~ught to te oble to exemined tue domag e to the late President's
| pame of [l
elotiiing during tu;/ZGmmission of tuﬁqsssa5311hation.

ith unnacessary litigation, 2Lal A%iff
Plaintiff
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12, Plsintiff's proper rejusst was first ignored, buaewn denied, /kuﬁbatlon
sE b

V// fr-m btie language quosed in Parsgrapn 7 above teing
= &

S5 ERE (3, B

1?( Said vlothing wss in evidence befors

tasic to,sny study oL tuz 35 asgication ~r Ha

i e gy el prritae, /ya,@a LL

——+F—rn:lusions, =e='vwsz bosic o ouny conclucions recclh oy, sail ChmissIon,)
‘\ﬂL@"’VL p’«\,b‘] /""/ )y by V2
ex alenst T.’-.,‘..;. iy .L'au_u.i;u\; c B A

ios LLAVIND Jde 1

yg{-;uis 3w bt I0llonIilg 7

in an acticn suck ss is enbeiied in tals élmplaint, tut Flaintiff belisves such
te usipful to tuis Sanoratle Courty wuidi 15 witaou: infermation

on the qusstionsat izsue and woat is involved taerswiti.

16. Said celnthing wes ex=mined bdefore sald s
: o  threfesnd
maizeion, srior o snd during toe tazing of testimony, oy

1

out win vere not exnterts in eitier forsasic sciznes nr ia tas syppropriate

=5
i «

scisntific investigstions
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Knsert on 4 es Par H:

H. One of tie provisions of said letter agreement is the so-called
gift to the government, under certain restrictions that amount to total sup-
pression when properly understooqlof the pictures and X-rays of the sutopsy
performed on toe late President. dowever, these were govermment property to
begin with, and their passsing from government possession under any circumstances
was tentamount to the theft of government property. Coinciding with all of. this
publicity fanfare was a statement attributed to the autopsy doctors, that they
"oonfirmed"” the suthenticity of said pictures, which was impossible, unless whadke—
their testimony before the Warren Commission was perjurious, that testimony beigmg
that they had never seen these said pictures and, in fact, knew they would not &
have these seid pictures before them as the proper and required "best evidence"
for use in their testimony. The said doctbrs are alsd quoted 8s saying these
éaid pictures confirmed the accuracy of the autopsy, which is slso false, as
Plaintiff proposes to bring to the attention of this honorable Court in another

and different actions
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Volumz 31, ITo. 212,

3lso arranged to e zr

hvi mtw ml/»f'

~ i 7 "
Ge itu . pel—mse TY

snd more
tvio ccebions
real objectivas

the prescrvetion of evidencs

ronag 23ndae

Ata bos shirt of Lue late murdered accused assassin, Les darvey dswsld, witich is
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ss significancs

plaoss Vo uLavs

vecone e.perts in sthis subjsct, tos Govsrnment Ime tuoe obligstion of making s such
uossitle by olasr nea smong tusds being by tus msking of meaningful

teing congenisl to uhst the Govermmant wsnts belizved gnd denyin: asccess to tist

which oan or does 4isprovs the officisl version of ius crime.

ot ot Lo &

to that crime and

e, , A ;
abous tnem,the®™ haviag teen offszred no

R L
Ze ©n vie 8

nirt and tie, is not trus ‘oe?pnc:

sitaer rendering what azs been czllsd "ike coime a7 toz centyfly" an vasnlvad crime.
- \ aﬂwr

9{ Taere sxiszts and is also witcield from .L‘la:intiffd evidencs rcleting

nents ars

ta wns saer or nob such officisl conjechur

or csn s valla, 1 vus 10w oF ——pitohegrepi—sr plotograpls taken by the Defendant

National Archives,
26 For the crime to have been commitfed as officially alleged, there

Lsvid W 4
has 'bo be@ a bullet hole in fhe s e lower right rear of the neck,

two ‘Méiﬂ e front neckbend of the shirt, and a bullet hole through

the knot of tElZ,e, all cauaed by a single, virtual ly pristine bullet sallegedly

recovered in tne(ﬁocpital °81d bullet being in ‘ﬁidence before the Commission as

its Exhibit No. 399.



sboutfois seid spectrographic analys?.

2@, All the testi mony about/%/aid Exhibit 399 is that it could gob
have had the magical career attributed to it, the inflicting of all seven non-

fatal wounds, lzion tie late President and John B. Connally, then Governor of tie

A f

State nf Texas, smashing bones in three parts of the governor's body,

e peged ; anfe wm Kbl feerdd Mnlf(/f/wm@
and i ; from tiis spectacular performance & vi Thua Iy pzistine—eendition.

2& The testimony about;Zha direction of the bullet through the shirt
by el bl e
is equivocal, it being/t at if t87 thread# o : ad not been touched durin
" s Cof 1ol e ve ot avvy frnanledlpe .207%
the extensive handling and tranéportation pefore it reached the FBI®laboratory,’

’ﬂw "
eeié direction of the thread oL said—dmmomed—eaird Was coneistent with an

LLM,J

entry from the backe

Vi
2?. But tﬁuestimony is also to tie effect that the insertion

of so ordinary an o ctpﬁ’ azlthe end of 2 pencil could reverse the direction
, 4 W thnehy
in waich #ee- turead# pointed and (FoveYsed the interpretation that could be
ANV ‘

placed Aiet -

35}9’. ¥hile there is s still-suppressed spectrographic analysis of the

traces remaining wggon the%@ t’nread)/at the point allegedly struck by the bullet
' ' . 1 pwt

in the back of the shirt, the tegtimony about ; Tapbic analysis was
taken from en#ds® incompetent witness who specified his incompbtence and designeted

his own testimony as hearsay, whereas wien the spectrographer who performed said

tes as a witness before the sai-d Commission, De was asked no single question

G 3/ Clent gecto [he nleeas q4d
Thc e pfibbich YpeTigiaft i #rityoto,

Bﬁ. Wonethneless, even this incompetent, hearway testimony does E&

)

not include wiat spectrographic analysis permits, the unequivocal statement that

the traces remaining on the said shirt exactly coincide in analysis with the medal

of the said bullet, Exhibit 399, ¢ Aot peh pareecd _Zfo mot et [‘75*&:2 {2{ : ots

"ZBZKMoreover, ot tone point in the neckhand where there is damage,
thefd=being two holes, bne in each front end, the testimony is that there are
and were no metallic traces, which is indi‘cative hﬁt no bullet caused tni?

v ,5:1;9&/
demage, for the said bullet is alleged to nave left praces on cechlobject it th/l[,
i U
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struck, including the back of this same shirt.

'.3?/. Even more incredibly, this magicsl bullet is alleged to have o
gone tirough the knot of the tie without making a hole in it, instead causing
but a lié;ht nick to be mede on the extreme le ft-hand side of the knot, as worn,

and here also not to have left any traces of metal, for spectrographic analysis

disclosed none.

i
Ry ad A1taile
BégDefendant National Archives informed Plaintiff that it ek’ said

C’f"? 5§ trom 5.5
photogrEH—nR pho?;graphs so tnat the‘shgrtg could be studied by those doing
research into tne assassination. / Yok

gmads By e v /4»/
57, Plaintiff allegs, as should be obvious, that, if the pictures used
byJ and delivered unto Defendant National Archives by the Werren Commission were
\M i were im—mmewey sufficient forptudy and research, itfwould
not have been necessary vfor the DQ;?endanfNational Archives to take its own
pictures for ﬁfﬁe in such researche
56/. The residual files of the Warren Commission do not contain a
single clear photograph of said Presidential garmydts, the FBI having delivered
to the Commission only reproduction copies, made from pechespesiric negatives

designed not for photographic pictures but for pictures to be used in offset

printing. "« /}&wﬁ“'\j p
hats y +ofhf callel “ferzen
3?. Such offset memstixed contain myriadd small dots invisible to the
//wlﬂ é’uf ;qu’;

l-i%h'e-ge&phgi-;)/process) by which reproduction by

naked eye but essentisl to the

printing is accomplished.

%47”//7{[_’%
5%. upon enlargement, even with a simple ‘1ens, such dots dominate and

=3

nide tae content of tie p/ictures

. ‘ o)

Y| 38< There is no restriction upon the availability of or the uwse of Thize
reproduction pictures, which show absolutely nothing but gore and which cannot

be properly enlarged, and such pictures have been widely reproduced and were

by’ the government,
coused to te widely reproducedz having been released for this purpose by the

government toud %,, MW//{LMA?J o~ ()u UJM/% W/“;J ﬂ MWWM“7



40.Defendant National Archives permits umsesteicted examination of
the piectame—ex pictures it took of the said Presidentisl clothing, having shown

» ’\ 4
sgma—"é Plaintiff, but it refuses to follow its usual and proper practise, of

copies for - tthe prople's
maldng(an&?selling copies to those doing research in es entrusted into
' ¥

its care.
s

43. 'I:he reason given for this refusal to mske picturs§available for

A b dimige b D Pl indn § wv m oty |
close y an iy is spurious, it being that the making avails le of &
dTher 1y 4

7]
clear picture would make possm undignified or sensationsl use, whareas u%bh/
S/{l/'w Wﬂ'/l/}" e W A pﬂ,{',\ ot *ﬂ/ﬁ/éLl{ ,
@ unclear picture susceptible of suaefl use =1 g fy
: MM 454 In fact, Plaimtiff went %o great pains to eliminate any W“’/
haw it/

justification. for any sugh spurious interprepation, asking not for a picture of
heckba

the entire sinirt, but for only the very small ares of¢damage, which ;‘S a band of
2 .c‘r'ﬂ&
v ‘much less than an inch at}éross the front of #ke said shirt. ( ix ) :

Ny hedlh

JDespite the widespread publicity attendant upon the release of fhgt luece

% of the seid sbirt, all showing nothing at all but gore and all

being of only non‘gévidentiary use ag released by the government in pretended support

of its official memxaf solution to this crime, Defendant Wational Archives refused

Plaintiff 's proper request for a phﬂotograph of ssid smell area of damage to the

aaid shirt, the only kind of photograph not sus%‘détibie of sensational or undigni-

fied use, unless it be considered thst disclosure of te truth is undignified or

sensational, for the only use to vhich Plaintiff could put such bicture is as mrt

of what the government never did, the msking of a proper, pﬁi‘ative examinstion /ﬁ i
[ v ib

bl Wit dhird gty ot danalry

Fo~
of the evidence, the picture he requestedfshowe® no gore 8t alld\and would not

be identifiable to the uninformed as even a picture of toe President's shirt.

2 a

s s ) Aedpuilast fsrrhetl -
) 4{. Vhereupon Plaintiff appesled to the executor of the estate of the ﬁ/‘ﬁ"“

— 2 Yol starideer .
—ifﬂ? late President,—Hrs ] challenginM) show any but undignified

Mt an prvidle

Or sensgtioria A

the pictures of the shirt freely available, or any means

by which undignified or sensational use could be made by Pleintiff of the picture



/ll /lA/}/La./@< Lﬁ[m
souglpt, and sending Defendant the freely-svailable pid ures

At e 2
g‘faﬁvtéf_l)
for his own examination and understasnding. (%Appendix )

457. As invariably he does, said Defendant Marshall rubber-stsmped

the wrongful and improper decision of Defendant Natlonal Archives, ignoring

the obvious factythat the aveilable pic\ﬁmewe&m undignified or sensational

Aertia

use poseibitities—and the soughil',\ﬁrm not suitable for such/‘s/:ae/(ﬁl};'ﬁ )

48 Whenever it cannot wppres&athat which it wants to suppress, g+ A

PR
s i e £

F;q‘other mean;] the Defendant I\Tatlonal Archives alleges its purposes in the wi thhedding

that smounts to nothing but supvression is to preve“ﬁ;t what it descrite s as
undignified or sensational use.
47, When Plaintiff, on or about November 1, 1966, requested a copy of

the afore-described letter of agreement, then the subject of the most sensational
~

publicity, he was refused, this being the reason i‘als&’z]given for the refusal. /E)(/,é,f
2 50 one Fred Graham, d
{e. Wnowsmother, oo Kmev nothing of the fact of the assassination

or its mnvestigatiom but who could be depended upon to write sycophentically_"b,o
& believe uncritically what he was told either asked or was persuaded to ask for
vhat had already been denied Plaintitﬁ‘d‘ allegedly to prevent undlgnifl,ed on
sensational use, -i%‘ﬁ'é?gfven said 1etter agreement on what was thereupon, in
open and direct violation of Defendant's own regulations, arranged as an exclusive
release to hip and his newspaper, the New York Times.

]
349' As Defendant National Archiws properly estimsted, in Plaintiff's

(Gt dy Mg?’{t oL
opinion, 5Ted]CGraham made the most sensationsl end undignified use

agrecumnt;
of led letter esaﬂa.c.‘h Which he never did underssmad, presenting it as an

endorsement of the fact the govermnent was hiding nothing iEb;Zt/the assassination
W Za
and that the evidence thereof was pure as the driven snow (sppendix )
581 But the regulations of Defendant National Archives reguire Plaintiff

to have had equal access to said letter agreement Wi th said Gralam, so that

Plaintiff, who had made the first request for said letter agreement, could adave }7,&7"/442;

b
equal opportunity -e-;/first use.
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54, Tt should be noted that lhe story_in»thg form of government
propaganda appearsd in thzs Negglpnkwiimgs issue,gf». , mesning kkxiad
said letter agreement had been given exclusively to Graham vrior thereto, and
Defendant National Archives'
whx e lotter to Plaintiff, enclosing a copy of said letter agreement, was

not written until ,meaning Plaintiff did not reqeiye_;t_untll
" RO
later,(g%gi; publlcation in,une Vew York Times, when it.seraed no purposeﬁl

other- than addlng insult to 1n3ury and waﬂting the funds dep051ted by fxtntx

bﬁﬂyf/hg
Plaintiff with said Natlonal Archives, which was then melsers excessive -and
pitofitable ‘
pxufitxmxkin 8 for the m”klng of copies.‘

: 55 To thls day, Defendani-matlonal Arcnive= has falled and requGd

to exolaln how tne only poss 1ble uses Of sala hitnerto—secretalettép_agreement

letter aoreémenf.intthe héﬁdsnof a han Eoﬁﬁ'ﬁninfopmed.vaﬁnevfact and ‘syco-"

phantic by pre-dlsposition. _
ansver o o EPRE SE R
g - - 56, The ~is obvious, the w1tnhold1ng was but suppr3951on, end
the release wés propagsnda. R e oL H e s

& Fay
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5],3./However, Defendant National Archives violated its own regulations,
did not properly notify Plaintiff, emi did not even mail him & copy of what had .
. been withheld from him)so its use and the nature of its use could be controlled
by Defendant National Archives)until after said letter agreement hsd been mis—
interpreted by seid Graham and the Ne_*_w;York Tin}es anm thie: misinterpretation

J T Evhib.r
foisted off on the people and fastened upon historye. (rppendix )

{ n}j\/rr‘(fc

after o untless requesty, to explain wiy and how it keld—any use of the letter

52. To this dsy, Defendant National irchivas Das failed end—refused,

wrdignified and sensational unzil it could b phaced in the
i Agrtffharr podd Mchﬁx Tl kb= ' Svtera el
‘.- b ebctrios ‘,-...;. babxpExh i Ewkaexh ims

. wndsy o,

agreement would be
0

e mw-»ﬁ L«), A

5; Plaintiff submits this instance alone mmxwxkiax is ample
evidence of the misueﬁ,and the deliberate misuse, by the xp¥ESNOBAEXBENEX
T
Defendants of the edd claim te=bis right to prevent sush—timmoty=rlalned
undignified or serisational use, that such all@gation is contrived to m sk
L
the deliberate, wilfuli and entirely we=amsit wrongful, impr/'bper and, indeed, &n

such a subject repréhensible suppreesion of proof contra¥y to the conjectured

D,L{J«wu"h}' k)h fece td ¢ % A &( e /ﬂ—f-f

SKTnere is,]in fact, no proper reason for withholding from
| f'/w‘uré
3 hawe teen
f:,cniff; P 4 et od

freely provided him by the Department of Justice, which ig itself ne—sdguch in L

Plaintiff the pictures he seeks, witness the fact that similar

the suprression of evidenc?)aﬂ the false representation that evidence szught by '
_ Plaintiff does not exist.j;‘é/l’"é ey fa 'L@vﬂﬂ’f/(ﬂ//z’; [&e lvid el 7147
b n‘;” W %’,&5’. Plainfiff submits toat, vere it poséible to stretch and contort
the regulations and laws to make it possible, thé Degpartment of Justice wuld
not freely have given Plaintiff a number of pictures of said garment tost do

not contain the aforementioned ghotoengraving screen,

y Mhedyrefoed, W
5056./nowever, these pictures’are inadequate for pres study and

/7
evaluation, which perheps asccounts for the willingness of the Department of

Justice to give them to Plaintiffe.

C/ 57, Momeover, despite the vaunted reputation of the FBI, so sedulously






