. §§
i .
i &

ADDITION TO PLAINTIFF'S OPrOBITION TO DEFBNDANTS' MOTION TO DISMISS} PLAINTIFF'S
RLNEWAL OF PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY HUDGHEMENT amé—be STATEMENT OF MATERIAL FACTS
AS TQ WHICH THERE IS NO GENUINE ISSUE and MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES ATTACHED
THERETO, : '

kS
fote to Lois— first page numbered 1.)

Plaintiff apologizes to the Court for kxkexmemdxis his inability to incorporate
this at the appropriate places, but that was made impossible By counsel for defendants.
Despite the contrary certification to this Court that the exhibits had been served upon
plaintiff on January 13, there were not. lMoreover, they were not supplied in responsé
to plaintiff's first request for them. ¥m They had not even been copied for plaintiff
by the time of the second request. Plaintiff fir st sgw them at 11:23 a.m, February 8,

équjﬂrvmj
1971, at a time when the relevantporiions had already been typed. Plaintiff's resources
and facilities are severely limited, Because he cannot anticipate being able to complete
the responses he deems necessary within the time allowed, he has no alternative to

the form he here uses, Unfortnuately, this also imposes a burden upon the Gourt in

that it makes necessary a certain amount of repetition and redundancy. Plaintiff hopes_

the Court will understand that this is neither plaintiff's desire nor of p}&én%iffls—ééizg.

v
The facts as to the non-serice and non-receipt of the attachments and to the time of

their receipt are contained in the attached affidavit aggjﬁgtter to the Assistant United
States Attorney)both dated Februvary 8, 1971.

BEven at this late date, a remarkably late date for an affidavit executed more than
four months egrlier, two of the three exéibits were not fully complete in the copies
provided plaintiff and with respect to at least one the annotations thus elimdhated are
germaine,

This late receipt of the attachments, with other of plaintiff's papers not yet
completed, makes impossible the gig;;;‘organization and correlation that would be
preferred by plaintiff for the logical presentation of his case and to economize on space
and the time of the Court,

Plaintiff believéi has alleged, and believes he has proven that there is; in fact,
no genuine issue as to any material fact, Proper understanding of these attchments fortifies

this statement, which may, in part, explain defleddnats' famlure to suppy them as certified

to this Court and in response to plaintiff's request thereafter,

WA



#?laintiff;has‘alleged deliberate obfuscation, misrepresentation, deceptionxand
falsehOod. The attachments establish these charges with’one difference: sometof the |
falsehood is under oath ‘and is, ij/plalntlff‘s opinion, at the very crux of the matters

’ pretended to be im issue by defendants. They . also make unavpldable the bellef that

defendants have know1ngly and. purposefully larded theur varlousfpapers with the 1rrelevant,

to the end that plalntlff's responses thereto would have to be at length thus 1nterfer1ng

- w1th plazntlff‘s‘abrllty to devote ‘his attentlon & clu 'valy to the relevant ‘and requlrlng

v

for hlstory5 and S0 that the Court might evaluate What is and is not relevant.:¢

~'that he address the 1reelvant 80 that a false record ot be establlshed - nowW and

Because'of the serious nature of plalntlff's charges, he commences w1th those

that afflant, the Arch1v1st has to have known were false ‘when he swore to them. These

geleotlons are from the paragraphs number 8 and 9, thxxiaxtxpag&xxf page 5 of Exhlblt it

ML/W;/WﬂfWM( 2

gard to the request of the Plalntlff to be p%%%%gggd t _take his own

- photographs _the elothing bihthepretediresidons make it impossible for the National
& Archlves o' be sure of preventing violation of the terms of the 1etter agreement..." and

"9 Plalnr~ f.has never specifically requested perm1ss1on to examine the above—mentloned
articles of' othlng, nor has he specifically requested permission to esemmms Sl
photograph the above-mentioned articles of clothing. Consequently, the Natlonal Archlves and
Records Sev e has never denied such requestsaﬁ’(all emphasis added).

/The second part of the first quotation is false beoause, as prev1ously set forth
the Na~ﬁonal Archives, meaning the affiant also, d;d permit the Comumbla Broadcastlng
Sy7t‘ -qo o Just that, =mdmwk

[
il

f ; 2 3 i X ;/.
A e ,
s Bdfor going 1nto the citations of the written record establishing the complete
and know1ng flyﬁehood in these material misrepresentations, plaintiff asks the ﬁourt to
~ note the: complete contradiction in these two paragraphs. The first beglns, "In regard to

the request of plalntlff to be allowed to take his own photpgraphs of thw'clothlng of
the late Pres1dent" and ‘the second q& swearing that "plaTHtlff has never xpxxxfxmxaiygx

spe01flcally requested permission to photograph the above mentioned artlcles of clothlng."

Both are under oath, If one is true, the other is false. Zhere—ds;perhaps, on.

escanpe fram perjury in 2 Sicy
theraaae;géézse‘is still further misrecpresentation to this Courts The "above mentioned

artecles of clothing" are listed in Paragraph 2 (p.l)‘ast"...consisting ooy coat,‘shirt,

necktie, shoes, socks, trousers, belt, handkerchief, hanékenehxef, comb, back brace and

shorts, which are referred to in the complaint filed in theaaQOve—entltled actiong”

‘a\]//

AT



gl as CEs 393, -394, 395, and plalntlff has never expres- .

' : ey Ly ‘ ;
beyond any question, these are not what pkzimkkff plaintiff sought or seeks. Plaintiff's

requests are npd have been limited to those items in ev1dence before the Warren Comm1ss1on

"
®

'nterest of any klnd in any

of the clothing other than the shirt‘ tie and. jaeketfotff ’flff suggests that thls

& deceptlon upon ‘the court is not a001dental but is dellberately des1gned to 1nclude all

UMW

.44

éh&s thlngs, notably the und rgarment and the. brace (how dld thE”'happen to forget that

ma
Ace banégge in thls QQ;iIlvam e”), to make to appear falsely to hlS Court that plalntlff’

1nterests are other than scholarly, the 1ns1dlous suggestlons of)l agraphs Z, and q;,
partlcularly thls language. ...for the purpose ofesatlsfylng personal our10s1ty rather

than for research purposes.

In#the context of  the lengthy correspondence whlch could not be more expllclt

plalntlff feels 1mpelled to protest t%1d7§%°2a11¥é1 and so des1gn g and phrased

Wity The use of the word '"specifically" is an unbecomlng weaselllng. Elther lalntlff did

/'V‘d% mafe such requests. While there is no genuine issue, defendants pretend there
A personal o
. 1s, pgalntlff did make such requests and to afflantsﬁknowledge dld.

Verbal requests, of course, cannot be 01ted from files. ‘But’ the reflectlon of them

can be, and where thls is done, the Court is asked to note that they are not only'undenled
but are ognf;rmed in the correspondencgu%hugﬁiﬁglncorporated by referenoe in plalntlff'
regected appeal Afflant hasﬁall this correspondence.‘_ :

Blalntlff is aware gg—the burden @ lenghhy papers pllace upon the bourt and the
Jeopardy to plalntlff involved therein, He ;;Ezzﬁpre asks thls Court to undertsnfd that .

the follow1ng quotatlons are not presented n’fontext but are selected solely on the basis

& of there—relevance to the false representatlon of them under oath (All emphasis added)

Plalntlff's December l 1969 letter to affiant

"It has now been some tlme since I gsked Mr., Jo7 ﬁiut access to’ihE'President
Kennedy's shirt and tie, When he said he presumed it “not be seen I asked about
hav1ng pictures taken for me‘ There has been no Word since, " ;

Mr. Johnson is Marlon Johnson, the Archlves employee in 1mmed1ate charge=of tEmz
the Warren Commission archive, : :

Plaintiff described with care several o ‘the pictures he'desires:

M. ..closeup picture of yhe button-hole area of the collar...to clearlJ’show the slits.
»sesCloseup picture of the knot area of the tie, from th%n%rgh Wl!rw“flff'f' X



W e A

(_leprbinte

- ahd a picture directly fzﬁm the side of the ut show1ng the nlck...

Plaintiff also o >d—~du plicate negatives, pe01f1e5, rather than the dellberately

‘false claim’ that plalntlﬁﬁ asked to be hls own photographer(‘whlch also 1mp11es handllng Jd

'the garment‘> which of defendants cameras he wanted defendants to use ("I would 11ke the-A'

»"Speed-Graphlc camera used"?Oand the size of the prlnts of these closeup‘v1ews ("8xlO prlnts"

In and of 1tself thls letter proves the dellberate fals1ty of all. of defendants
_relevant mlsrepresentatlons and false swearlngs under oath and establlshes that there is

no genuine issue as to any materlal facts, But: 1t is not alone far from it. And 1t and the
: other letters leave no doubt that plalntlff requested that. defendants take the pﬁotographs
x . x}{@“

and ?E;EEEEE,9E9—§93£E§§Et even keeping the negatlves and supplylng plalntlffﬂ at has cost,

with duplicate negatives,

Affiant, personally, responded under: date of January 22 1970

Z” kt " (:Ege—do not prepare spe01al photogrqphs of Pres1dent Kennedy s clothing for researchers
(p. Bt sl line)s This is full aoknolwedgement og the request the affiant swore was no
, made, answers whether or not the request was ﬂpﬁec fically" made", and is a complete regectlon.
N a/w'ulvl': 2o Tha wnl e, wheh MW(/‘/J thar e %z
i (Yne gourt vs “also asked to note the opening of thls letten, Wthh is relevant to

b

_rggxespurlous claim sthat plalntlff has not avalled hlmself @i ‘the' avallable admlnlstratlve

remedies. 1t acknowledges, YGu have requested that we treat all yopr letters and requests
as your appeal under the Freedom of Informatlon Act (5 U.3.C. 552). Certalnly the then

current request was 1neluded, but 1t dld not happen.)

Plalntlff replled 0 »J}svazy'27, 1970 rectli to afflant -Dr,_Rheadsh beglnnlna

with the request that h fierzo aily, examine the prlnts of the official and published
coples of  two plctures ﬁbecaUSe these plotures are utterly without meanlng. They do nnt
dlsclose, to careful, examlnatlon, whatqls testlfled to. My purpose is S1mply to be able

yo do this, 1 regard this purpose as quite proper...I also suggest you mlght want to consider
what you are really saying in this sentence;. 'We do. no s prepare special photographs &
of President Kemnedy's clothing for researchers'If. ‘the ‘originals are without meaning and.
you will not make those than can have meaning, are you,not"—_v___seelng to it that no one:
can have any meaningful access to this most bas1c eV1dence9.,.On CE 394, my sole 1nterest

is in the slits that are the subgeot OF testlmonyéllt is of these that I would like 8X10 B

enlargements as large as can be made with olar1ty...ﬂ1th CE 395y the salesse (iith
regard to the: tle] if there are any other views already recorded in photographs, i would
“.ii11like to be able to examine them, st should be obvious that any proper assessment of this
evidence. ,.requires consultation w1th at least one other view, that from the sidesid spell
this out for you because 1 am anxious to avpnd any uwnfair inference that the government a9s

hiding’abything, of which there are already too man?ulnferences, -
: : AT
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This reduces to fiction thexsy%;n/ﬁgrdjto deoglve the court, about any questlon of
; v 1(MIDMJ

plalntlff's 1ntent10ns’and makes reidiuhous the afi41anis gratuituous and - 1rrelevant
argument about whatils suffiecient for plalntlffastudy, which is none of\afflants bsulness

in fiaets reggulatlon, laW’or under the contract. Reference here was to the putllshéd
plctures of these two exhlblts whlch appeared to be of no worth,as ev1denee and great

ki : ¥l
value as gore ”W“ lﬂérk

: fo preriownn 7 1 MM

Afilant, ersonallz, responded under date of March 12 1970 saylng two things:

"We are preparlgg enlargements of Comm1ss1on Exhlblts 594 and 395...." meaning of
the publlshed plctures of these exhlblts, and

"We have two photographs od CE 394 that wefprepared that we can show you.'We do not
furnish copies of these two. photographs,

v

The refusal, agaln, 1s absolute, the request is speclflc, and the Gourt is asked Lot

hloh photographs,are and were sought by

note that of the three obgeots in evldenc

1d‘?§§£;;_;onles of thg

 fapagrph 9 of Dr. Rhoads' af?ééawiﬁv-*h&$“~r~d“~

sl

'%5%18%5 dsbfrom plalntl%%g"letter of March~1 l976~“vrittenmprlorwto féééiﬁ%méf“"““”“

. Dr. Rhoads‘ letter dated March 12, The Court 1s asked to note %hat this is plalntiff's
I 0 [”’M arni ¢l ) i
second written ano{undenled reference to his verbal requestsl the first épovegquoted‘

" from plaintiff's December 1, 1969 letter to Dr, Rhoadss

T JOU ISEunCUse s ey T Uwi Ul i GLOM OL T TIETTTOTEL ‘apgence oL tne essentlal one Wltn.regard I

to the tie, a side VieWsis...Your silence on this after so long a lapse of Seimey oL T again
ask tnat you do this, which is entirelyy in accord withour own practise.s«lthe only uses

to which the pictures you ' =mkxmsx® have can be used precludes scholarship, for they are
meaningless, and cénstitutes an unseemly’ﬁi%ﬁfﬁi_And unnecessary display of the late
President's blood. Thatifis not what I want, However, you insisted T use this, pretendlng it
is other than it is. You have yet ‘o dlspu;e my ‘statement to you that the pictures you
Supplled are utterly without meanlng "(“Only"and "precludes" emphasized in orlglnal)

The Bourt is asked to note that w1th repetltlon of this ohallenge and with repetltlon

of it to the representatlve of the famlly, there was never any. challeage that thégeiwere :
- ﬂuf ' :
meaningless and uselesé_piﬁfﬁfﬁs“for study. % was never, ever, denied by anyone, and,none—

theless, in his aff1dav1t Dr. Rhoads gratultuously 1nforms thls Court that in hlS oplnlon,
which is contrary to 100% of the written record (Earagrpah 8) that "The plalntlff already
hotographs !

asiullns possess1on.whlch should be adequate for any research purposes he may have in

mind,"
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agom &

Aside—Ffegm—the tniairfalsehood here sworn to in an effort to dquive the court and

- n
- JFrss :
defraud the plaintiff, w:b@ﬁ-_-e'.ﬁ/eé;irely disproved by the foregoing correspondence and what

will be quoted, gadaside—from—thefaet—that neither law nor regulation nor contract vest
=7 g Lo

Dr. Rhoads or anyone else with the right to decide for any researcher what he needs or what
research, Thiy w eoweh couched wn 1

te—se—the(deliberately prejudicial wordé)calculated to suggest that plaintiff's

7"
purpose is not research and is illicit; "any resegrch purposes he may have in mind, This is
a
"~ totalitarian, not an American concept., It is not for Dr. Rhoads_to dictate what research
His Runctum o +o @44//47’*17‘4
anyone may or may not do, what B anyone may or may not study. 44 rescarih, Mf,%ﬁnu 5 7

Is'thould be abundantly clear that Dr. Rhoads' sworn statement is false and that

omd Loh Frgmg —
plaintiff was put to the waste of considerable time ia—whiGh-p£;i£1;££—fiieé-to explain

wpsfcJS
both his purposes and the failure of any available pictures to meet thosgqspecifiéd alone,

(hutis of e garment (foosf]
With regard to"the two photographs of CE 3944that you have prepared byt do not

furnish Copieé of ," plaintiff wrote Dr. Rhoads on March 16, "would you ming telling me .
why you do not furnish copies?",

6n March 19 plaintiff informed Dr. Rhoads, personally, of the arrival of the enlarge—

WS, decsribing them as
"esounfortunately, (are) a complete waste for they disclose nothing but gorebnd, as
I tried to tell you, gore is something in which I have no interest at all, I have examined
these enlargement with an engraver's lems. It is not possible to identify the slits, for
example, in the collar...lMy interest, as I believe I explained with some care and detail
//in correspondence and in person, is to be able to examine this evidence in connection with
the verbal evidence, #

And idea of what the Archivist considers "enlargment" follows:

_ ”I have measured the enlargements and the original prints, With the shirt, where the
collar is 1 3/4" wide in the ordginal print, it is but 3" wide in the enlargement,,,"

&’/;«ul,—J fre ;
This represents considerabl? less than the automatic’ enlargement of the most amateurish
Eu‘an

shapshots by the rankest amateurs with the cheapest cameras, er a simple two-time enlarge-
ment is
@ﬁice this "enlarged" size,

"es.tha fact that I can magnify this greatly with a lens supports the belief that
what I asked of you is possible and presents no unusual problemf If you cannot mkmwxmx
supply me with a picturef that evewm shows the damage to the shirt, I fail to see how you
can refuse to take such a picture for me, And there remains the same question about the
kmgtxxm damage to the knot of the tie, we have only one view of it and there should, be at
least two, preferably three, one from the front, one from the side {which is what askei)
and one from the back, :
Thus, This 3301 ol ki g all That b webivondy 100 fogin xisho
*he—besis for Dr, Rhoads' sworn opinion of the adequacy of what is available for plaintiff!

£ 2 s
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> 5 i
Bul. Zm—what fhe Court is asked to keep in mind if=$ke constant reiteration of

specificd requests of a nature than clearly preclude any sensational or undignified use;
D e S W—

—

/
tha%iwhere relevant are explained, with the eeed and purposes explained, a=¢ the

constant rejectdons of these requests, represented under oath as never having been madg;

zhsolutely

Q_—_—/ K =
and that is a suit for access to Xke whathis specifically asked and denied,
3
That there can be no doubt and that the false swearing cannot be accidental is

4/P::zgz o wl vy
agein apparent in Dr. Rhoads' letter of April 16, relating to those Photographs

hao
in files:

"We prepared the photographs of the shirt and the codst to show researchers
instead of the clothing, We do not furnish copies or enlargements of these photographs for
the same reason we do not take special photographs of the clothing for gresearchers - to
avoid any possible violation% of the agreement with the Kennedy family",

As previously pointed out, this is quite contrary to the actual provisions of the
That stip elkes 3 G
contract, which is appended to this affidavit. I+ requimes "Access...shall be permittted
only to...Any serious scholar or investigators oéima%tgrgo e%ating to the death of the
late President Kennedy for purposes relevant to his s%ugy,f; Pe 7). &

— ﬁmﬁw /
It does not say fmex "for purposes the Archivist are relevant to his study thereof"

uite opposite the representation in this letter and in the affidavit of which it is
part p.9), the contraét provides that

4 v
Yo ", .. the Bdministratozﬁs authorized to photograph or otherwise reproduce any s
such materials for purposes of examination in l%gu of the originals# by persons authorized ;
to have accesirpersuant to paragraph I(2) or plargapph II(2). ¥ /4y wt /E/K Aven, “eitrn !

ﬂ“?ﬁ,f ney nnio s W:)

The éffort to make it appear that thifzfmily is responsible for the suppression 'is
nd new, as tﬁ%éfiiows, a;élégfizéeé;;:;ggi/ﬁ;g;;ly false and an unspeakable defamation,
egpecially under the circumstances,

Vhe only possibloqviolatio f the agrecment with the Kennedy family" lieyin
refusing po take these pictures, which is what plaintiff repeatedly asked, despite the
contrary false swearing, Complaint Exhibit C shows that the family interposed no objection
md:qgave the Archivist fudsr full authority,

As was not uncommon, there hewes was é;;)response to plaintiff's March 19 letter, as

]
there usually was no response to the pojnts raised in the earlier ones, Wherefore, on June

nl

20, plaintiff filed his formal appeal, to which he will returnﬁin comzent on Exhibits 1 and

oust 1
2, pe$ received,

Two months later, nudged a bit by the filing of the appeal, the Acting Archivist

h u
replied instead of the Archivist, 35,4% least said he replied, to letters then more than




o

ond «
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five months without answer! This surely is a new interpretation of the requirement

of the act, "promptness"! ITfinally informed plaintiff that for use of the provisions of
5 U.S.C. 552, "We have no form for this purpose. Any request which clearly identifies the
document desired is sufficient". This should lay to rest any question of plaintiff's
records
cimplaince with the "identifiable wording of the law.
In belated response to plaintiff's complaint about the utter meaninglessness of the
copies of the published pictures provided, their lack of even bad amateur quality,is

adequately reflected in this language:
Pr‘(/ f&i"bx

"If 5¢7 printsx&f showing enlargements from negatives we » from prints of

Commission Exhibits 394 and 395 will be satisfactory, we can furnish those to you. Our
photographer feels that 8x10 prints would not be satisfactory."”
it oy
If the court knows anything aboutﬂphotography, it will understand that an 8x10
yys,
enlargement of a Ppeed —Graphic size negat1vq?33>almost the mmallest size that can be

5y7 " Yewlorgsm e’ k)W*fh“[ s ot e,

described as an "enlargement" (TEe court is also asked to note the built-in guarantee of
anuf%h s

a still less clear photograph being offered when it is not being offered from'thé’ﬁgé;;ive

e ————
but "from hegatives we prepared from prints of" g sikien the existing and useless photographs.
- 2t
And after all these mnay months of silence about the pictures of the damage to the

tie that did not even exist,

"We will also prepare p&otovranhs of the damaged area of the knot of the necktie in
CE 895 whlch we will show you in the National} Archives “uilding without furnishimg prints

to_you."
u -
Thfg.two months after filing of the appeal, still a refusal, still a proof that the

affidavit swears falselj, and at that but a single one of the three Views views necessagy to

vty 4 Ute, B ¢/mfém% el ;w vond B rreinihg
M@__X serious stu Z % Plwaf,,/& m:;— Mt wma & M’mmj pritende /
w
g blt 8§i 895 is unrelated to the tie in any way. 1f this is a typographic error,
EEZGS:
all that is offered is photographs of the printed and meaningless photograph t does not

even promise to take a single picture of the tie itself and is thus at best a deception,
St¥l L !
And of th&tiefuses : :

Ar MIWVVI
&ﬁé—%ﬁeﬁ-fhe conclusion of this letter, with great g_ne:as;iy bestowzé%'upon an

American the right to write "for purposes of com.ent or argument...but we cannot undertske
eferihont’
to answer...." Thus, thair-arbitrary rulings, their violations of their own regulations
Medim
and lav)are not subject to poeal, So that the full meaning of this arbitrariness will



not be lost upon the Court, the language quoted abdut "Exhibit 895 " seems to say that

defendants will "prepare photographs...without furnishing prints to you,” If this is other
/’——— &

than a designed deception, pmsmsse—self-servingly concocted two months after plaintiff

filed his formal appeal, how can the Court regard the above-quoted lanague that is repeated,

w
as\the Archivisfé letter of April 16, 1970, "we do not take ;Pecial photographs of the

clothing for researchers"?
thhe
If one statement is siue, must not the opposite be a lie? (Aﬂé:zgis correspondence

Q

also documents other false statements, some adhered to for months after plaintiff produced

proof of their falsity, ?
as , for eX{L}é\ple, in his August 26 response.) i W
WW}}” P iruds
Still trying to lay a basis for practising de€eption on this Bourt, i rarity
: ' tr Uitz 2gamn vn deffrimbbin oo Lb Mt fhe bmh/ w12
with plaintiff, the Archivist avoiding s%@ning the letter, (eferring to the utterly 2,
Z 444n;

worthless and mesningless copies of the printed photographs,, ae—time

ai:i‘-er i] [jng of t+the ';ﬂm‘tunt ﬁmpldint’ P‘I 2intiff received+his:

"Tf the enlargements of the back of the shirt is satisfactory, we will prepare
gsimilar enlargements ofdthe front of the shirt and of the necktie (CE 395) if you want[

Twemzitxx these.” 7 M 'ﬂ‘f\ 74“/%& b/ﬂftﬁh/M-MWw] mo(z/«Abe; MM&#%
Tts remoteness from anything that could result in a clear,pictwm}(End in a collection ]
T I"’lﬁ" fbe wrst -

of unclear oﬁesz this was so poor even the stripes on the President's shirt could not

-

be digtinguishedvgnﬁ, as plaintiff had alrea%;pointed out, the damage was indinstinguishablq)té
'

"The print was made from a negative we prepared from a print in the exhibit files of
the Warren Commission,”

R w§-
Plaintiff's return-mail reply of September 15 pmimdss suggested the self-serving
ch,racter of the letter and of the print said, without any denial then or since:

"The print yousent me is valueless on several counts. Despite your contrary pretenses,
you persist in meking available for use only pictures that can be used for nothing but
undignified and sensational purposes, pictures that show nothing but gore. This, I repeat,
is not my interest. It is also perhaps the most indistinct print I have every seen,..My
sm¥s exclusive interest is in evidence, This picture is totally valueless as evidence, for

5i /it makes impossible even the certainty of the outlines of the hole, Were I to try and
trace this hole, even that would be impossible. Why you have clear pictures youcannot deny
mevithout violation of the law, and especially after I have gone to court, with all that

considerable trouble and expense, 1 regard this as a particularly shabby and unbecoming
trick....?Emphasis in original) :

After rejection of plaintiff's appeal and plaintiff's response of 8eptember 19, 1970,
i Y
Dr. Rhoads wrote plaintiff again oﬁ§ctober 9, which was ¥ days after he exeoited this

affidavit, In that also selfOserving letter which has the treansparent purpose of prgéring

a deception of the Court, all he offered to do by way of making a picture is two things:
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Try and take busines away from my local photo store by offterlng to mike enlsrgements
of those pictures I had obtained from the Department of Justice; and - maximum reductlon
to the absurd:

"If you are interested in obtaining a further enlargement of the bullet hole in the
particular photograph of President Kennedy's shdrt which is published as Commission Exhibit
394, we will attempt to make this enlargement,

e

An enlargement#of nothing is more nothingness. This is a spurious offer, made without
serious intent and capable of no use except as an imposition upon the Court in a suit

then lzng since filed., The unchallenged record, fepeated and repeated and repeated, is

“publ . ihul ¥ sha
that otograph$ is totally meaningless and valueless as evidence, which perhepa

abﬂM1£¢MJ"

explains ttre-insistence upon czii:fmng C(zp;js",fﬁ,&i ax}ldvno,:c g Zl»sey. what- fhe FB1 m/»w;/‘d, ﬂ/ Ak
If this gives the \‘——\\a-eaﬂﬁeéé=ef_*E‘f‘D‘”‘ﬁhﬁadg’?%éﬁfEEqu proper materials for
MWd?iﬁﬁ%serious study, it does not mislead the Court. Defendants have persisted in refusing to
provide plaintiff with so much as a single photog{yéh that shows the alleged damage to
any garment that is the most basic’ evidence of the &rimei;with som much as a,§32§}e picture
that can be Eﬁed for serious scholarship — or with any picture that can be used for_ggy

but undignified or sensational, quite improper and unscholarly purposes. There is not at

gt
any gajt from any person even the slighest pro forma denial of plaintiff's constantly

repeated protests at being fed the gore and the persistent refusal to provide anything

else,
h PM‘ 200 el
This soulo also provide the Court with an evaluation of the {seriousness of the

n-ruL/il/“n 09’
gratuitous cemmemts in this affidavit, about the adequacy of what was pro¥vided

pladitiff for "study", how "adequate" it is, and then that contemptible insult also
T

r //nVl/TLI”J
designed to mislead the Gourt, "for any research purposes he may have in mind.,"

The serioushess with which d=kex the &ens;nmeex takeg the contractual provi s1£n, to
prrevent "undignified or sensational usei’is now clear, with the providing of naﬁhéﬁg

efientants,

¢y can be used for no other purposes.

that, from even f&

epgghit ackﬂo}ﬁedgemeng o
} Plaintiff submits that both the falseness of this swearing and the intent to
swear falsely are beyond question. Almost without exeeption the written recorg/ cited is
between plaintiff and the man who swore falsely. His own and his counsel's use of it make
it as material as anything can possibly be, aé@ﬁ

Plaintiff further submits that this record and this affidavit, false as it is,dleavqi

~no doubt that there is, in fact, no genuine issue as to any material fact, which
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entitleﬁ,plaintiff to judgement in his favor as a matter of law, on this record alone,

There is more misrepresentation and deception in this affidavit.to which plaintiff

W The Hfeland
hope_ig—be—abée-$e-returnivBut directly related to this cited recordqis the two earlier—

numbered Exhibits, 1 and ¥ 2.

The Court is reminded that the copies so late in being provided plaintiff are not

alimt

complete copies, the first paggthaving parts of three sides removed and with them
notations that were added. The remianing notations, though the copying of copies or of
.fopies of copies, are unclear. However, the misleading character of the reference to

¢ e
"Itemslas though tha;éastggg—ef plaintiff here bcomes clear, It was not by plaintiff and

0
wes not faithful, . }
Plemtffe /Exh: bt hhi
Pats- appeal (begddn with refercnce to the earlier request§ above cited, The marginal

. note is incomprehensible in plaintiff's copy, but it is sufficient to record that this
ood undepiToum bry Lint, atfl
reference /did not go @nnoted, The third parag;géh, after which thaaa-iéfg_gﬁgok mark, so

it, too, was not unnoted, begins (emphasis added):

2
P "Herewith I appeal a subsequent decision to gfuse me photographic copies of
fhotographg in these files."

chpp
e &)
The part of' the left marginal note that remains on (plaintiff bgomess seems to s
? ‘17’0:

“What does he want", S50, on this basis it was not unnoted, Wnderneath this note and another
O oo pleawn o P fefth popnphy /
that Ts incomprehensible is the mechanism for misrepresentation) aﬁd:Ih the right-hand
q O ffh pph o
margin/the encircled number "1", That paragraph refers to but one of the copies or
hio ptdh_put pusp?

ﬁﬁotographg, both ms@sec plural in plaintiff's apveal, Where plaintiff's appeal offered

1
defendants alternatives, "I & ou for it or for an enlargement of the Qrea showing the
- [+ 1t fuic) |
damagé?o'the shirt.", these words were underlined and magically became the nonflexistent
]

"Item 1" previously referred to, But the truth hidden from and misrepresented to the Bourt
is that the first of the specified listings is in the plural, for "copies of photographi_in
the file."

Plaintifi submits that the cited correspondence alone is detailed and specific
and that it is not subject to innocent misrepresentation, The effect and plaintiff believes

the intent was to defradd plaintiff, to perpetuate the suppression, and to mislead and

misinform this Court.



I1A- fols 11

If any of defendants' agents or representatives had any serious;hnﬂms marginally
expressed as "what does he want?", not lettter was written, no phone call made, asking
plainitff, If the person making this notation has been supplied with E%%i%giggéﬁt written
and specific requests (no question of whe ther? in%%gﬁé%ts mig the "identifiablse" gequiresm
wedede ment of the law has yzwe even been made or can be made) there would have been no
doubt. What seems like a not unreasonable interpretation is that some lower-exhelon
employee may have withheld ﬁlaintiff 's written I'equesté eben though basic and incorporated
by reference, fro%e ndg%%géls-level agenﬁ%. This is not to.suggest that withholding such
basic information need be innocent or accidental. It could be expected to have and did have
the effect of continuing suppression by leading to wrongful denialfof plaintiff}s appeal.

It also seems not unreasonable to believe that this and any other Jigher—echelon questions

received verbal answers from the lower echelon.

e
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Weese plaintiff's pppeal, in the sixth paragr\gfh, precisely accurately, as the
foregoing direct quotation of xxxzhm relevant correspondence shows, says,

"There is no existing photograph of the left side of the knot of the tie. I have asked
Eersmxappy tnat it be made for me gnd have been refused.”

Agide from the reading the Court may get from the total absence of r:a-%%otograph of the
only side of the t%zglleged to be damaged as a reflection of the caliber of the
investigative and photographic work done for the Commission by the Department of Justice,
which rendered these services for the Commission and provided the official interpretations
O% under this paragraph is written, "has he been denied this?" Above the

word "refused", and refusal could not have been more concise and direct, is written the

o
word "no", e {his became non-existent "Item 2",

pedyt Y

\ /o4
— e \ Y ?
What became "Item 3"; @ The first full para@aphbﬁ.ne,"l also want a

photograph from the original negative, not a photoengrav;ing negative, of the back of the

shirt, preferably the largest clear enlargement of the areas of damage and including the
top of the collar,' from the Archives pictures rather than those included in FBI Exhibit A
60 or CE394," ?his request has been quoted above, together with the Archivists firmg
rejection, saying that he will not do it under any circumstances. Therefore, someone
has written in the margin, "new request", and the rejection of the appeal is made to say
this and the adjacent i requests "have never been denied you by the Archives". The basis
Nefendints wtre
given is not the above cited correspondence, which is beyond refutation emd=is firm and
fantittia T
repetitious in rejecting —proper requests out of hand, bws "consultation with the

Archives staff". Who this or these people are is not indicated, but it may safely be assumed

by the Court that reference is not to the custodial staff. The staff dealing with this

archiwe has these cited letters .ﬁd. he question of intent e of/"i.nidentified people in
s0 grossly misinforming somebody ought\ be raised. There is no question but that these

requests were made and were rejected by the Archibist personally,
—_— I J i

it 11 L
There should be no need to carry this further. It again eliminates ang‘dquestion.
fv
Who lied i« Immaterial, but someone did. And on the basis if this documented lying
L el

plaintiff's proper es ejected, This, too, in and of itself, in plaintiff's
believg, proves that there is no genuine issue as to any material fact and on this

basis alone also plaintiff is entitled to judgement in his favor,
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However, this lying, while not under oath, is of a differcnt character than that
pief- L .

of which in the past plaintiff has been the recipient. This lging was written after
Pefendants’ f arptitd
. : < oo : : JEEE on of :
the complaint in this instant action had been filed. appeals e Court may remember,
was not even written for tlssee- three months, Moreover, with the above-cited written
record explicit and definitive as it is, this falsehood was presented to this Court as
the truth. Any proper examination of plaintiff's written requests alone could not but
dﬁpuw&wﬁlﬂayn Corngid,
disclose the falsehood of these statements, to plaindiff£ and now to the court.
Unless appeal, too, has been converted into a mockery, how can it be acted upon
except by consultatlon w1t#¥th@ existing, written record, particularly when the appeal

1ht
begins with citation of 1t7’And law and regulations requeme request prior to appeal?

The copy of the rejection of th@/’bpeal Just given plaintiff as an authentic copy of

that given the court has the bottom cut off, Therefore, plaintiff cannot know all of those

LD
to whopm it was referred, One item may address the frivolity of saying that because %%é?
wif v ok for some five months,
automathqforwarding of the rejection of the appeal waé‘;ﬁﬁfiﬁﬁi§I7I§EH) plaintiff

had not exhausted his %Vallablé'admlnlsti?tlve remedies, Aside agfm the foolishnessness
reje
of arguing simultaneously that plaintiff's appeal hud not been rejected and Je had not

M{Mﬂwwryw

exhausted hig remedies cause the rojeetion had not been 9h+Lﬂ unon, one of the visible

abbreviationsg seems to indicate that the rejection was, in fact, forwarded to the
proper and required office ~which to this day has done nothing — and that was September
1%, 1970,

if c ing this Court that these alleged
The preferred, if not the proper form for telling this “our
’ ’ LEvhibir 3]

adﬁgﬁnistrative remedies had not been exhausted is under oath. And a lengthy affid%viﬁ;@gi

] in i T i J -to form is there
executed, one of some 13 pages. Neither in it nor in any other sworn-to )
’ avno/aJ&

an such false representafion, for plaintiff did, in fact, attempt to use al%qadministrative
) 1
remedies., His unsccusssful effoxﬁﬁito obtain this public informat®on are years long, They

were aftient, extending even to the Department of Justice and the representative of the ihg

an _
family, But presenting ¥his-false representation to this Court under oath risked the
’ A

second possibility of an accudation of perjury. Plaintiff presumes there is a limit
I L - -
to the possible perjury of whichfdefendnats are capable, in even so ngble and uplifting a

ceve b b 4. .vam%m%y
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paty
sodﬁedicated a public service, as suppressing the basic evidence of the assassination
of a President,
2lpe
With what is not in this affidavit that should be, what then, is there in it?
7

For the most part a concatination of the irrelevant, the prejudicial and the

ﬂW P

was already before this Court as

redundant,

b o fhe

One page more than half of the entlreﬂa ﬁldav1j
plaintiff's Exhibit A in the original form and as Exhibit F in the form in which
, A 1.
defendants' "leaked" it to deny plaintiff his rights first-reguest and first-use
1

to it, Did this Bourt require a third copy)made from the same remote-generation copy as

plaintiff's Exhibit A copy?

Hardly. _
The reason was to lend an (air of authoritativeness to the afifiidavit, to suggest

_ ]
the opposite of truth to the Court, that it was qucted and interpreted accurately.,
A

This time and ¢ost might bett&r have been spent in providing the Court a photograph

r N Aistortd gy d ovh accwr e,
of the last attachment, electrostatic copy of one F;&;of the pictures involved, those

prédi%ested for the Comm1351on in the form of FBI Exhibit;gg, The Court is asked to note

that this was presen T y months after plaintiff notified the Government of the
sond Aes forbum
fact of error in ite (Blaintiff's silence on this score is hardly an evidence of a
Y oned hes hK—Aérﬁ-twvﬂZ&a/¢7fayg1471ﬁ7
predisposition toward the undignified and sensatlonal&%kj‘ur (e f}wé“//_;r i esen IZ‘/I Py
2fectro JFW{IO k—\M“f‘”'& H Av ucotgrdh 4

Unless the/Fopy provided the Court is entirely unlike that balatedly given plalntlff

plaintiff asks this Cpurt to examine that copy and ask 1tself 1f the Lourt can learn
anything from it aside from th. identification of the FBI and the/iiélmsthat invisibly,
there is a "Nick Exposing White Lining of Tie" and that, e%ually 1nv151bly, there are
allegedly holes made by entﬂiiing and exiting bullets?

So little concerned were defendants with what the Court would learn - or so anxious
that the Court not learn- that not onlyyggd defendants not provide the court with a

r

photographic copy, they even Xeroxeq$%4copy of a copy made for an entirely different
proceeding, established by the internal evidence. This is a remote-generation copy

of what was prepared for the Warren Commission, as the marks of the spiral binding

on the left, the shadows and others such things show.

1 e Lokl
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What was provided this Court is 223 a copy of FBI Bxhmbit 60. Nor is it either of
the affidavit's descriptionstﬁParagrpah 8), that plaintiff has " a photographic print
of FBI Exhibit 60 in Commission Documents 107" of that this is an electrostatic{copy'of
"a photographic print of FBI Exhibit 60 nn Commission Document 107", }

What &s termed Commission Document 107 is the Supplementary Reportlto the éommission

by the FBI, expanding on its original report, Commission Document 1., Commission Document

107 is printed, It is not merely a file of collected evidence, The printing of pictures

requires introduction ofl:@*eTf‘zus:' screen, What plaintiff has is both the composite
picture that is part of CD107, in the form of a photograph, not a photograph of that page,.
plus photographs of the individual components of that composite picture, What the Court

was given is an eXectrostatic copy of unknown gemeration of the printed page, including

a reproduction of this composite picture.
b




an
This is neither a new economy wave nor accident, It is an added effort to
1

deceive the Court and constitutes a misrepresentation, aside from a nong-represention
by virtue of mgfainglessness. Had a clear photograph been provided this Court, it or
anyone at some future date would be able to detect that the upper left-hand inset,
represented as a true enlargement of the hole in the back of the shirt, in fact is not.
t amounts to manufactured evidence, manufactured to lend credibility to the official
accounting of the crime, If this is accidental, as is not impossible, then the Court and
in B Limomioam
the country have a reflection of the dependability of the FBI's work and representations
“

of its credibility., The enlargement is exactly reversed. Defendants selected this form

of this mentage rather than copies of the published pictures they pushed on plaintiff-

. omitted them entirely-for whatever reason - because the FBI's representation of the tie is
# he o0 PM"& ety ﬂ&—/‘m‘l"fb feaX detim /\/ervMS o pvn ., FITIE hib it LO ynafieo o
uttrly false and carefully contrived. fi—is—sadeaio appear that there is damage to the
~ A

center of the front of the tie, which IZxEsREISkERXXWXLRILREY has to be trueﬁ;? the

1o be fru%ltﬁ,‘j

official story in factjis not true, There is no damage to the front of the tie,

A
b #in
The only damage yés adgiit described as a nick on the extreme efft-hand edge, This is
manufactured ebidenoe)for which no #nnocent explanation is possible,

But with this sample of what defendants conceive as informative and what is the

due of the federal courts as "evidence", perhaps this Court can better evaluate the
irreleyant and immaterial \and incompetent) oath of that eminent schokar, the Archivist
of the United States, as to what is "adequate for any research purpose he K?.ix plaintiféy
may have in mind",
, Lre

It ought be obvious that defendants' and plaintiff's concepts of what ig research
materials and true scholarship do not coincideté>

With all the existing}clear fhotogaphsm this picture, amé with the originals

ftom which the first negative was made and with that first hegative itself in possession

M W« @ L’p#r[ MMW&_% I//uJ‘l"I—»wf,,J /;/k l‘ryf/'faﬁ ,}}«t/ﬁ/(/m i/&/&n Iow(;,' lfl(p/mf:
S,
1

of counsel for defendan defendants)have provided a prime samplé of plaintiff's need
Wehandantssy g >
for any genuine research)of other pictures as wgll as ghe principles of scholarship and
law embodied in their "Argument" (p.5) that the law and reulations permitfthem to
regurgitate such photogrgﬁhic garbage:'"Defendants submit there is no responsibility upon

them to produce dogcuments subjectfto individual determinations as to "lmeaningfiulness!.



-
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* Insert M’ﬁd\,\ /’}'/\/W7

v
g
Mhile there is no question but that this affidavit is a false swear and about

the material, the question of perjury is one upon which only a court might pass.
, . _ ik B s %fggiﬁ - o
Certainly a non-lawyer such as plaintiff canno an expert bpinion. However, were
A
one toﬁfhis total misrepresentation coc%;ned with suppression of public information
in a conspiratorial frame, there can be a hint P SEPAE M nat the possibility of
a perjury allegation might arise, It is in the last sentence of the first paragraph of
o cbul fo
Dr. Rhoads affidavit, paet-ef a proper establishing of credentials and innocuously put.
I+t is also put inadequately and incompetently. That sentence reads:
//"The following statements are based upon information acquired by me in connection with
my services as Archivist and Deputy Archivist."
This formulation covers everything that follows it. Its inadequacy consists in its
fallure to segregate hearsay, for what the janitor tells thgrﬁ;chivist is "information

acquired" in the Archivist's official capacity; and its avoidance of acknowledgemebt

of first-hand knowledge of that which is most relevant, Plaintiff's correspondence was

mostly with Dr. Rhoads personally, in general,and as the quotations above show, specifically
in this case.

But not only could Dr. *hoads not acknowledge first-hand knowledge of the relevant
correspondence, because it was so grossly misrepresented and falsely sworn to, he had to
avoid even the indication before this Court that he);n fact)hdd first-hand knowledgea Thus
the seemiggly-innocent farmulation that suggests his knowledge, as one would normally
expect from the top executive, came from subordinates and that he, personally, even though
swearing to it, had no personal knowledge and was, in fact, disassociated from,iﬁsh first-
hand knowledge.

If this seems like an overly-paranoid suggestion, thenflaintiff notes the total
absence of any reference to the correspondence, to the specific nature of plaintiff's
requests, \explanations and descriptions and to their equally specific and unequivocal
rejectioné}

at issue.

Yet they are the essence of what defendants pretend is

As his knowledge is relevant in this case, Dr. Rhoads' knowledge is first-hand, and
that his affidavit does not tell this Court.
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The Act requires production of 'identificable records' not 'meamingful record'."

\__

But in their desparation, at this point, as plaintiff confesses having mlssed in the

it 1 viole
deluge oé

falsification and irrelevancies with which he was ceafronted with inadequate
time for analysis and response, what defendangqs here admitg ki 72&&1“:
"The Act requires production of 1dent1f1bale records..s"

alls atl rvin
This i to concede¢/fhls is to acknowledge that there is no genuine issue as to

any material fact and that plaintiff is entitled to judgement in his favor as a matter
of law,

It is to concede, further, the intent to impose upon this court, to harrass and
defraud plaint%ff — to suppress, by whatever means and at whatever coste.

Wh ile sincerrly believes that there neither is nor ever was any genuine issue as

4
to any material fact ahd that the immnediately-foregoing is a complete admission of this
by defendants, plaintiff is lost in a strange discipline, unfamiliar with its customs
B harn o |
and practises (which by now appear to be more & like folkways and mores from defendants!
.——MA ant
example)s While certain that gwest lengt?yis documents iﬂ/gct welcome to busy judges,
2
plaintiff is also certain he cannot, fsm from knowldge or expcrlence, anticipate what
M’{vi* ﬂt‘" 4 n M £ -
will or w111 not influence a judge's thinking or understaﬂdii?i In addition, as set forth
elsewhere, defendants have converted this from a simple esse under the law & a polittcal
Lym

cause and an historical record. Therefore, kefeels iitiﬂcumbent upon him to make at
least a cursory record of what there yet is in this affidavibt.

FPor the most part it is irrelevant and immaterial. Bat is is also deceptive, mis-
representative and confronts history with the identical dishonesties that it presents
to plaintiff and th+e Hou uf

jarSERT 164 LY
Paragraph 2 concedes has "custodyll of all the Warren Commission record, including

the clothing that is in evidence, The misrepresentation slipped in here as to what

plaintiff seeks has heretofore been noted.
Paragrash Bfremboq1es a self-serving medﬁlnglese that is also a deception, saying of
O
the GSAAfamlly contract,tkax "the validity of which has never been challeneged by the

Government of the United States." With that Government one of the two parties to the

contract, this is like saying that Hitler never challenegd the legitimacy of his
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1

regime or its crimes, Tnoqlegitimacy_@gg been challenged, as by p‘aintiff, and it has
been challenged in court, there with success, a fact withheld from this Court by defendants
and in this affidavit, sworn to bg_the respondent in that action,

L Paragrpah 4, designed for other purposes, again ends any question and proves

phtont il clasrm do g wllipnerT b Wi (01 gk | |

separately that there is no genuine issue as to any material fact, Affiantss own
interpretation of this contract is that it requires "access to the articles of clothing"
to "serious scholars or investigators of matters relating to the death of the late
President for purposes relevant to their study thereof." The court is asked to noﬁg%hat
this affidavit does not claim these words give it authority to decide for any (the word
omitied by affiant in this quotation) scholar or investigator what his study shall or
shall not include, This paragrgﬁh also concedes that tho_gg;y%asis under this contract
for denying access is "to prevent undignified or sensational reproduction", of which
there is and is proven and conceded by defendants not to be any question with respect
tp plaintiff's requests reviously set forth fi&:ﬁégé this affidavit nor defendant
p plaintiff's requests, as p ously s . avit no endants,
here, anywhere or ever, claim that plaintiff does not mect the requirement of "serious
scholar or investigator of matters relating to the death of the late President." With the
budren of proof upon defendants under the law, they do not even suggest it, leave alone
make the claim, Further, this parapgraph of the Archivisté own interpretation of the
contract requires of him what he refused to do on plaintiff's request, as set forth in
the foregoing direct quotations £rom the correspondence, "photograph or otherwise reproduce
for purposes of examination". These purpose have heretofore been shown to require the
providing of copies udder both law, regﬁation'janu the € defendants' own specific
regulationé’;;;.for this special archive, The final clause acknowledges the defendants

are reguired to provide for the "use of the szid materials", precisgly what thev zmzkxksx
b 2 = o o

denv to plaintifﬁl’and in this action.
Paragrpah 5,, in truthfully representing that "the letter agreement provides that

all"duties, obligations and discretions' uf the Administrator under the sgreement,..have been

delegated" to the Archibd§d would seem to counter ﬂmzéggggé§§§>&ﬁXXKxxmx contrary )i th

o gL N/
jefendants' Mmotion, which claimsjﬂle Archiv€s{ is "not a suable agency", It also concedes

Ve

the requirement of the agreement that the Archivist photograph the clothing,
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Pgragqggh 6{:is more than casually deceptive in alleging what is irrelevant, having
to do witﬁ§§§§££§;§§;rights og privacy", the "degree of sensitivity (that)attaches to
discussion of events and personalities", "the rights of persons discussed in the papers
to be fully prote€ted", "secure storage",ondexing" (the latte: two not the practise with
this psrticular archive, lamentably in each caée) and the alleged jeonQdy to the willingness
it v - . W‘\ )
of prominent personages to donate their papers to the Archives, none of whiek is heTd & e,

<

WWYL v alleged to be relevanﬁ’but all efwhich are suggested as being relevant, whereas not a

single one is. It is a polished %Ba/;or the hurrying eye, a clever deceit for the time-

pressured mind, but utterly withoﬁ?igggggé;ggbint in this instant action. Noghwitstanding
the clever semantical exercise, defendants still again find it impossible not to concede
that the purpose of such an arch%e is exactly that they deny plaintiff, "usel.Nor is
there, as is hinted, and question of "confidential# restrictsons" with regard to the
evidence, The extreme to which this is carried is embodied in the argument that, WIf

this confidence is destroyed, the valifity of the whole concept of the National Archives
and Presidential Libraries will be placed iﬁmgggigiégg_Question,,.." This is to pretend
the opposite of the fact, that the contract requires withhpoldzg%§XKakxxhithXXX

or the political overtone, that the family is responsible for the suppressions. The

h t : a - . . .
contract requires access,and the defendants, refusing th honor these provisions, violate

)
ghem auui hen say it is the doing of the family. The words here are smooth, seemingly
reasonable but of incredible defamation of the living and the ones they lost.
st bt ariim

Parargaph 7 embodies that-Hidderian pose of the Archivist, that he has the right
to decide for plaintiff or anyone else what his research should or should not be, should
or should not include, what its purposescan and cannot be and the more‘incredible right,
attributed to neither law nor regulation nor contract, to decide, not knowing what

plaintiff's purposes or needs are, what is "adequate for research purposes". This is the

concept of "research" and "adequacy" that prompted defendants and particularly the Archivist

2Ly 5 b }"&J res "/l“f ’
to give this Court a deliberately manufactured piece of evidence shewing that the damage to
, -At/.»y-;cwfwefh
the tie was in the @genter of the front of the knot, the same mewuvfeetvre presentéd to the

Warren Comuwission by those who represent defendants, whereas, to the knowledge of all, there .

was no seeh damage there., This is "gdequate"? This is "research"? Nay, this is official

—
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propaganda, a characterization not diminished by its misrepresentation as "evidence" to
this Court)as if was to the Commission that was thereby victimized by this centrivane
to hide reality, to make the false appear to be true,

With this action under the "Freedom of Information" act, can any concept of study,
research, investigation or even nfreedom” be more debased than by the assertion of the
claim to the non—existing right of Government so to dominate and control what people
may know? @nly the hobnails are missing,

It is conspicuous that neither here nor anywhere else, in these instant papers or
any other, in any alleged but non-existent index}is there any listing of even the existing
pictures of this most basic evidence. Thus they are not listed to establish this "Wote ja!"
assertion of "adequacy". With none of th& csmEmkxax photographs essential for any serious
study of this evjdence provided plaintiff by defendants and with their refusal toraéke

Syrficens
those that are required, the absence of a listing of the "adequate" is aﬁﬁerenzf/;s is
the ded to give this Court §o contemptuous a display for its integrity and purposes as
that deliberately—indistinct xeroxed fraud and decep’cionw [‘/ “F B/ ZL/MJ Lo -h

The use of such 1anguage“as "avoidg any possible violation of the letter agreement"
is a separate fmaud, in the light of the actual meaning of the agreement, stripped of the
added-end deceptive added emphasis. "Access" is therein stipulated, as is photographing.
But were this not the case, with the expressions by the family representative in Complaint
Exhibit C, there is no such genuine official apprehension, This is ‘olitical, not a
contractual pleading, still another repet@tion of the fhoney pretension that the family
requires the suppression,

The libedlous suggestion here, thatyplaintiff has "the purpose of satsifying
personal curiosity rEﬁher than'(for)rwsearch vurposes", has already been exposed. Eéz%gjzé
is no honest interpeetation of ,the fine detail of plaintiff’é descriptions of what he Mdﬁ%
dﬁﬁﬁ;e (a reﬂuirement_ggi imposed upon him by &R 1aw’ or regulations) and his unending

anib
protest about the continuous torcing upon him of what served - purposes as a
subst¥otute for what he asked.

Nog is there in the minds of defendants any question about whether plaintiff

- “ ! : : : :
is a "serious scholar or investigator". His public record is above question in this
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regard. Defendants do not and have nérraised this objection because they dere not.
2
This is what reduce;dﬂgg;elo nasty inuendos and libel, hardly evidence to a court of
law and anything but the meeting of the "burden of proof".
So far is all of this evil suggestiMé and hinting removed from reality that plaintiff
| | IR ik v i/
is constrained to add that not one of his gpecific requests is o?4an entire ZamerEmkxx
item of apparel.
The rest of the innuendos in this paragrpah are contrary to the provisions of the
contract. What %%/in effect dowe is to argue that the céntract makes impossible any kind
of access. Defendants are thus in the strange position of simultaneously arguing that the
contract they claim to be valid is invalid. Either,way, they are lost.
Parag:géh 8 has other lies already exposed, @# the false pretense #x "plaintiff"
asked "to take his own photographs" )
/n¢4#ea¢¢x,
Paragrpph 9, again one of liesJ#hai,_being under oath and eelewvant, zImzmix
Ohe w has
also, like those above, may be perjurious, suveh-es8 "plaintifﬁlncver agkwr specifically
requested permission to examine the above-mentioned artgﬁles of wlothing, " mer already feen
shown to be ¥es, as is truc @ of what followsewein theLfonegeins,
Thus all the long-denied attachments, falsely certified as immediately served upon
plaintiff, denied after he requested them, can have a reason for this strange and
irregular history of demrial to plaintiff until after his second reyuest, too late for them
to be incorporated where they belon%?in plaintiff's presentation to this Cgurt. Like all
other attachments and quotations, these exhibits prove exactly the opposite of what they
are claimed to show, where they are not false or irrelevant, and like everything else,

their net effect it to validate plaintiff's Motion of Summary Judgement in his favor

bec..use they, too, prove that there is no gé nuine issue as to any materisl fact.

The truly pathetic plight of those who would subvert the law is that with even the
immaterial, there remains no genuine issue as to any fact, and again it is as plaintiff
represents and represented.

It is the combination of insatiableljdust for suppression and legal bankruptcy that
forces so mighty a Government into so demeaning a position and, as an alternative to compliance

i 24 £ Ln
with law and its own regulation§ impeses upon plaintiff and thereby this Ceurt an intolerable

&Eﬁag
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torrent of the incompetent, irrelevant and immaterial after flooding both in a tide

of misrepresention, dece

plaintiff would drown therein and the Court be di

papers so establishing,

ption, misquotation and outright fal%ehooé/ in the hope that
74 ’ILD [__<_ cen Vng WW 7 ﬂLL

zx siwe- of the




