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entitled plaintiff to ju€gement in his favor as a matter of law, on this record alone, 

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

hope _to—be—abhbemts returnd, But directly related to this cited record is the two earlier-— 

numbered Exhibits, 1 and ¥ 2, 

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

olind 
complete copies, the first Page, Having parts of three sides removed and with them 

notations that were added. The remianing notations, though the copying of copies or of 

.€opies of copies, are unclear. However, the misleading character of the reference to 

t e 
"Items ‘as though the Wating of plaintiff here becomes clear. It was not by plaintiff and 

0 
wes not faithful. ; ) 

P {emt ufo Evhi 4 tl bs 

Tets- appeal fbegdtn with reference to tke earlier request$ above cited. The marginal 

note is incomprehensible in plaintiff's copy, but it is sufficient to record that this 
nud indewporedron by Men difindint, All reference /@id not go @nnoted. The third paragryah, after which theaze-if a check mark, so 

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

& 

"Herewith I appeal a subsequent decision to rfuse me photographic copies of 

protographs in these files." ch ppe® 7 

the Pg rene sey, 
The part of the left marginal note that remains on fplaintiff teeeess seems to ‘ 

® te, 
"hat does he want", So, on this basis it was not unnoted, Underneath this note and another 

Gn aren flrawn bb _ffth pueguph, / 
that is incomprehensible is the mechanism for misrepresentation) aed in the right-hand 

1 poh periph oe 
gargin(the encircled number "1", That paragraph refers to but one of the copies or 

this ptth prof 
photographs, both yds plural in plaintiff's apveal, Where @ldintiff's appeal offered 

a 
defendants alternatives, "I ou for it or for an enlargement of the @rea showing the : [nit force) ) 

Sanageho the shirt.", these words were underlined and magically became the nonf-existent 
a 

"Item 1" previously referred to. But the truth hidden from and misrepresented to the @ourt 

is that the first of the specified listings is in the plural, for "copies of photographs in 

the file." 

Plaintiff 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 defradf plaintiff, to perpetuate the suppression, and to mislead and 

misinform this Court,
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If any of defendants' agents or representatives had any serious fiovdts marginally 

expressed as “what does he want?", no% lettter was written, no phone call made, asking 

plainitff. If the person making this notation has been supplied with prota ee at written 

and specific requests (no question of whether tee eeqneees net the "identifiable" qequires 

wade ment of the law hag xeRE 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 plaintiff's written request even though basic and incorporated 

by reference, Poon ndants iis-level agengt. This is not tousuggest 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 denial fof plaintiff4s appeal. 

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

received verbal answers from the lower echelon.
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Whese plaintiff's appeal, in the sixth oaragrsph, precisely accurately, as the 

foregoing direct quotation of xkxxkm relevant correspondence shows, says, 

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

Aside from the reading the Court may get from the total absence of gto tograph ot the 

only side of the sie°d1 Leged 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 

thes! nea. 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 
oa 

word "no", dent this became non-existent "Item 2", 

    
   
   

yd — 

"T also want a 

\ op 

photograph from the original negative, not a photoengraving negative, of the back of the 

What became "Item ay 

  

shirt, preferably the largest clear enlargement f the areas of damage and including the 

top of the collary,y from the Archives pictures rather than those included in FBI Exhibit | 

60 or eee request has been quoted above, together with the Archivists firmy 

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 tjemmeerequests "have never been denied you by the Archives". The basis 
Adindivte wore 

given is not the above cited correspondence, which is beyond refutation emd-isfirm and 
larntiPhta tp 

repetitious in rejecting roper requests out of hand, -bate "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 

  

archi¢ge has these cited letters, ead he question of intent im of jinidentified people in 

so grossly misinforming somebody ought| be raised. There is no question but that these 

requests were made and were rejected by the Archibist personally. . 
= — 7 , 6 fawin& 

There should be no need to carry this further. It again eliminates aay: dusetion. 

Who lied ie immaterial, but someone did. And on the basis if this documented lying 
} Let 

plaintiff's proper est ejected, This, too, in and of itself, in plaintiff's 

velicyf, 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 different character than that 
wietlen . eo 

of which in the past plaintiff has been the recipient. This lying was written after 
tlLeudants’ fl ants 

. ‘ : i : ‘ esggty on of. 
the complaint in this instant action had been filed. appeal; e Court may remember, 

was not even written for tasee 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 

df incints, Ther tyungel, 
disclose the falsehood of these statements, to phaimetff and now to the court. 

Unless appeal, too, has been converted into a mockery, how can it be acted upon 

except by consultation with, the existing, written record, particularly when the appeal 

het und; pe . } . 
begins with citation of it? and law and regulations requape request prior to appeal? 

The copy of the rejection of the-ippeal just given plaintiff as an authentic copy of 

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

a 

to whom it wes referred, One item may address the frivolity of saying that because tf 

wd urh ot for some five months, 
automatic, forwarding of the rejection of the appeal yas no Ee plaintiff 

had not exhausted his eee eee remedies, Aside fofm the foolishnessness 
réje 

of arguing simultaneously that plaintiff's appeal had not been rejected and he had not 

Aol bul Laur ak pep rbetair, 
exhausted hig remedies Because the» jection had not been sete umen, one of the visible > 

abbreviationsy 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. 

The preferred, if not the proper form for telling this Court that these alleged 

. CEvh bit 3] 
adilinistra tive remedies had not been exhausted is under oath. And a lengthy affidavit, was 

Nei in ji ri - is there 
executed, one of some 13 pages. Neither in it nor in any other sworn-to form is t 

avacl afk 

an such false representa$ion, for plaintiff did, in fact, attempt to use ad} Aces eave 

4 

remedies. His unsccusssful efforgf to obtain this public informatWon are years long, They 

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

on 
- 

family, But presenting vais False representation to this Court under oath risked the 

second possibility of an accudation of perjury. Plaintiff presumes there is a limit 

{ 

to the possible perjury of which/defendnats are capable, in even so naple and uplifting a 

Cari thik 5b do Afr htt Atwerdiig,



» 
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pny 
so dedicated a public service, as suppressing the basic evidence of the assassination 

of a President. 
plae 

With what is not in this affidavit that should be, what then, is there in it? 
4 

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

pd te (li afrsoud Wntrnd, 

One page more than half of the entire 8 Fidavig was already before this Court as 

redundant.     

plaintiff's Exhibit A in the original form and as Exhibit F in the form in which 

tor nos intitft hi rye |. 
defendants! "leaked" it to deny plaintiff his rights first—-reguest and first—use 

A 

to it. Did this Gourt require a third copy made from the same remote-generation copy as 

plaintiff's Exhibit A copy? 

Hardly. 4 

The reason was to lend an fair of authoritativeness to the affiflidavit, to suggest 

marmnly Thr . } 
the opposite of truth to the Court, that it was quoted and interpreted accurately. 

A A 

This time and a might bettér have been spent in providing the Court a photograph 

k ~~ Autort ed Wi aAlewWw et, 

of the last attachment, electrostatic copy of one fset of the pictures involved, those 

pape iges tes for the Commission in the form of FBI Esha The Court is asked to note 

| Be ncciirabs trved he EA) 
that this was presen x y months after plaintiff notified the Government of the 

bnrd dis tortbuyn 
fact of error in it.(Blaintiff's silence on this score is hardly an evidence of a 

a i nd hw ter hore bunlen aftitirn of 

predisposition toward the undignified and sensational What fhe hrchivist of estpsbzS @2 

electro stwhti hadeguwbe! fp “atcoterch | 
Unless the copy provided the Vourt is entirely unlike that belatedly given plaintiff, 

plaintiff asks this Court to examine that copy and ask itself if the Court can learn 

addi rire ol 

anything from it aside from th identification of the FBI and the claims that, invisibly, 

there is a "Nick Exposing White Lining of Tie" and that, equally invisibly, there are 

allegedly holes made by entereing and exiting bullets? . 

So little concerned were defendants with what the Court would learn - or so anxious 

that the Court not learn- that not only did defendants not provide the court with a 
pri hk 
———— 

photographic copy, they even xeroxed a copy 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. 

stills
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What was provided this Court is not a copy of FBI Sxhbbit 60. Nor is it either of 

the affidavit's descriptions{ bParagrpah 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 mn Commission Document 107". 

What is termed Commission Document 107 is the Supplementary Report to the Commission 

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 of piageee pone, 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 ekectrostatic copy of unknown generation of the printed page, including 

a reproduction of this composite picture, 
>
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an 
This is neither a new economy wave ngy SEGL Ent. It is an added effort to 

deceive the Court and constitutes a misrepresentation, aside from a nong—represention 

by virtue of ngfainglessness. 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. 

It 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 
tn the Lrmsoan 

the country have a reflection of the dependability of the FBI's worl 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— 

plier hye e Dee whatever reason - because the FBI's representation of the tie is 
lin Ment ip posal deem prod & thio prurt. Fa Evhibit LO ynsfea uf 

uttrly false and carefully contrived.-Lt~ie-tedesto appear that there is damage to the 
* A 

  

center of the front of the tie, which xuxeunmiskenkxwxkhxthex has to be bene the 
te be triece tus 

in fact is not true, There is no damage to the front of the tie, 7   

  

a 

The only asnage ‘ha ahat described as a nick on the extreme efft-hand edge, This is 

manufactured ewidence for which no gnnocent 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 § 

irrelevant and immaterial \and incompetent) oath of that eminent schohar, the Archivist 

of the United States, as to what is "adequate for any research purpose he {feats plaintitey 

wire 
it ought be obvious that defendants' and plaintiff's concepts of what if research 

materials and true scholarship do not coincide fey 

With all the existing clear Poctographs “pais or this picture, amd with the originals 

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

+ he to 

official story 

may have in mind", 

fy 

inomnti 
— 
  

yr & Cord av Awd Wien ng less a vpy Mustrutes plaint th problem Athen burt’ A whit 
of counsel for defendante: defendantsphave provided a prime sample of plaintiff's need 

a (Defendants) 2 
for any genuine research ,of other pictures as wéll as yuhe principles of scholarship and 

law embodied in their "Argument" (p.5) that the law and reulations permit]them to 

regurgitate such photogrpfhic garbage:"Defendants submit there is no responsibility upon P y up 

them to produce dogcuments subject pto individual determinations as to "lmeaningfiulness',



a 

es 
° mi Z 
Insert FN, per) 

rc 

While there is no question but that this affidavit is a false swear end about 

the material, the question of perjury is one upon which only a court might pass. 

Certainly a non-lawyer such as plaintiff camuoe mene an expert bpinion. However, were 

one 0. this total misrepresentation colfbined with suppression of public information 

in a conspiratorial frame, there can be a hint oF SEPA EO" that the possibility of 

a perjury allegation might arise, It is in the last sentence of the first paragraph of 

Dr. Rhoads affidavit, ceellad te proper establishing oi credentials and innocuously put. 

It is also put inadequately and incompetently. That sentence reads: 

| wore 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 

failure to segregate hearsay, for what the janitor tolls ‘cab Aechivist is "information 

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

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 jin fact, had first-hand knowledgee thus 

the seemipgly—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 ‘Stok first- 

hand knowledge. 

If this seems like an overly-paranoid suggestion, thenPlaintiff 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 

rejec tion,fin this affidavit) 

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.


