Ad-11

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.
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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,



1%

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!.






