_worked an average of more than 18 hours a day, seven days a week often longer,

Disec-5

Now if, as plaintiff neither believes nor suggests, the family had had plaintiff

~in. mind,- they could not more closely described his uncontested quallflcatlons.

~Plaintiff has written at least 500 more serious writing on this subject than anyone

~else in the entire world, and this estimate is probably conservatlveo He has devoted hlS

llfe to just this study since the tragic event For most of these seven years, he was work

. Although nel?%ggr%ﬁwwhor regulatlon nor thls agreement requlre it of him, plalnglfgnm
_ nonetheless, 1nmEheblanguage S0 shamefully twisted by defendanus, went_far oat of his o
L eXplaln'lgLingEEL bOth-EQE hls PurPoses" were "relevant to‘hremeéhdy;"anameyen‘m_

_ what he des1red to be able to study° T S ——
| There is no test that plalntlff‘does not meet in plalntlff's beiref more than -

WS -

“Nothing p,aintiff has requested or even suggested presents anybsuch hazard.At no point,
“T¥6 this evidence (which is a lot more-than-plaintiff can say and prove about the
~custody-and -disappeared-entirely from it!). Nor do defednants allege or even so much as |

——suggest-that, eonceding for the sake of arfument that this agreement is in all repsect

—valid; plaintiff dees not meet all requirements in every way or fail to meet a single

anyone else° Plaintiff suggest that the Columbla Broadcastlng System, Whlch was -

permltted to take photographs Of the same garments, ‘does not meet these tests if at

without somindicating, Avoid that sanre, what this provision says is that "the ——
 Administrator is aithorized to photograph" the ckothing evidence “for purposes of examina—
tion in lieu of the originals by persons authorized tto have access;"-this being ————-—--

- restrlcted to one purpose, to "preserve" them and to prevent "possible-damages-—

S

all as well as plalntlff nnd there was no doubt of the violation of the "public

dlsplay" pr0v131on of thls same agreement with the intent use on TV and that before the

world's largest commercially—scheduled audience,

Exnxx Defendants next quote the provisions of III, again adding emphasis, again-

“in no way, do defendants allege that the access plaintiff seeks-presents -any-jeopmdy .

~rbehivest "CIIS‘tOdY" -of -other vital--evidence ,whlchhas ‘been both. damage_d,,lll th@«t IR
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requirement in any way.

Defendants falls to make any such argument not from ignorance but sipple because

‘no such argument is poss1ble. But even were such an 1nva11d argument made, it would

fall before the law, for as set forth Sn Inerican Meal Lenes v

, even reference to that which is withheld constitutes & waiver

1f the rlg‘ht $o righthold, And, as set forth above, defendants acknowledge their own

precedent in hav1ng allowed XEKX&E a commercial enterprize, the Columbis Broadcasting -

stsyem, to make uhelr own photographs of this identical clothing evidence;— e

Am relevant provisions of Section VI escaped defendamts' attention-in-their-

‘"ggigg{{§émqagfééiah”%iaﬁ this agreement, that provision charges the Administrater . .

a».to Fpov1de for the preservation, arrangement and use of the—materiadseee

" "Jse" and "denial of sccess to those qualified ar-e mutually exelusives —

~ slothing 1s also Telsvant: ".:.the personal effects of the latex President which were

‘ gathered 58 evidence by the President's Lemm1s31ona,, _Furthermore, and another

““bmiésion”by‘defendantS;”lS I. (2)(a), which ¥wmksxf contemplates the possibility
"“of*further“investigatien~ofnthe,assassinationg SN

- -DDRIRBIPPD Defendants next describe what they have elected to select from th1s

- famlly eontract-as "proscriptions", which in actuality is exac»ly the oppos1te of

what they-are as.relevant in this action, and alude agaln to 44 U S C. 2107 and 2108(0)

= andmthe regulations of the Archives, As we have already seen, 44 U S C doew

__encompass_such evidence, does, quite speclflcally, 1nclude in the word "records"

_both the "photographs" plaintiff seeks and access to the clohtlng, which is

__included in the language "or other documentary materlals, regardless of phys1cal form

_or characterlstlcs"o In thls connectlon, plalntlff repeats the language of the

_ Attorney General' “emorandum 1mmed1ately following upon 1ts 01tat10n of the

~ provision for whlch the words quoted above come, It says that under P.L 89.-487,"”"”w

availability shall 1nclude the rlght to a copy." The language of the second paragrash
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paragragh of the Archives' own"kegulations for Refernce Service on Warren Commission

——Ttems-of Bvidence" reads, "Still pizimresxRx photographs ....Copies will be furnished
-—on-request.for the usual fees." . e

—Defendants enjoy no right to violate the law or their own regulations, nor have they

—the.right fo apply either selectively, granting to a commercial interest what it denies

S

L

a. qnallfled researcher and an acknolwcdged expert the serlousness of whose study and

_A,,_pp;p_qs;e s has never been challenged.

_Herefollowing defendants make references to other statutes relatlng to "the

o acceptance of glgts subgect to condltlons and restrlctlons , the alleged confldentlallty

- of scne‘donatlons and such thlng none of whlch is relenan;muécn these thlngs are
- neEM%nAany sense at 1ssue, the law, regulatlons and ccntractmhas ;&;@éd in the foreg01ng
havlng spec1flc appllcablllty whereas theése generalltles ﬁa&é_ﬁeﬁé;m - |
And from the foreg01ng it is ap;arené that there is no éenulne issue as to any
materlal éact in defendants' "Angument B",-ln each and every ase~£he laws and regulatlons
mmme:;;dm;s'ﬁ;il as.the”fanlly contract supportihg‘biaihfif%iéwﬁé%iéﬂmféf"sﬁiméi&miﬁaééméﬁt“;




S R -

- _Herein defendants argue differently from the other 31de of the mouth -har;néMMF
—asserted under "LI. Pertinent Statutes and Regulatlons", *hat "Although the Publlc Informa
wtlon Act does not specifically deflne the word records', predecessor leglslatlon,'W1th1n
,_the ken of the 98 90th Cangress did" and there (p.B) cmtlng ZSection i of the Act ofyr-“
“‘July T, 1843, 57 Stat 380“, aleblt 1ncompletely and selectlvely, as noted above,

__they here (p.9) clalm that under 44 U.s.C. 3301 is controlllng and thns argue that -

the clotnilp thdsr $ U.8.C.. 552,

or dupllcates of the clothlng, he asks for no more than ohoﬁographs, which eliminates

any p01ntnthat mlght have ex1sted in defendants >argument @inxkxmgxxaxxxxpﬂa '

defendants in 1nclud1ng photographs ‘within the definition of "records™. The

received by any agency of the United States “overbtment in pursuances of Federal law

r in connection with the transaction of public business-and-preserved or appropriate .

“zation, functions, policies, decisions; preeedures, operations or other activities of

“”fﬁé“@bvérﬁment"oerecausemof'the-informatienalmvaluewiﬂ“oﬁwdata.contaiﬂ%@.?b?????f"ﬁ .

 being “"regardless of physical form or charactersstics. It "was received...in connection
~~with the-transaction of public business", namely by &he Pres1dent1al Comm1s51on that
~conduected an official, governmental investigation senctioned by the President and

—%he -Congress, with rights and powers duly delegated to 1t

Defendants "Argument C. The Kennedy Clothing is not a recordg'within 5 U.S.C

eviden

Thls, flrst of all begs the p01nt Plalntlff has not asked for the clothlng

pphographs, as the laws prev1ously—01ted show, 1nc1ud1ng “that here cited by -

— cited and
very flrst words of the sectlon of the “ttorney General's Memorandum.here/mlsused

by defendants x5 are;mmuiw“””_vm )

" % % %the words 'records' includes all books, Papers, maps photpgraphs-or other -

documentary ﬁatéfialé,‘fégardless of physical form or characteristicsy; made or - — ]

for preservation by that agency of its legitimste-sueeessor-as-eviidence of the organi- |

“T% is this definition that covers the clothing that is evidence, the language
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It is both "preserved" and "suitable for preservation" by the "legitimate successor",

'_VMP%%élyntP?mNeFiQPat A?QF%Y?S’iIt is "evidcnce of the... decisions or other activities

of the Government", including the conclusions or decisions of the said Commission

and in its inve tigation abd deliberations. And preservation is "because of the

informa¥ional ga%a contrained theremn", of which more Wil soon be said

What does not fit is what defenaants skip to, the exclsuoon of "Library and museum

material made or acquired solely for reference or exhibition purposes"xxwhxxkxx

e e

(emphaSis added) which are precluded by everything defendants cite elsewhere, most of

all by the family contract which could not be more spefific in eliminating such

definition, ets very opening precluding any Wpublic display"

Having with carexxﬁpx and foresight not presented the.courthuith what %hismpégé'w

of 'the liemorandum says that is really melevant, with no inhibition at all defendants

proceed to present a deliberate misinterprepation of what follows, this the more

~ easily accomplished by the omission of the relevant, The first part of whai defendants

w"cite’fron"thewtékt'of”thémMénérénduﬁ"atmthis“point“ddés“éstablishmthe”Validitj"Of“””“”“"””

mplaintifffsmcase;'the‘second'relatésﬁto'other'mattérs;”Which‘plaiﬁtiff will mark by

B adding"eﬁphasisf““'”'

"It is.evident from the emphasis on the legislative history of Public Law 89-487

upon the concept that availability shall include the right to copyy kkaxkikmxkwrmxx

_‘'records' in subsection (c)

(which proves plaintiff's case)

"that the term records in subsection \c) does not include obJects or artciles such as
structures, furniture, paintings, sculpture, three-dimensional models, vehmcles, 0

e uipment, etc., whatever their historical value as evidence.yr¥xx , . . "

" Here, as noted abovey defendants again omitted what Tollows and what is ‘reYevant,

~that the definition includes both "historical" abd "contemporaneous documents"

Now if anything in this world is obVious, it is that plaintiff has not asked for

ER"object8" e _

""or artciles such as structures,

—furniture, o S
paintings,

—goulpture; — e
three-dimensional models,

S Veh.lc’les, S ST T e e e e e S

equipment, etec,"
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It is obvious that in this law Congress didm not visualiye requiring the giving of
__the White House, the flag or Iwo Jime, Heneral Pershing's auto, the paints and scultures

_that adorn the halls of the Congress and other public buoldings, or even an Appllo

_rocket to applicants, and it is to such things as these that the misquited language

reﬁers°

laintiff neither now nor ever sought any kind of duplication of the Presidents_”

clothlng. All he seeks and has ever sought 1s photogrpahs of thls off1c1al ev1dence.

R

The 1ntent to decelve and mlslead the court here could not be more transparent,

Thus the argument that "1tE1s obv1ous from the above", namely the r801tat10n of the

o

assorted obJects that are as oompletely 1rre1evant as poss1ble, all those sculptures,

Veh011es, furnlture and assorted equlpment #that the above materlals spught to be

examlned and photographed are not 'records' Wlthln the Contemplatlon of the 1anguage

of the publlc Informatlon Act and therefore, are hht records which %%i court has

Jurhsdlctlon to compel the defendants to produce or not w1thhold" is entlrely and

knowingly spurlous.

“Plaintiff is meither blessed nor, what his recent experiences might make seem
'““'“”“‘more“apprdpriate,"cursed“with"knowledge~of the practise-of -the laws; Heisand has

-w~wm—mbeehy~however,~themvietim~of-much-offieial~abuse7-thevnetmresult”of~whieh“has~been =

—to-frustrate his work that he considers proper and in the publie —interesty and to
-umnmﬂmmdrainuhiswalready-limitedmresourcespwdesponding»tousuohma»detaileduconeatinationmof»m~~m~~~%

—--migrepresentations, deceptions, misquotations and outright falsifications as is.

. reprewented by defendants instant motions and addenda, particularly at a time when he
. is unwell and handicapped by ebing unwell, is a considerable and added drain upon him and |
_his resources and a major intrusion into his capacity for constructive _work, Jaundiced

~a view as plaintiff believes he is entiitled to hold of such official conduct/ (and hoping

A”theweipression isrnoAtransgression against the‘norms of,the_ca%ling of the law), he

e

nonetheless _expresses the oplnlon that so dellberate and consc10us a mlsrepresentatlog

as all of the foreg01ng, but most partlcularly the 1mmed1ate foregoxng, S0 gross an

attempt to practlse a deceptlon uopm a court is as genhlnely a subvers1ve effort as

governpent can attempt.

. LA (!WA%§“‘ e A S—
To cite a provision of a law that relates to objects such as vehciles and equipment} é







