Kilty's respnses to first interrogatories after remand 11/8/76

He begins with indirect claim of no firsteperson knowledge. I believe we asked for the
namees of thuae who h:d an assoclation with these tests. one remains in DJ employ,
ought we not insist, persuant to the appcals mandate, on first~psrson responses?

ta He entirely ignored vwhat is easier to mske d=finitive conslusions about, the copper—
dlloy jackats

He 1imitc his rezpense even further by ignore those parts of the question relating to
21l other tosts, l.co,microseopic, bellistice cowperison, etc. No response. Fropaganda.

1v Ee dues not respond to this question,'the kinds of tests...te determine...which
bullets or bullet fragments struck which persons or objects.” He restricts himself to
"holes,” which sliminates the "osrsons" part of the question. Well-known tests are used
t0 associate a fragment with its source ani there were recovered fragments. He also
evades in saying "in this camse emission speotrosscopy was used" without saying whether
any other test oould have besn us-a, i.e. Kha. Hg also does not say whether HAA, evea
at that state¢ of development, was a finer, more dependable test. I'm sure it was and
that its use was indicated with the garments, windshield, curbstene, etc.

2 As ¥ read this his quslification, "Making the asswiption that positive answers to
Interrogatories 1(a) and (b) are poseible...” he does not answer the questions at all.

Posaitlesngwor include suchs other tests as microscopic, ballistics compurisone, test

firings, otc. He s%1ll evadses on those allogedly not nude by NAA

%. Hes the same omissjions. Ls has not listed all the tests knmown to have been made,
i.e, miscroseopic, ballisties, etc.

4, VWhen he says these JFK tests were "as cowplete as they could have been,” even for-
gettin: these omiseions his anuwer is false because there were, allegedly, no Nids on
some of the objccts and items of evidenoe, There wes no testing such as AEC's Asbersold
wrote was important and possibly definitivos The answor is obvious: risk of proving the
rocovered ¥ agmants could not have had that source.

5 His answer iw not complete. Example is that he lists no mieroscopic examination of
the marikings on 399 compared with fragments recovered and they were made, unlesg he in-
ciudes this under "forearms identifications.” inlee:s the trim is included in Q558, “winde
shield from Freisdent's limousibe,” that is not included.

When he gets to saying when the tests were performed, 1 canst believe they have
almost no recorded dates. i also believe it is not accurate, evenm reasonable, to describe
such meaninglessneas as is contained in the 11/23/63 "report" as the “results of exami-
nations.” It may be opinions but it is hardly more.

He ot give the dates of test firings, although they may have been by 11/23.

The delay in reporting about JFK's cloihing may be ai@ificant.

1 believe that there was a date on the c.rbstone exauinatiom. e gives no dates
for the performance of these tests yet he begins by saying they have some, not all,

de does not list the NAAs or any other testing of the p rafiin casts.

Under ¢ he does not state who made the microscopic examination of the ourbstone.

Hs algo falles to give the names of other present, asiced.

It simply can't be true that the FEL records do not give the address of the rstired
sgents. They rerer people to them. They are paid their rc:irements. This questions was
not gddressed to “1lty persomally so it was not restricted to whatever lab records he
consulted. However, I am positive that lab knows how to get in touch with each.

We should check the dates of correpondence to be sure we have all. He has what ve
may not from this response., He limits this by limiting it to Interrogatery 9 tests. There
were other teste he has emitted, like peraffin casts.

9 He does understand the question and refuses to answer ii becauss they failed to umake
some tests, one of the mor- glaring ones belng NAA on items like the front-seat jacket
fragment, yindshield glass and curbsione. Se all possible tasts, to his knowlodge, were
not made. his can be sxtend>d to all clothing. If he limits this to 399, then he surely
can resp .



10£f He claims not to wnderstand "normals standard and precud " relating to HaAs. 1
think it is net poseible that » "mewsml standard and procedure” resching of
state oonclusions meaningful snd comprehensible to others, like lawyers and & Jury,
and thess are rissing, es he dave not say. ¥e did not esk biu about texis, inte shieh
he slides,

11 Is pot limited as be limits it to hew others would have done the tests, The teste
zlone have no mesning and we have no ogupiled results or interpretations in the form of
final reports containing conclusione. o kuows this. What be gave us neans nothing to
othere outeide the lab if indeed iu it.

1%  False. Their recoras that 1 have shew that the Yomndssion did mske saze swoh
requests. That e lies must be because there are in these files what he has o hide,
such as the non-tosting asked. Yes, of course, the aAebersold recommendation. They have
this T yuest [ron Rankim forwarding Aebersold's letter as received from “iller. They
provided it in response to our motion to produce, I therefore believe this is peryurye
We alsc have the royuest on th: perafiin ossta.

14 In order to avoid responding he confuses betwesn Pstatistics and "results." The
copds of the question are "nake a full znd complete tabulatoon @f the rosults.” The

ne sulte” cre not the "tabulation” alon:. The tavulation, as Kilty once made a point
of telling we, mean nothing %o none-experts. This was not some ifnd of internal B sport
petwe-n mewbe s of the same gakge The testing had a purpose. That purpose had to be
oomvunicates to others in tsrms comprohensible for uee as avidenoe, His dafinitkon
of results i of a different word: "the numerical quantitative amount of a chomical
element measured in the materisl examined.” The purpose of the testing is comperison end
avelnation of the results in the comparison. He claims snly ot have gilven me such s
n¢abulation,” bt  quotes. As a maiter of faot I'm not sure of ths, I wes siven a nuumber
of "tabulaotoons" btut I rocall no s.nglc one ambodying 11 the itemas, elements and statistiocs.
§e ie evading for the above-stuted reason. The "rosults" have %o be other than represented.

15 Here again he evades. He begins by hiz usuel ignoring the purposes of tho tests,
evidenge., The generslitiea that umay apply 1u soume cases are a0t oven alli:ged 1o apply
here. There is no such "sontamination™ atiributer W awy of tho wetal epscimens. it is
not re-ponsive to claims what is "not necessarily” th: alloged choice of the tester.
Yhen we asked noraslly we permdtted exceptions, He 1as to eovade bacause in this cace
there has to be other tha: the rspresuted roculls of theue tects.

16 whe 7ou avk is this wes done in this case it is not u Tesponse to refer to & non=-
ansuor to the sarlier interregatory he choice not to address, "Stated conclusions™ is
outuide the paraueters of the gemeral question when it is in thrms of "in this onase."
They havs provided no "stated conclusions,” so even with his artificialities he lles,

#7  aske Cor whether "the full :nd conplete iuw-uilbs {wero) given to the WarTen vomuis.ion.®
he goes into hiz nonpdefinition of Myesulis' and the numerical quantitative amount of &
chemioale.es” If there is one thing he knows in thiz case by now 1t iz that such a
imakx¥ definition is impossible and is not what we are saying or asiing. This case is
about the results keot by Frasier, but caloulations, as everybody koows. 1 think on kds
alone we should go back tothe judge.

but in évenk this contraption the "resulis" of whatever deserdption "wore not given
to the Warren Comrdssion." Yet Frazier swore to having them all end hoover %o iute perpetulty.

18 Here he redinines agsin into what the eniire record in thie cage shows we do not meam.

21 e is evasive egain. “¢ has qualified as an expert 2o shat their rccords show is
net o respense to wky these NAde wers not donc when the TUT mude the decisionse

Under (b) what was “the method of choics,” whose he does zol say, 15 not reepousivie. Tie
question is could KiAs have ddsclosed what spectro ¢id not anc sheuld they have beul
performed wken spectro was unproductive,

Onder (o) he may have given us something. The most minute quantities only are required
for spectroscopy. The so-called swear was sn inch by an inch and 3/4. Yet he says, again



indonddrg avasion, "the mimimal amountf ol loud smesr [sic] present on the curbstone was
not adequate to conduct an examinatium by LAd. " Fpos 4 pulict iupact? $r of a fisgment
enough in quantity to meke any kind of wark?

(a) is false and intended to deceive, Theve was examinatiou by hkA oI olaer
jacket waterial anc it hes two sices, 80 & sauple from the fuside had nothing tc de with
any possible markins on the outside. The fact is that his employer puld for an e zhaustive
atody on the fine subtability of Naas for jacket-material testing. 4ou have it iu one
of the xesroxes Irow the Ypurmal of rforensic sclencus.

22 [Hore than ons nane sappears on thosu lab raports we have where they did not wmaske

2% ile evades and again atates the wroug formulatoon re 395 and JiK clothes. it is not
“permit the conclusion that the hole was wade by a specilic conclusions"” alone. The

other is more likesly, permit the conclusiom trat it was nol made by "a specific bull. z.”

(¢} I the answer is “"yes" to a "full and souwplote coimparidon,”we sure as oskl want the
results of the comparison of the examination of J¥i's clotilngiWe do obut I meant the “ounally
Lragment

24 Thig deals «Lth thc hosad shobe The "-hews wo rooriate” 4 a wide=open deor and he doos
net zads whal we A4 a0t asi, «hat the conpardson 2atablishes,

25 ‘fhey probably have an out but this gets back to the ABC's isnored recommendation,
ccmparing the whole oullet frow the rifle with 799 and the various flagmenta.ihy they
should not have dome it i: not skarx clear vicept in terms cf anticipating wwanted results.
14 is also worthwhile knowing that they mansged not to compare 399 with all fragemtns
recovered,

#v dwpression is that thev nave again denied us fne inforuation we need for the
takine of depositons or going to trial, Ny experience is that most judges wili do nolning.
Frow this I'm includd to think that all we can do is perfect the record by golng sack
end asiing for what =¢ did not get. My bunch i- that al this pofiat it is not work. the time.

T an slso of the opinion thet more than ever we'l. need an expert. vtherwj.se these
types, mpe experieonced as they sre in evasiveness and non-respenses and &s vwilnesses
who hsv: besn traired aot to respons to d: ense counsel, will be sble to continue to evade
a0 be non-réspoasive,

-"’Bst,



