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As we have seen, “umé s' explanatlonf for his deutructions of any of the
N

papers of the aufEﬁEi)is entirely improper if not crimina£ and withx his alleged
reasons make no sense at all. He #Eaid he did not want any misuse of the
President's blood but he was not able to contrel :a greater volume of that blood
than his autopéi'report and his notes could have héé}d. He also did not dare
destroy the official Navy Aut{bsy Descriptive Sheet, whichs§2;d°foswell's notes,
and although they have disappeared, he did not testify to having destroyed the
note; that Finck testified he gave Hunes at the end of their examination of the
body. Humes's”explanatioﬂ—éiraollapseg when it is retéf%ﬂéhat he had not control
over the casket, its lining or the shroud. A1l he had washed was the sheets/I
in which the Dallas nurses wrapced the body an, with an extra protection on its
head.,
There was ¥ the Be President blood and more were all over the limousine
in which he was riding and Hunes could do nothing about that., - ‘&
It was all over the clothing and uniforms of the Ougers in, tﬁ“e car and theﬂy¢/¢ %VJ/
four Dallas motorccwcle policemen who were closest to & him, two on each side of UW@
him when his head was exploded. €3¢/(
4n FBI accgunt that was suppressed until the board forced its disclosure
places the blood an& other body matter even under the visors of the limousine and/éégi7
Mg on its hood,, /ﬂ@&k@/\_ /“u//»ﬂ/ﬂ// W
While there is no way of knowing ﬂow miéh of the President's blood remsined
at the Dallas hospital, the sheets in which he was warraped were clean when he
was rwrapped in them after besn he was washeds It is reasonable tosssume that
his blood was on th?sheet and mattrass of the on which he was rushed

from the limousine to the emergency room, and it is probably that some of his
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remained on those & who rushed him in, It also is likely'that some remained on
some if not all of the 4 dgctors and nurses who attented him and on the
equipment they used in their unsuccessful effort to save tgéigreisﬂna%*s life.

There were pieces of his head found in the street and one tat was tﬁrown &
onto é&e ¥grassy knoll was redovered«ﬁﬁv/<ﬂ%»ﬂwu£ Vo

There is no need to explore other possibility. These known to exist are more

thay enough to establish beyond question that the escuseféumes made yo for his JJA
destruction of irreplacable evidence in this most terrible of crimes makes no
sense at all. Not a word of it has any credibility. Yet all to whom he fed that
made-up explanation accepted it or even loved it, ranging from those subject-
matter ignoramuses of JAMA tb a¥l the official invastigationso-te-—w.bich_ho_gave
+t3

If there had evei} been any real official investigation, if there had #éver
been any official investigation that was determived to establish the actual fact
of the assassination and its so-called "investigation," once bhmes gave that
absolutely incredible explanation for his wrong=-doing in destroying any autopsy

records of any kind at al})he would have been grilled mercilessly about this

genseless explanation he made up out of nothing. He would have had more than

the conclusions stated above thrown at him with vigor and he would have been a

éqgrry spectacle when his made;up“ﬁﬁﬁé'impossibility of an explanation was t:;;;j;::q

expsoed as the fake it was and he as the faker.

1
s ! /
But’§25%:s never really grilledc>h9 was néver really disputed, not even

really questioned in any official investigation §o)he was secure in giving Gumn /4/}V )
o< —_—
the same disgraceful fiction. ' W

- T
As we have seen, Humes gave different accounts of what he destroyed and

the one he stuck with § is solidly refuted by the officid evidencey the official
; S ~ Tréceiving /
initial " certification! he signe@f?ﬁa all records of rammkyptxumd them and

; ; ;
the receipts for what he handed it and was passed up,JMaJ*qf n The Q/k”f} fotete
i {/\ W/(F U,W/!< /t‘/\,l/p(ol
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As we suw, initially “umes attested to the destruction of his first 4 draft
of his autopsy proctocol only. By the time he testified to the Commission fand /61 }ﬂ
t. wha“ he held in his hands, when he ¢ referred to his notes he referred to Q

"copies" ‘of then, Ab?ut this, as about pEhkwetswowxinnm m‘{]’ch else Arlen Specter w

had no questions,

Although *unes later started fudging on it, as we also saw in his Commission
testimomg Humes placed the time of his destruction e:t when he heard that Oswald
had been killed, He and all other ‘s ianvolved knew then that there would be no

trial at which their records could be examined, at which they could be called
on to testify and ab'o ut which they would be questiobed with the most determined
vigor byi?ﬁf? defense ccunsel,

It is impossible to believe that all those who did que:s'tion{ﬁq—l/}{\n—s!;’e-mf‘1 in all
official proceedings were nincompoops, legal nullities who lacked the knowledge
to ask him the very obvious questions he was not asked or who were dopes who f\)/‘)uy
believed the pap he fed them,

What is much more likely is that with Oswald dead and with no trial and

no need to produce those records at a trial and no eross-examination by any
determined and competent lawyer}, the proctocol had its content changed. The
gtuff that Qumes had in what he handed in would have led to his being pilloried
on the witness stand. What he did and did not do would have been examined closelft\y
and the relé;ant rules, regulations and laws would have been read to him- and to
the juf%y.

Hunes would have been ruined if he had faced examination» in a trial in which

vt [Hheporisnin he o ded i

the aut0psy/f19 ended up wffH\ms the basis for examination of him. Even the
N, A omf /2,

hﬂéed\made in %%, visible—in—the original of $hesecond , his revised
bandui handwrtten COpy ﬁb/]\jShed in Post Mortem (pages 509-23) with tl}t.[sub-

stantive changes in fac h»e\wcas ordered to make,_he.mz#ﬁeed?bu:‘rm his own

handwri‘cingpwould have been ruinous to him and to any prosecution.



(.

What-:E’WHU Humes had originally in his proctocol and what was included in
tho/'e missing n;ttes had to have been what they knmcckkecou%wdfbé?\xmned on in
the trial that was expected at the time those notes viere made and that first
proctocol was written.
But as any impai{-ical examination of the actual evidence, aside from the
medical evi.ience, leaves wi’chogt._ any question at all - what the evidence

means and says rather than the(' terpretation of it, of what was not ige-
actual

nored ‘!@/ the ngmission— £ e@?dical evz.fclence is not what WLUUGS wound
\ KVWW"V'\%
up wit&when ?e revised his proctocol\‘bl'm’lr—wml'd/not havé B to withstand close

examination into one that supported the official determination to state the crime
was by a single assassih. This official determination,mhiéaﬁ%(b%'gan to be
formulated mx atse as soon as Oswald was dead and those officials knew there /
would be no trialﬁcg;le formulation of it that Deputy Att%wey Ceneral Nicholas // 4
Katzenback put on pap?r atlabout the time “‘umes did his revised proctoco]/f had
the same purpose'\(%l/th‘e revised version of the autopsy.

That original version could not be permitted to exist or disaster ﬁcould
result,

It is becalzge this also was true of those notes that Hunes originally made
no mention of #hem and then stated—thet—he testified that he had burned them, toog,

ﬁ:ﬁt he did have reason to burn them when he burned the pmet pzc&t‘dl(ﬂelther,of

Vet L u A ‘ﬂ‘:i/'?ieh
which could have % Supported that lone-assassin, no%con;(spiracy fiction (and-be¥ +rral.
g o 1«\,\a,() MW"‘/““\ K W kavuur).

of=which had to withstand close examination at the expected trial.

(The fe=="101 off:.cial docw,.entation of the official decision to pin it all on She K led
o/
0s'ald and to have a Presidential “ommss:.on gﬁbﬁa—i—#&s at the beginning

\

of MEVER AGAIN! It is fully documex{}aéd,@/@c} the handwr{itten draft
prepared by Ka ‘tzembach when he had (éo typist available on a sunday afternoone
That and the retyped version are frpm the Justice Department file 129-11 and the

other copies are from the FBI headquarters main assassination file, 62—109060.)
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What;ﬁ;ﬁﬁu Humes had originally in his proctocol and what was included in
thoi/ ‘e missing n;tes had to have been what they m&hecotfl‘/gfbe&e%\xamined on in
the trial that was exlvected at the time those notes were made and that first
proctocol was written.
But as any impaifical examination of the actual evidence, aside from the

medical eviilence, leaves without, any question at all - what the evidence

means and says rather than the (interpretation of it, of what was not ig-
actual

nored ‘@v the ngmisolon-\tlﬁﬁlﬁical evj.td;ence is not what ¢ﬁ(u.mes wound
up wit&when ge revised his proctocol\ﬁmt—WUWrmt havé B to withstand close

examingtion into one that supported the official determination to‘state the crime
Wwas by a single assassih. This official determination,mhig%lf?;/gan to be
formulated mx atse as soon as Oswald was dead and those officials knew there
would be no trialkég;le formulation of it that Deputy Att%(r)iey feneral Nicholas
Katzenback put on pap?r atlabout the time “umes did his revised proctoco];f had
the same purpoae'\gél/the revised version of the autopsy.
That original version could not be permitted to exist or disaster ﬁcould
result,
It is beguzge this also was true of those notes that Hunes originally made
no mention of %kem and then stated—thathe testified that he had burned them, £00 ¢,
ﬁzﬁt ge did have reason to burn them when he burned the proet j(:&b?.l(ﬂe:.ther/of fh

et wtg gl WILE,
which could have a# supported that lone-assassin, no-congspiracy fict:.o‘\ ‘and—bet] oyl
At ammgle &K ww v

-fv\
) of=which had to withstand close examination at the expected trial.

(The dgen official docwrentation of the official decision to pin it all on fAe Killod
0s " ald and to have a Presidential “ommlssn.on m;.&-m at the beginning
of HEVER AGAIN! It is fully documerif/éd,w/@ the handwrifitten draft
prepared by Katzenbach when he had (éo typist available on a gunday afternoon.
That and the retyped version are frpm the Justice Department file 129-11 and the

other copies are from the FBI headquarters main assassination file, 62—109060.)
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m Service record:/‘}rllj\i the disclosed transripts of the taping of fﬂg

M“LOW A
m J. Edgar HooVeB \

But then there was no &Freedom of glnformution Act under which f_ob%alned

is—elso confirm it,

#qose many records, including these here cited.
So there can beﬂo doubt about the official record on this and about what
4
G_un.n}mew in his deposing of #’ umes, the original, the official copies of thepm, the

copies that had been hidden and were not used by the Warrg/j“.n Commission in its

a,,—-

Yeport, are appropriate. I reprint the copies I hmd published in P st Mortem@ P

Thaee o, sk '—%aw s
(copies /\made from those originally suppressed eepé:es the Commission
el widude . % g ﬁ‘/, s
4#& usefle I & notes to theu end—inciude—the; re{a@edae;.—ng each pagd as

it was prin&kted in 1975, each page that Gunn had and he did not/lltfg; in his

questioning of Humes.
In
@ﬁe—ﬂrst » from page 524 , Hunes certified that he burned his proctocol and

turned all other papers in. Admiral Burkley"acceped and approved" this.



Hu'ffes could Not have been more unequivocal in his second certification. He Cb
"certified" that ™me the "Autbpsy notes and the holograph draft of the final g
report were handeyl| tp Commanding Officer"(sic). And rather than sajring he burned
angthing at all he certified that all the autopsy "working papers associated with"
that autopsy "remained in my custory at all times." Again, Burkley "accepted

U L
and approved" thi8 ."certification."fhbg: cornmanw officer acknowledge receipt of those

atos
Gunn also had this and about this hex\asked no /Iquestions. OG', he accepted

it, too, for the board.
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This letter and the receipt which follows are from CD 371, although nesither appears

in the Comnission's published evidence.

when 3pecter introduced the autopsy papers,

CE 397, into evideuce, he stated ror the record that Us »97 "is the ideatical document"

marked CD 371 "for our internal purposes."”
not the same because the printed exhibit omits these two pages.

(2H3573).

However, the two documents are

many purposes, among them making it im:ossible to trace the chain of possession of the

vital autopsy notes.

hany pages ol notes made by all three pathologists during the autopsy were pre-

served and must have been delivered to Ur. Bursley on ovember 25.

Vr. Hunes trans-

mitted all pavers in his possession to adrdral Galloway on rovember 24, and here

Galloway claims to transwit all pavers he has, retaining none.

Burkley in turn gave

everything he got from Galloway to the vecret Service on hovember 26, us the following

receipt executed that day reveals.
include but one sheet (two sides) of notes, none of which were made by Humes.
The one sheet published directly contradicts the autopsy
One can only guess

po. 102-5, 247-8, 251-6.

findings on a quintessential point, the location of the back wound.

what the suppressed notes reveal.

of possession. See pe 50.

and there the trail ends.

See

And one cannot avoid asking why the Commission,
charged with cvaluating all facts relating to the assassination, did not obtain or
publish the missing autopsy notes, and suppressed the r¥evipts documenting their chain

526

Suppression accornplished

The Commission's records




In reply refer fo

/

1963

-,
g
Avig, T

=n hat Humes
ld 1d vorld
en Dr. Humgs at the
de Specter
2y into evi-

of the autdpsy report

e autopsy report had been
=stion, not even \the simple,
>rd is barren. Specter,

4 claims Humes "explained
his testimony.

T

U.S. NAVAL MEDICAL SCHOOL

NATIONAL NAYAL MEDICAL CENTER
BETHESDA, MARYLAND 20014

[1{)

I roply refer to

24 November 1963

15“ : C-E-R-T-L1-F-1-C-A-T-E

P

.,

I, James J, Humes, certify that all working papers
associated with Naval Medical School Autopsy Report A63-272
have remained in my personal custody at all times. Autopsy
notes and the holograph draft of the final report were handed
t; Commanding Officer, U. S. Naval Medical School, at 1700,.
24 November 1963, No papers relating to this. case remain in

my possession.

Received above working papers this date.

S

3. H. STOVER]/JR.

CAPT, MC, USN

Commanding Officer, U.3, Naval Medical School
National Naval Medical Center

| C‘szﬂ oA sl g W%ﬂ( e L

' Vetem Ouolin ’7’14%\%/ 9/ff ~

This, an original copy, also bears the endorseument of Ur. Burkley absent from the copy
published by the Commission. Here Humes makes expl.cit that he never burned any notes
made during the autopsy. "Autopsy notes and the holoéraph draft of the final report"

h

4 /;;":')7‘#\

were preserved and giveén to Capt. Stover on November 24. Stover must have recelved

all autopsy notes because Humes specifies that "all working papers" of the autopsy were
in his possession until the transfer to Stover, after which "no papers relating to this
case remain in my possession.” With this transuittal, the mysterious story of the miss=
ing autopsy notes begins. See vp. 145, 261,

525
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The next day Admiral Galloway sent Burkley the remaining retyped copye of \b _

the autopsy proctocol, the one not given Burquéy the evening before by Humes,@
ot {
Gallovway also states that he also sentfthe work papers used by the Prosector and
C
his assggiates." He could not have sent what had been burned.
ot .

ds I stated in the footnote, Specter did not tell the truth when he stated
whjle questioning Humes that Exhibit 397 abd CD 371 were "identical" beca_use I
found two documents in the Commigsion's files , :Ln QD 371, that were not published

in Exhibit 397 a}fd were not in the fileg copy of ‘,"it.

%

prtt

0! '}ﬂl
"t
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In another receipt that was in CD371 and was to have been published in 1
Exhibit 397 and was not, the head of the Yhite House FSecret Service acknowledged
getting from Burkley the "bbtes of the examining doctor," ﬁhmes. He could not
have had what humes burned but he did get Hu'mes' nites from Burkley. I could
not find those—notes in an intensive search in the Archives, It was not with this
receipt in CD 371,

This series of covering letters and receipts leave it without questiob that
what was believed to be Humes' notes did exist after his conflagration. It is also |
apé%ent tbat all copies were hidden and have never been made public, |

The line in the left margin opposite the item qﬁ%teé?;as on the copy I

found at the Archivegé)lt attracted some official attention before { resurrected it.



These once-suppressed original forwarding letters and r?ceiptgﬁjrat Were a%b%
suppressed serve as a background for ?&whax Gunn askedwaQEPut t notes and
what ﬁumes responded, if what he said can be considered a response in all cases.
When Gunn asked Humes "about records that were created during the course of
the autopsy through the time that the autopsy.proftocol wes completed" and

"did you yourself take any notes during the autopsy?" Humes replied:

A Yes, I took some. And--yes. That’s the

answer to your question.

2

Q How many pages of notes did you take,
approximately?

A Oh, I can’t tell you now. Maybe two or
three.

Q Did you see anyone else taking notes
during the autopsy?

A Dr. Boswell.

Q Do you recall anyone else having written
anything?

A No.

Q Specifically, do you remember Dr. Finck

having written any notes?

A No, I do not. I don"t say he didn’t, but

I don’t recall that he didffmf&sﬂb7)r

I



Gunn should have known from xkm Finck's New Orleans testimony, which he 1

should have used in any real preparation for questioning “umes, and if not from

{and U~
15 from Post Mortem, which he had and Tead) that Finck swore he took notes and
handed them to Humes as he left the auf_opsy room.
Humes then admitted that although on occasibn autopsies were tape recorded,

that was not done with this autopsy. Then:

*wxﬁ' Q Were there any minutes taken of the
;ﬁﬁ/ autopsy?
l A I don’t know what you mean by minutes, but

|other than the notes that I or Dr. Boswell made, I

don’'t believe there were any such, no.

Q There wasn’t any person responsible for--

A No. )

Q --taking down minutes of the autopsy?

A No.

Q What other kinds of records were typically1

created in the course of an autopsy? For example,

would there be any log that would have recorded the

receipt of the body?

/)5 % Yes[W”;—C’)'




b

It was only the President so why should there have been anyone with the Z
respinsibility of seeing to it that there were complete records made during the
autopsyz

That was not because of any shortage of help because that autopsy was in
the magsive Navypne&ﬁkical complex at Bethesda, in suburban Washington, and
Washington also held many competent and experience Navy nedical people. To sy

MRl
nothing of/\Walter g@ eed Arnmy zh/phosp:.tal and the Armed Forces af Institute
of Patholé]gy.

If the receipt of the body was made Pub;ic I did not see it and I do not
recall seeing in gll the time I spent in\ygé Archives,

There was not even any kind of record-keeping ofuwhat kinds of tests or/gﬁ
sections were made"(page 119).

There was no"record-keeping ...used to help identify which tests have
been ent where and when they've been returned"(page 120),

“Mhene wi

kftar/EEEE%ZBnal admissions of what was usuakly done at autopsies and was

not done in the autopsy of the gPresident(pages 121-4).

Asked to "deseribe the proce§nb you went through in drafting the protocol,v
ﬁumes launched into his fabrication about his alleged h:prror of any of the B;es
President's blood being commercialized (page 125“9%5§§ ran on and on, for more
than four pages of transcript in which he was never once interrupted as he
rehashed his fabrication that, as we ﬁave seen, had no basis in fact of any kind.

It was just made up in an effort to coyer the highl& ;mproper, if not also ili:§gal
destruction of evidence, destruction of the basiiis | 1 of the autopsy-
which was really the basic evidence in what is a de facto coup d'etat, or of the
overthrow of the govern%ent, which any presidential assassination ise

From one of4i£222§;g and self-righteous speeches about this obvious%y false
expalané?fion of his wrong-doing, with a little pg%eQ§Aed indignation thrown in,

Gunn finally get to those notes and their destruction. It was cream-puff questioning)



. /AVJL&
. o . '
when Humes said what is r&{giculous, when he testified contrary to what he had

already testified and when he was clearly a perjurer. The pages quoted from are
128-42:

And when I noticed that these bloodstains
were on this document that I had prepared, I said
nobody’s going to ever get these documents. I'm

not going to keep them, and nobody else is ever

going to get them.

So I copied them--and you probably have a

copy in my 1onghand of what I wrote. 1It’s made
from the ori%inal. And I then burned the original

’ |
notes in the fireplace of my family room to prevent f
them from ever falling into the hands of what I i
consider inappropriate people. | ]

And there’s been a loﬁ of flack about

this, that they’re all part of ‘a big conspiracy

that I did this because I was involved in I don’t

know what I was involved. Ludicrous. That is what
l
I did.

Q When you made reference to the notes that
you coBﬁed out, were you referring to the document
that'’s QZrked Exhibit 2, or is that something
different?

A Now, this is the product of--yeah. It’s

the product of those notes.

K



o

Gunn's failure to d identify the records he used in fhi:wgeor apology for
AP [[74/{/ P

19

ai interrogation makes it more difficult to keep up with ‘his Eoor pretense fer §5/ :

f0 doing the joh expected of him. Exhibit 2, for example, 1$\th§’§gvised autopsy
'd { )

) > 2 is the dutopsy D:escriotivémﬁshéet.

1

Humes is explicit in testifying that "I burned the origin?l notes” of the
éutopsy. He is also explicit in testifying that he copied tﬁgyfirst. And later
he denies this. He actually has the gall to §Ya that any questioning of his
grossly and knowingly improper, if not glso his criminal actpatsshperizefzas
has him "]ﬂpart of a big cpnspiracy."#i-lgo%has o gall to castigate that as

"Hudicrous."
en
He then testified that he produced the revised autopsy protocol

< L. e
"It's the Mﬁ those notesy," '(ypages 128-9)., ﬁ(/}W’//Mmg(M

|
Gunn continues with what has tﬁbe at #ythe least vague to those reading

his deposition-taking:

MAMJ T; e, The question would be whether there were

i

notes that you copied down as one document and then i

You used the notes in order to draft the document

that’s in your hand.

A The only thing that was retained was this.

Q Exhibit 27

; Right.

Q Now, I presume that the notes that you
took during the autopsy did not resemble in any way
the document that you have 4in your hand now,
Exhibit 2.

A Well, they did, yes. I mean, I didn’t
dream this up out of whole cloth:

Q Certainly I understand the content t+nt

|




. &
dMJ/ I'm just referring to the text that is written in

,“}A Exhibit 2 tracks reasonably closely the language of‘1

| |

V@a’ i the final report. And what I'm interested in is

what the two to three pages of notes looked like.
A I can’t recall. I mean, I--they would

have been my shorthand version of what you’re

looking at here, basically, in my own shorthand

manner, whatever it may have been(P

_—

—

In fact - and Gunn knew this from Post Mortem, too = the retyped final
autopsy report was identical with the Humes holograph of it except where changes

were ordered in Admiral Gallowsy's office just before the retyping. Comparing
ol _ '
the two,\ d, mekes—bthi leaves this without any question,?ﬁf‘QA&Zz

Humesz*éZn Gunn then concedes what hé J has no way of knowing and no
rational way of believing, that the content of the destroyed notes is in the

revised holograph of the protocol. He then accepts that Humes can't recall "what

4
those two to three pages of notes looked 1ikeﬁﬂhnd in all qﬂ thiéiieféoncfffi)

<////‘ As Gunn resumed the questioning Humes admits what is stated above, that

\ the retyped autopst protocol is virtually identical to what he wrote

t the fifteen pages of detailed medical reporting in that revised

ez, That
. came from a mere two pages of nite, whieh is not possible. The extent of the

impossibility Gunn knew from the summary of Howard Roffman's work for me

reported above. /(,/( MW W \(J\ﬂ\ }L\” vt S




Q You would agree, I assume, that the
document you’re holding in your hand, Exhibit 2, is

a basically completed autopsy protocol that tracks
, - l

the language of the final autopsy protoecol that'’s !

;
Exhibit 17 |

A Yes.

6 And I assume that the notes that you made
while you were at Bethesda during the autopsy were
not written in sentence and paragraph fofm.

A No. They wére shorthand.

Q So what kinds of things, then, were

written on it? Measurements?

A Measurements, yeah, sure. Primarily

measurements. That’'s where these measurements came

7@



&<

|_I

’._I
- |

TR 0 N -

Y
from. ./jz;;7

- Q So when you drafted--well, first, was

there any other draft of the autopsy protocol other

than tﬁb one that you’re holding in your hand now--

A No.

Q --Exhibit 27

A No. There was not.

Q So when you wrote down the information--

well, when you were drafting what is now Exhibit 2,

would it be fair to say that you had in your hand

two or three pages, approximately--
A Right .
Q --of handwritten notes--
A And I converted the shorthand information

W

there to that document.

Q When you say "that document, " you'ré
referring to Exhibit 27

A Yes, exactly.

Q Was there any information that was
contained on the haﬁdwritten notes that was not

s

included in the document that’s now Exhibit 2--

A I don’'t believe so(%@%%&’/%ﬂ‘ L)




In this q& Gunn makes no reference to the notes Boswell and Finck gave
annM'nMﬁ
Ebnnes on which was recordsgjiﬁforﬁEfiBn\noi—;ayhigfﬁotes and used in the
wih
protocol:egk??iew that Fiﬁéﬁifﬁad testified that he made his notes on small

pieces of paper, as Boswell did, and that he gave them to Humes as he lef}'the

autopsy room !}

JMJ /7 Q Did you ever make a copy that--a copy of
W the notes that contained the same information as
wqﬁL was on the original handwritten notes that was in
bﬂéb any form other than the form that appears in
Exhibit 27
A No.
Q Have you ever observed that the document

|
|

now marked Exhibit 1 in the original appears to

have bloodstains on it as well?

A Yes, I do notice it now. These were J's.%

I'm sure I gave these back to J. I presume I did.
I don’t know where they came from.
Q Did you ever have any concern about the 1

President’s blood being on the document that’s now,

marked Exhibit 17

A I can’t recall, to tell you the truth.

Q Do you see any inconsistency at all
between destroying some handwritten notes that
contained blood on them but preserving other
handwritten notes that also had blood on them?

A Well, only that the others were of my own

e d ey Tt AiAmr+__wAnlAn’t have the habit of

=
Ny



destroying something someone else prepared. That'’s 2

the only difference that I can conceive of. I
don’t know where these went. I don’t know if they

went back to J or where they went. I have no idea.;

I certainly didn’t keep them. I kept nothing, as a
/7, B
matter of fac%/?z ﬁr
Here Gunn lets Humes get away with his baseless, made-up g excuse for his

burning of autopsy information he was not permitted to burn by not questiogéﬂ%f

1
Humes' authority for pretending that all autopsy informatpon is the person@éz

property of the doctor who Puts that information on paper.
it %’”ﬂ
Not only should Gunn pressed.ghmesxtpmfény authority for wha 7he made up
out of notning at all and in violation of all he learned in his education and
Gun -
his experience, which included many autopsieggjhe*EﬁEws that yujes Humes is

lying in the end of this quotation.

That 4kutopsy See- Descriptive Sheet is a requifed part of every Navy
A0

autopsy and, like all sg;ch information,'1§‘ﬁ€ve515§;sonal property. In §§?§ing

he has no idea where that sheet went Humes is obviously lying. It was in many
books, including my first,{6f which I sent him a copy that he did read and

comment on to the PBaltimorelﬁggls Richard Leviﬁé{ It appearéd in many ne38 news
gtories Hunmes could not have avoided;. And in every use it was identified as what
gpnes knew it was and just lies about, part of the autopsy records égg:g;fkﬂ‘which
ge had any right to dispose of oiXieep;

The distinction that the autopsy records he destroyed allegedly to preveut
commercialization and misuse of the rresident's blood collapses when he admits
that was the only paper with the President's blood on it that he burned. s we
saw above, there remained a much larger quantity of the President's blood on

other object about which ﬁﬁnes could do nothing sbout and about which he did

N



/ /)
not try to do anything about. W@ B W{’MO /)”/’/{2—»"/ ‘Z/%

Gunn does not ask Hunes why he did not convey his alleged apprehension to
his friend and associate, Boswell, when, as ﬁhmes alleges fay—sd falsely, he
2 - ud Thee "
hertuned that4§%‘Autop?§yDescriptive Sheet to h125-—%hat acordig; to Hunes o¥e
)
owN cerifications is A lie.

Humes lying and his evasiveness continue with th Gunn's cream-puff questioning:

Q I'd 1like to show you the testimony that
you offered before the Warren Commission. This is
in Exhibit 11 to this deposition. I'd like you to

take a look at pages 372 to the top of 373, and

then I’11 ask you a question.

/ A All right.

Q I'll read that into that record while |
you’'re reading it yourself. Mr. Specter askedAthe !
queszion: "And what do those c;nsist of?" The

|
iqhestion is referring to some notes. "Answer: In |

privacy of my own home, early in the morning of i
Sunday, November 24, I made a draft of this report,
which I later revised and of which this represents
the revision. That draft I personally burned in

the fireplace of my rec?eation room."

Do you see Mr. Specter’s question and your
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answer?

A Yes.

Q Does that help refresh yoﬁr recollection
of what was burned in your home?

A Whatever I had, as far as I know, that was
burned was everything exclusive of the finished
draft that you have as Exhibit--whatever it is.

Q My question will go to the issue of
whether it was a draft of the report that was

burned or whether it was--

A I think it was--
Q --handwritten notes--
A It was handwritten notes and the first

draft that was burned.

5 Do you mean to use the expression
handwritten notes as being the equivalent of draft
of the report?

A I don’t know. Again, it’s a hair-
splitting affair that I can’t understand.
Everything that I bersonally prepared until I got
to the status of the handwritten document that

later was transcribed was .destroyed. You can call

MILLER REPORTING CO., INC.
507 C STREET, N.E.
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20002
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Gun/;lso made this clear, particularly to Humes, in not quoting that iZ/tQ

o Then |
testmony fully because, as we saw earlier, umqg7teztfied to Efblding,phis

notes in his han%>~ do And that was months after his

alleged burning sprége about which he is suddenly so vague and ungartain.
' »
Then there are the official records I published in facsimyle in Post Mortem,



it anything you want, whether it was the notes or
what, I don’t know. But whatever I had, I didn’t
|want anything else‘to remain, period.
This business, I don’t know when J got
that back or what.
Q When you say "this business, " you're

referring to Exhibit 17?

A Exhibit 1, right( 4y /’,9’5"5')

fA1though theve Jjavas an abundance of earlier indications of it, this alone
is proof positive that the Siard‘s intentions were not what it was mandated to
do and was not what the people expect of it but instead was still another and
an even th ickell’ coat of official whitewash. This is a deliberate prostitution

and ly
of the board's mission,/of the procedures with which Gunn was abundant) familiar

from
fer his -edi education in the law and from his personal legal gexperience, what
he had to know to have been efffemployed é?y the7§E§§¥§%-prestigiods law firm of
vaington Burling, one of the most reknowned in the country. Moreover, Gunn knew
fdgfrom repetitious proofs that this was a deliberate lie because he had with him
irrefutable proof that Humes was lying and lying deliberately.

Qenipie -

No lawyer tolerates that iN anyw@ééﬁl proceding, njt if he is to meet his
responsibilities and serve the interests of his client - in this case both the
board and the governmeivt. .

1% | v
He thus not oﬁiy assumes, hevdemghstratés firthat what he did and did not
do, letting Hunes get away with this most blatant of lies, was what his client
wanted. (7/‘3/} ;“‘W‘
"y ,
The first sentence of{ﬁﬁhes' December 24 certification is:
WM&J}/ %ﬂ/ I, James Y, Humes, certify that all wor}d.ngﬁpapwrs associated with

L Naval Hedical school Autopsy Report A63-272 [the President's] have zgss.

\,}YW{



7 : custody .
_ heve remained in my personal pessession at all times. kubgpeysvuftiEzakdzther -
B , / . /z/%/

His other certification of that evening /'states that other than what he
burned he "officially transmitted all other papers related this autopsy to
higher authority."

We also saw that Admiral Galloway also recorded sending all those "work
papers" to the uzhite House. The Secret Service receipt to ,5urkley is limited to
the notes in those "worldng papers:/Bﬁt it aclmowledges receipt of what Galloway
sent,

Aside from other pro%{ > Hymes could not have been a more eliberate or a
bigger l:i-f;r tha% in seying swearing, as he did, thﬂ:at PI do not know when J
g?t that back or what " when he does know that it was never out of his own personal
possession until he handed the autopsy proctocol in and that it was one of those
"working papers;’" %“Iso handed inj; that had never been out of his possession_;
and that once it was given to "higher authority/" neither of them vould lay hands
on it. O;)Humgs knew very well that he alone had pbgsession of the Autopiy"
Descriptive Sheet from the time that Boswell gave it to him during or at the end
of the autopsy and that he alone gave it to “higher authority"}f%41ﬁ7b favjooaéfi

/((co itmed to _u;}es what he had plenty of reaspn to know, that
there was not}.nng at all he ., Gould not get away with in that phony deposition
thaf)instea Wastgw more of an official whitewash#?,

Gunn then lets him get away with atill another vwhopper., Gunn read him
hés commission testimony in which all he testified he destroyed was the first
version of the a.qtop'g2 /Pe prepared. When Gunn askes what it was that ‘aumes
destroyed, Humes testified "It was handweritten hotees and the first draftﬂ
i}‘sﬁ that was burned." But as L‘t‘|.n.n}<:'1ex»a, #umes had gust certified that he had turned
in >"all other papers relating to this report" and in his secopd certification Ht@nes

certified that " , "411 working papers," including "autopsy notes,"



And in all of this Gunn never once hands “umes any of the official documentation)

of his endless lying in which he evenutestified in contradiction to himself,




)

b

he, personally , gave to his commanding office at five o'clock that after
evening.
Although he was getting away with murder and knew it, “umes had gotten so
fli,‘(stered because he knew T-wae—e—eriminal what he was doing was a criminal

violation, when Gunn asked him is he .s/u\ed "the expression handwritten no;:es as

being the equivalent of draft of the report," tumes @FEent said, "I donUt @ow "
K|
wi‘z':eh)me did mS he forgot his ],ies@and-a&ded—%haieatmmﬁon,

. 11/4

L@@;. Thg/{ithout beingm:lnterr?upteg gumes condemned thj.; proper question
as "a hairesplitting affair that I can't understand.."/fhe 'he y1imite/ what he
destroyed to "Evef’ ythi¥g that I personally prepared." That does not include the
autopsy notes that Finck and Boswell gave him on.small slips of paper and thus
there is no accounting of them, unless Hunes also burned them, But élf he )
enagaged in this wholesale conflagration, what world.né papers remained for him
to have hag%d in and to have}been so thoroughly receipted?
Kumes th%ctends this to "everythitng  had," or ThwEs w?i?re no working g
papers to be handed iy and so thoroughly rece:.pted.l |
m 5 A tl"(/‘)gl.le we have not gone into all of Humes endl?ess lies, this is a heavy
A apessall
enough dose of them to stop and think about them and about what Theymeand .
dside from meaning that the board would accept any lie he gave it and any
number of them, it also means that the board was determined to misuse the
depositions as another of the many coa\#‘ of wﬁitewash applied officially to
keep the people from knowing what Areally happefld when their ?reisdent was
assassingted, when there was that de facfo coup d'etat, when the y?vernment thaty
had elected was overthrown.
All of this is what Jerry McKnight spotted as an official attempt to reffntf

Ughat .L had published in Post Mortem, including all those documents. It does not

e ad Aen n cytie
succeed but the effort is more than visible. Gun/‘f:oo all these lies as part of that,

+00.



