. ) ! ..
7. Muwgh 44

Fetzer's

Part IV, titled "ARRB Revelations," is all Dougl%s Horne. It
struck{Fetzer that each Part should have two parts, no more

Iess, so Fetzer's first part is titled "Evidence of a Go&?%ment
80 ver-UP:Two Different Brain Specimens in President Kennedy'
Autopsy"{bage 29§ﬂff) and "Interviews with Former NPIévégbloyees:
The Zapruder Fldm 12¢fyovember 1963." Fetzer descrtﬁgs.what
for the first t1m§’as/"new information" in the flr}/af H o orne g essays,
"the discovery that two brain examinations had been:mgéeé
comducterd subsequegt ﬁ7575\22 svovezmber 1963, which invol ved two
different braoins.” Opposite Yo thli%'%n the margin, as soon as I
read +hose words I wrote im &ﬁi j:;gln "Why? " Fetzer then wrote

thst"thﬁs report" is "fascinating." His entire "editor's note is:

ez

i ' [Editor’s note: Douglas P. Horne served as an ollicer in the United Stales Navy long

WV before assuming the duties of Senior Analyst for Military Records for the Assassi-
\L nation Records Review Board (ARRB). In this stunning study, he explains how
W/{V new information that the ARRB acquired—including interviews with the autopsy

ducted subsequent to 22 November 1963, which involved two different brains. Any-
one who has ever wondered whether new discoveries are still possible should find
this report fascinating. Horne has earned the nation’s admiration and gratitude for

the intelligence and courage that he has displayed i m bringi n% thjse remarkable
7] findings Lo the attention F the American people. ]( 1 v

;V(I/( 9 pathologists—lead him to the discovery that two brain examinations had been con- (W)ﬂ

retzer suggests hanky-panky, ac (loes Horne, but . cither
explains how the one or ones whe undertook this 5anﬁy -panky could
have been careless enough or stupid enough to leave ,hthekxtra
brain along with what remained of JFK's to be discovered andg
expose that hanky-pamky.

There is no mention or consideration of thix in Fetzer's note

and none (in Horne's text)that I recall.
= o
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dorne says that his staff memo strongly suggest(s) that
wo different brains were examined" with a switch in the rep.rss,
the seconfd odMe rpreplacing the report on wha% renains of JFK's,
Here it should be noted that what Horne is talkig aboutﬁs not
something hs said is without ques+1on He says it is "stroagly"

suggested (page 299). G /%4”Lw/m¢r7¢ﬁ7

Bvery inVGS+iguing body was "v1ct1mlzed’by this, horne 4La4-ﬁz/
A wo TThor AT Pingg cm W
(vage 300). ”("““”“ 44 . bhe o ny o /

He

s

u/ y f—[ Wry)ﬁmfm his be lief*
0

rne’ acsuses Roberst Blakey, formerly counsel for the

HSCA, of suppression. Horne deprecates Blakey's explanation that
the rules of the Congress require thas what the committes dﬂf
not publish remain secret for fifﬁg years.. Despite y.what gprne
says, theffiﬂrule is as Blakey told him. Of course, withholdgig
f€om publicatio:n is a means of suvbpression (page 5‘3) Yet there
is a practicall lizat to what committees can publish.

Afser asking the question, "So why wouldwéfényone do such
a thing? HorMe provides his answers:

L4A¢LMN@. The real brain examined on or about Monday 25 iovembev 1963

as4/\/]/5/ constituted unassailable evidence of a shot from the front and
;%?ﬂd{ was incompatible

/ with the “cover story” of a lone shooler (rom behind. Sectioning 1tc0nhxmed )

/ - lhls It was polmcally incorrect, and was just plam dangerous, per 1od L 208/~

The braln dld not navs ©o be sectioned to be able to state

that the Commission conclusions about the brain were proven
e acAued b,
wrong Apby the brain 1tself4/IH Post Mortem I published the #a2fact

that the brain held proof of a shot from the fronit. I also, then
A

and before then, dlso published another refutation of anotheld

Co mmission untruth. The U, Commission published -she fact that

the brain é{ays revealed forzéy "dustlike" fragments in it end, as I

-
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also publixshed more than a quarter dgf a century ago, that

o ik b gt Aty AP v
/Jlékgtﬂi~&s*iﬁﬁEEEfBI@“fBﬁTﬁiiitary 2'unition under the terms of the

—_

o
/ Zg(/l/

i —

3 —_—
/V/t Admiral Burkley’s demand that tn

Mj/[l 1 by him to get custo
/L/LC \ used

Geneva, convention.
- . 3 - "\‘l y
Or. this is not an item Q2 proof for Horneﬂ
“"Horne's second reason is his :.opiniocn to which he is

entitled, but he oresents it as a fact:

e examination be conducted quickly so it

could be buried with the body, per Robert Kennedy’s wishes, was simply a

stratagem to get the brain away from Humes and Boswell; it was an excuse
dy of the best evidence in the murder of the Presi-
been buried with the President on 25 November

dent. 1t may or may not have bex

‘/\\ ’]'1")63;\‘\/e‘_s>illnplyrcil? not 'f‘l‘owf/f?ff 3(' '9/’ A /{’/

% Lt is fact that the lLernrmony Zanily wantel .ae vaolghing
over with as soon as possible and that they wanted nothirng to be
available and subject to misuse, but as Robert Kennedy told the
Warren Commission, as 1 reported in 208t Mortem, the chapter
ﬂﬁd"Hades, not Camelot," Robert Kennedy also told the Commision
that it could have any*hing i needed.

What Horﬂﬁé'eﬁheliminates from his reasoning, if that is
what it is, is that thévavy command took control, firm and
gdetermined control , of the a#fiautopsy. Under command, the
autopsy was qhanged. Under command, as, again, I reported in
gggt Mortem,zghe chapter "Flatulent Efinck and His In*LVCo;rt
Spelling Bee”(%agesQ3fo), whyt should have been done wasizot
done. Horne cites no proof that it was the family tﬁgkfwﬁg b4
pressing to get the brain out of the hands of <K 'e Navy. In
addition, ti:e fact is t%at with what the Navy did release in
#ethe autopsy and in Navy mediczl testimony, although the
Commission elected not to use it, what was disclosed is more
than enough to contradict whall the Navy and its autovosy said .
sorne next says that th«# Dallas doctors would have confirmed

that the President was hit from she front.
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i

They did - immediately and thereafter, to the press, to%he
public, to th: Commission and to inserviewers.

It se=ms tha*t Horne, like &1l the other Johnny—Come—Lately%)
lacks an adequate backrgound in the establishe. fact amand/or

the[ublished uses of it.
Without proof that the brain was not in the evidence, as it

s e—
was, Horne then states that kexka had i it "been allowed 5o
wy
re/éin in evidence, it '"would have been imposgible to sell the
X
'cover story'." It was in evidence snd whil/it did not "sell" to

T
most Peopl:e, “he government got away with it (page 308). Unbeso “f/
Horne's last point is: %Pf?f‘42¢yL'

= Removing the real brain lrom evidence and substituting photographs of an- \ / Y /Vlf'm »
WVA’&W other brain, with intact cerebellar hemispheres, and with a pattern of dam- A ’/W‘/:'” i el
f,( age roughly consistent with a shooter from above and behind, would support v y L0
/j/\/\/ﬂ the “cover story” that a lone man in a building shot a man in a car from above - /714/\/}’ 4
| e

. ﬂ/"W? and behind. It also had the added benefit that it could also be used to discredit

r the testiniony and observations of the Dallas cloctors.’\' p Lz ")ﬁgf“l‘;m_w J/‘] . 2z1/’_/ A

R AN ——————gtig, . ”Z%%‘
T£e o#only thing "new he ¢, 77T i.r's a#80 ignor:.. ;SiE?T\\?gféff;;_

#fis Horne's opinion and that does no%t stack. Nor does what he

uses to support his opinion.

Next Horne destroys hisgbasis for having his opinions taken

seriously with:

Although not the subject of this essay, I believe, as does David Lilton, that the
widely divergent descriptions of the wounds on President Kennedy’s body, as
seen in Dallas at Parkland Hospital on the one hand, and as seen later that day at

the National Naval Medical Center at Bethesda, Maryland, on the other hand,

\ ¢ZV { together constitute prima facie proof that Presicdent Kennedy's body was altered—
4%
il

tampered with—prior to the commencement of the Navy autopsy, presumably to*
remove evidence (i.e., bullets or bullet fragments) inconsistent with the lone-
\l “assassin-from-behind cover story. [Editor’s note: See, for example, David Lifton,
Best Evidence (1980).] The very nature of this gross tampering—butchery, actu-
ally—enlarged the head wound to four or five times its original size, expanding
the damage to include the top and right side of the skull. Therefore, retention of
the authentic brain, showing exit damage only to the rear of that organ, and
likely containing gross evidence of rather sloppy post-mortem cutting (evidence
ol tampering), could not be allowed(/? Afe Fos

e e
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The only t%i ng new in Lifton's exgloitation and commercialization
0f th¢ =ssassination in his mlo# itled book is the fraud Lifgon
) /fdf‘/ =
. /o s b
invented and got ricjkon///h absolute impossibility of a bday-
snatch svatha that in Lifton'd fabrication, was us=d to altevthe

evidence thf£ body held. All [arts of this fraud are false and

—

im OSSlble. I cannot cite ny page by- page analusis and commenytsry ¢ 7/
| 74 fr e d J
(?555555 d#that was stolen from me by a Baltimgre policeman who, in
his time off, worked for both Harry Livingstone and David Lifton.
However, I have enough evidence ﬂmrem%ining tes lecve what I say
here about Lifton wizhcu®t question. @2/&0 A{ kfbufuyo,
Moreove, anyonewh who cites that fraud as proof indicts
himself as a sybjed#batter ignoramus. %?ﬂﬂ WorUL
No gpart of Fit stackscgg]ﬁi%n's fy¢brication is, on
othey and known grounds, absolutqiiy impossible.,

~He §rabbed a great national #tragecdy and undertook %he"%ﬁ
! %
Lt Al
déée%%q ﬁa)*he veovnle about it-for #mfortune and che ap fanme.

2/ e
}?esolcéfble in every senns€ and anyon/having anything # do

with tha obvious fraud, tha obvious impossibility, advertises that

he is a subject ignoramus anihas opiniocns that cannot be £depended on.
Next Horne says that a substitution for he brain was

"necessary." His opinicn -#fand without any real basis, only g; LuﬂeAf

e [ /L2
argument no part of which has stackeﬁ. What he zlso does

notsayy everr

3 . . i 3 3 \ >
hint at, is that his substituse brain @ﬁd those forty dust-like
. _ o
1r¢gments. Without them it is not a replacement brin gnd without
\

Y

4@&mhem his whole tjhing collgpses(page 308).
Under "Motivation" Horne againgh cenfesses his ignorance, of
whizh he is no% aware, in presuming whet for mcre tha: a guarter of a

fcentury had been published- snd he should have known befo? e he
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took a joé,reuiring it as wtwhat he now says also requires-

of he is j{gt bliwi blowing off in ignorance:

. What would cause Drs. Humes and Boswell to participate in the false exami-
/1 nation of a “second” brain? I certainly do not view them as masterminds of any
’. /\/ plot. But T do view them as men following orders [rom superiors. What excuse or
‘ reasons were they given? “National Security”? The prevention of “World War
‘ u o 11”2 No doubt something like that. But whatever their molivations, there is per-
; \/ suasive evidence that they were co-opted commencing the night of the autopsy,
“-ﬂ/ / and continuing on through the examination of a second brain specimen some-
: | (/& lime belween 29 November—2 December 1963. This troubling pattern contin-
i /ﬁV ued into November 1966 during the cataloging of the autopsy photographs and
Q //V xrays, and [inally into January 1967 with the preparation of the so-called “Mili-
A / i tary Review” of the autopsy report.

\] Humes and Boswell have been backpedaling ever since, giving conllicting
and unsatisfactory answers (o serious questions about the evidence—answers
- that should be more or less the same, but unaccounlably are not. Finck, who
~ tenaciously battled with the HSCA's [orensic pathology panel over the location of
¢ the entrance wound in the head, lelt America and eventually returned to his
native Switzerland to retire in seclusion. Humes. and Boswell bonded closely
while in the Navy (despite very different personalities) and maintain a close rela-
tionship to this day. They visit each other a couple of times a year, often enough
to call each other “bridge partners,” yet they cannot get their stories straight

_ ,,,.——J about what happened at President Kennedy’s autopsy. ( 709) x|,

. 12-€n

AWe have not yet come,to(iﬁif thed ciner subject-mattsr
_,4/ Iy ' .
. L S Y . " a , ]
ignoramus with so slack a Ja% referregti to as stunning “iﬁ?" : ﬁﬂﬁ%?

I4

N Wit wnhinyg
"o . ) . : . s S i1
as/Fascinating.” That is bcause therwe is notairg like e::%per

e/é'r; what forne wroty and Fetzer colle(‘tedié%:i“published,M l)fl//(/v; 29
The seconé/Horne contribution folloﬁ?y%eginning on page 311.
It ic titled“IAterviews with™¥ Former NPIC Employees: The
Zapruder Film ol NoWember 1963" (pages %11£ff).
. # "his title makes it clear that Horne fcar betalking @
;ﬂ%&éﬁ#l%%%%%;égga filmaigg the lasy weé k of @November s 1963,
| He also makes plear that he has joined the \egion of &

those who fg years I have referred to asAz%e Kenredy -A3SASSI
N

kenrnedy Assassinati¢ n Industry. His specialty is what has
2 7

become the largest or the most active part of that industry,hose

who eddclaim that the assassination film has been altered, and
they include 21l the different kind of film. The most active

tpart of tis most ae®i active subindustry are <iose who claim
3
# that the Zoaprider film has been althered.
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Before going any farthur I report tat I was the first 10
= (| P Move ~ i
allege thas uhe Zapruvder film had,|n ;aC'y Eegbeen altered. I
UES
2 (
did tkat in the first bo ok on the uub]PCQvagd I proved +haq%here
had been an alvterd tion by publishing the visible alteration of
the original of the film that eliminated Prame 210, the very
- /1,(7(/ K—MW
frame at which the Cummission said the firs t shot had=been=sired.
The alteration was quite visible. My publicationéf it embarrassed
Tiwme ] /
“AFe, Inc. so it explained. It stated {ht on the day afTer -the
assassination, when the color Iilm was havigng black and white
cppies made for publication, por when color prints were bei%p madé,
I do not now remember which, a “ftechnician accidentally tore the
W
film.. Kn01ng rothing of the official account, which had noyﬁet
At farh
been arnnounced, he remo;\&—~h fremesydgiagionally v sabexmnd
N vatched the top of one section to She bobtom ¢f the other sectionan
’dﬁ/mﬁ}([pawbcﬁobody'%h ﬂhe Commission, the FBI, the Secret Service or the
( KIA, Q& all ﬁbf whlom had and worked with prints, had szid a
fword about #t. Lé&a 1§ H 1)
As Llfe nagazine also said, whaf‘the film shows of those frames
is included in the copies. But as I pointed out immediately,
the copies do ngt include tThe marginal material arouind the
ﬁrsp”ocke+ holes by meens of which tho Zilm is noved eimeither way .
M
AndTo prove the pot¢ntial importance ofgathat margina aterla,,
I used 1t in Whitewash II, to prove that the ’rekluen¢ was st uvﬁb
i w
by a bullet before Fr ame 210. ”/Lubf-‘lzﬁnﬁﬁ{LﬁﬂAJL¢b /BZ

<his is to support what I say when I do not and hgve not

oObjected t¢ inquiry to determine whether that or zny other film

A
had been altﬂreﬂﬂc) / C)vauf'ﬁz quﬁLwZK o 0L9u¢w1w]owUCWﬂALLL%A%?/ /”4”

[

With regard to the autopsy film, I was ulso the first to
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raise questions azbout it. I believe I was the first outsids he
Zovernment to have and use the regvorts gon the examindhion éthe
akwtopsy photog ﬁraphs by “he Prosectors and by Hthe special
i/ o 0‘“
panel of ths cuntr utsdtanding experss &0 examin <8 chTilm.
v's @ &
I have n o reason to believe that any of the film, which I'd

not seen, had been altered. But I did beliegve that some ¢ f thé

s?illsp,were missing , as “indicqte in that part of Post Mortem.

So, b@?fbre getting £ into what Horne wrote, it i s
clear that longj ﬁong ago, 1 guestioned the integrity of both the
Zapruder film and the autopsy photographs.

But my questions wszre factuzl and I had and advanced no
so-called theories, fz.which really are not theories at all.

The @very lass vage of wha’t Horne contributed to Fetzer,
page 324, i published many years earliey, in the 1976 reprint of

my Photographic Whitewash, originally published in 1967. Or,I —

(\UID/C R 4
uhlished thafi and other /pages suppressed by the cke*zller/Belln (VVL
T

commission appointed by Pres1dent Ford/. /0”/””“ﬂﬁ;f)

That was one of several NPIC (CIA) panels zyi=~%j

that proved the Warren Commission to be wrbng.(ﬁﬁafir;;s th%first
to publé% it, the first to let people K 'now of this added oroof
that the Commission was wrong. I was also the first to do that
in a book, my first haling been pubizished in 1965.

So, when I oppose those who claim they have done that, proven
tje Commission wrong, it is not because I opposeiﬁroving the

Commission and the government wrong.

I also believe thgt criticisq&s an essential in a democratic
é’ociie%}, that each citizen in .a position %to do that hasfhe
vital pbligatipion to do just that, critici ze.

But I also believe and have said soften, that unfair or
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Editor's note:
Pedestal as a ke

Jack White, renownet
dence, stands by the Dea
Abraham Zapruder presu
of JFK. White, who has s
was a photo consultant to
ing some of his most im
strates here how this pedes
photos and films of this tr
ful in exposing image alte
ans in their effort to disto
ability to discover the trut

(Undated) NPIC working notes related to a shot sequience analysis

published in Life.

The Gr

and other photogr:

The official story goes |
Abraham Zapruder and his ¢
all time, the Zapruder movic

" But that position appeai
o that the Zapruder film, (l
o that the Zapruder film it
e that a handful of unalter:
e that in the Zapruder filmr
present, people who were no
and casts false shadows; pe
small people grow tall and
boards and lampposts repo
emerges from the extant phe

Let us begin with an ur
other pedestal across the pl. -
significant, perhaps because
details of Zapruder and his ¢
graphic techniques. See “Th
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e s
t 1P

inanurate(ﬁ;s the ovoposit: efrect, tends to supvort errant

;ﬁ@government.

. E
w | L\ o Ners

xamination of this briefing board us=d by Horne, the same as I
y

u \in P ic Whi jash beginnnin n ) ished
se/41nv#§Q£Qg£2E§\‘ Whitewash beginnning on page 299, published by

mefl a me a quart ger of a century earlier, discloses that the NPIC§

Opinion is that by being incorrect on the time of the first shot,

reto #those who are awte authentic experts, with the Commissiion

wr6ﬁng on the first shot, the Report is entirely wrong.

The Report anngs on what was mistitléarghe single-bullet

theory.fﬁlf that shot was not fired at Frame 210 the Report

collapses. And her=, as Horne does bot say, the entire officigl

(‘\
ex%planation of the assassination is proven false.

~ 6
But to get back to the beginning, there i1 s n}thing new

in what Horne attributes to his ARRB interviews with those who

— v
had worked #for the NPIC so long ago except their fajlty

recollecsion, their recollec:ion of the absolutely impossible,

augmented by an unwillingness to believe what is proven beyond

question, that %éthe NPIC did not have possession of the ori-

gindi~Z§§dZapruder film.

It did have a copy and it should have had a copy. It was

gsked to analyze it Sﬂy the Secret Sevice and it should have
[

been asked to do tat by the Secret Service. If not also by the

FBI becaus: the analytical capa(%ilities of the NPIC weresathe

L . .
best. Bgét was their business.

A g™
These ',émepo also make it cle¢ar tha thaf the NPIC did not

copy the film as a motio’ n picjure.

t is not, as that subject-matter ignoramus Fetzer says,

"astonishing." It was as it should have been. rnd still again,

his smoking gun has no smoke. .

>
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ond still again, Fetzer does not tell us "What We Know Now
that We Didn't Know Then" and again, not a word that is new

"about the Death of JFK."



L&

Those many who regard them Slves as ShHierlock Holmes ¥%
% o

3 4 . . ~ .
returned as soon as whal thifey wbelieve is a go@od idea pops
P
into taeir mind_b%?in with subject-matter ifnorance and wsthey
2 >

‘Y
neve; not a single on:z of them seek to acquire the knowledgéthey
Y

need. Despite TFe%izer's blowing Horne uup, his story lacks the

. A R
Simple but on *this basic kgpwledge; th =%k time those heL7
N O},‘/ -~

interviewed say they workon anaylsi ng the Zapruder filonne

3

e w

of=t=0t t#0 nights after the assassinatipn, the original was
L)

not and could not have been available t—Fke EEINPIC fron

any government gsource.

TimeLife had paid ver%% nuch Tor it and had it to use
and it did use i n .he coming edition. It was in.@ﬁ?Chicago»the
day after the assassinabion ana/that was only the beginning )
of the need for it in the publ }ishing of :that $issue.

Th” ere is, in fact, no preof that the originzl was out
of Yrime-Life's possession until it was sent to the iAArchives.

o
Snakespeare titled this Part, "Much Add About Hothing."
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Murder in Dealey Plaza

-He was the Head of NPIC's color lab in 1963. At that time NPIC was no longer in NW Washington
above Steuar Motors (where it was during the Cuban Missile Crisls), but had relocated to BLDG 213 in
the Washington Navy Yard, following a quick 90-day renovation of a warehouse with no windows directed
by Robert Kennedy. McMahon was careful to clarify that he was an employee of NPIC In 1963, not the
CIA, and that the CIA only "paid his salary.®

-McMahon did recall the Zapruder film gnalysls In some detail, and conlirmed ARRB's understanding
that the analysis (of which frames In which shuts truck occupants of the limousine) was performed at the
request of the Secret Service. He recalled that a Secret Service agent named *Blll Smith® personally
brought the film over to NPIC, and that the personnel Involved In the analysis were himsalf (McMahon),
Bill Smith of the USSS, and a third person whose name McMahon would not reveal to us during the
interview "because he Is still current.”

-TIMING: McMahon thought that the analysis had occurred only *1 or 2 days*® after the assasslnalion;
he also recalled that there was a great sense of urgency regarding the desired product, and that he had to
*work all night long" to complete the required work (described below). At one polint he said he thought he
had gone into work about 1 A.M. to commence the analysls; later he corrected himself and said that
parhaps it was more like 8 P.M., but that In any case he was sure that the work occurred after normal
working hours, required him to return to work, and that the analysis went on all night long.

-McMahon never used the name Zapruder film during the Interview; he repeatedly referred to the film
in question as an "amateur movie" of the assassination brought to NPIC by the Secret Service.

-PROVENANCE OF THE FILM: McMahon stated that Secret Service agent Bill Smith claimed he had
personally picked up the film from the amateur who had exposed it, had flown it to Rochester for
developing, and had then couriered it to Washington, DC to NPIC for analysis and for the creation of
photagraphic briefing boards, using still photographic prints enlarged from selected individual frames of
the movie. After twice mentioning Rochester as the site where the film was developed, Dave Montague
(in an attempt to specify whether McMahon was referring to R.L.T., or Kodak) asked whether he meant
Kodak, and McMahon emphatically said *I mean Kodak at Rochester.* | asked him how firm he was that
this is what the Secret Service agent told him, and he said he was "absolutely certain.*

-REASONS FOR ANALYSIS AT NPIC VICE ANOTHER LOCATION: McMahon said that USSS
agent Bill Smith told him the reason the film had been couriered to NPIC was because NPIC had special,
state-of-the-art enlarging equipment which Kodak did not have at Rochester. McMahon said that after the
analysls of where shots occurrad on the film was complsted, many frames were selecled (*perhaps as
many as 40, but not more than about 40°) for reproduction as photographlc prints, and that NPIC's special
"10-20-40 enlarger” was used to magnily each desired image frame 40 times Its original size for the
manufacture of Internegatives.” McMahon said that the intemegatives were then used for the production
of multiple color prints of each selected frame. He sald that the color lab at NPIC where he worked did not
prepare the actual briefing boards, but that he assumed the briefing boards were prepared somewhere
else at NPIC, In some other department.

-In response lo clarification questions by Home, McMahon said that at no time was the amateur movie
copied as a motion picture film ,and that the only photographic work done at NPIC was to make color
prints. He could not remember whether the prints were 5* X 7° format, or 8* X 10* format.

-Homa asked whether he was working with the original film or a copy, and McMahon stated with some
certainty that he was "sure we had lhe original film." Home asked why, and he sald that he was sure it
was lhe original becausa it was Kodachrome, and becausae it was a "double 8° movie. Home asked him to
clarify whether the home movie was slit or unslit, and McMahon said that he was pretty sure the film was
UNSLIT, because “we had to flip it over to see the image on the other side in the correct orientation.® He
sald that the movie was placed In an optical printer, in which the selected frames were then magnified to
40 times their original size for the production of Internegalives. He said a “liquid gate® process was used
(on the home movie Irames) to produce the.internegatives.

-Prior to the production of intemegatives and color prints for brieling boards, he said he recalled an
analysis "lo determine where the 3 shots hit." He sald he would not share the results of the analysis with
us on tha telephone. The film was projected as a molion piclure 4 or 5 times during the analysls phase,
for purposes of determining "where the 3 shots hit.*

-At this paint Home informed Mr. McMahon that CIA's HRG had deposited a surviving briefing board
and the original working notes in the JFK Collection in 1993 for access by the public, and that they were
not classified. Montague promlsed to send McMahon an information package explaining the JFK Act and
the Review Board's mandate, and Horne and Montague asked Mr. McMahon Is he would be willing to
submit to a formal, in-depth, recorded Interview at Archives Il with the briefing board and the working
notes available to him during the interview. He agreed.

-McMahon explained that the working notes were “prepared Jointly by the 3 of us working on the
project that night.* END :
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Meeting l.ogistics

Date: 08/14/97

Agency Name: CIA

Attendees: Morgan Bennett ('Ben')Euntaﬂ, Homer McMahon (Retired NPIC), Doug
Horne(ARRB) , and Jim Goslee (ARRB)

Toplc: Processing of Zapruder Fllm by NPIC In 1963 (Revised August 15, 1997)

Summary of the Meeting

Jim Gosles and | met this date with Bennett Eumeﬂ at the Natiorial Archives In order to show him the
surviving NPIC briefing boards (and assoclated original NPIC Working notes! ). made from blowups of
individual frames from the Zapruder film. When ARRB stalf Interviewed Mr. Hunter on June 17, 1997, we
promised him that we would show him the NPIC briefing boards at Archives II; this meeting was the
delivery on that promise. Mr. Euntea brought Homer McMahon, his former supervisorat NPIC (and the
person who worked with him on the Zapruder flim project) with him to this meeting. [ARRB had previously C [/
interviewed Mr. McMahon at Archives Il and shown him the briefing boards and original working notes on g’bb'.

July 14, 1997. ety j
Mr. Hunted and Mr. McMahon examined the 4 NPIC brieling board panels (-Hunteﬂfor the first time, W Y w

and McMahon for the second time), and the original NPIC working notes, both of which can be found ine - &+ #7 [

flat # 90A. : n Q )\.

Mr. Hunlet] confirmed unequivocally that this was the material that he and Homer McMahon copled thef
weekend of the assassination. | asked him If he now recalled making more than 8 prints, and he said
no--that he still recalled making only about 8 prints--but reiterated again that the prints on the briefing
boards are the same work material/subject matter he and Homer printed that night at NPIC in November
1963.

| asked both men if they still recalled that their event occurred prior to the President's funeral, and they
both emphatically said yes. Mr. McMahon said he believes they performed their work the night of the
same day the President was assassinated, and Bennett said he was of the opinion they did their
work on the second night after the assassination (i.e., Saturday night). : j“ Uuh otae .

At one point Mr, McMahon said "I know who [at NPIC] made the briefing boards, but I'm not going to
tell you." Later in our meeting | asked him If he would reconslder his decision not to reveal the Identity of -
the person whom he/believed made the briefing boards, and he said he would not, explaining that the
person may still be "current.” He did state that the Secret Service agant took the materials to this parson
and stayed with the NPIC employee who made the briefing boards during that process.

Both men examined the NPIC working notes again (the originals from flat # 90A), and both agreed
\hat the only page they saw the night of their work was the half-sheet of yellow legal paper, which contains
an itemization on its “reverse” side of varlous steps in the developing process for the internegatives and
still prints, and the times required to perform each step. Homer McMahon stated that on the reverse side
where the entry "print test” is found, the print test consisted of making one 8" X 10" print, and one 5* X 7*
print. (The 8" X 10" print from the print test can be found loday in flat # 90A.) McMahon confirmed that on
the *front® side of this scrap of paper, he did not recognize the information regarding the briefing board
panels as his handwriting, but did recognize the arithmetic calculations at the bottom of the page as being
in his own hand. Bennett Hunter recognized two words at the top of columns one and two of this page
("print #* and "frame #") as being in his own handwriting, but no others. Both men agreed that none of the
long sheets of yellow legal paper which are part of lhe NPIC working notes were seen or produced by
them in November 1963. They both felt, following discussion, that some of the photogrammetry experts at




