1/10/72

Judge Uerhayd Gessell
Federal District Oourd
Waskington, D.C.

Dear Judge Gessell,
B L3
In =y Uivil Aotdon 256970 you awarded s summary judgement %0 the Ugvezmmamt in
all or in part based upom sn afridavit by the Arohivist of the Unided tes, James
Hhoads, In the pre-court mptions I alleged perjury to Dr. Rhoads and charged the
fovernment violated its ot regulations and the law and used both smd the =]

a8 part of a large campsign of propeganda, one result oi which was to deny me righta,
0 deny freedon of information sand access to ofiicial evidemoe.
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When you, the Government and Dr. Rhosds ignored this chawge of pexrjury, ias
orime and actionable, becsuse I am not a lawyer and do not wish to impese
the court, as a laymen may without so intending, I pressed this no furthes,
are recent developments which, in my view, bear directly upon this and
ny rights. It is another contrived Govermmesut osmpaign of propuganda ia
the second time there was an exolusive "leak™ to The Hev Tork Times and
partdoular, ir, Fred Crabham, I believe this again adoresses perjury and
perjure in your court, I enclose a copy of Mr, Braham's story of yesterday, '

propose to aduress all the falsshood and prop.gends in it. Howewer, I think you shewld
know that thds story was followed by saturation treatment by the slestzenio medis.

i
it

g
]
T
§
a

ch

ia
d |

4
;i
*3

One paragrpah in particular addiresses nmy aliegation of perjuxy, the demial to me
of my rights and what I regard and hope you will come to regard as an impositios
numdthmms.ofjuﬂ&l“hﬂlﬂitn'nd.ltm ‘ o its

"Dy, Lattimer was allowed to see other Shems that have been shevm o emly few
persons But have not [sie] beem hidiem from nongovermment sxperts. Thise include the
President's bloody and bullet-pumetured elothing, the sole [sie] Bulles fownd after the
shooting and the Presidemt’s Back brese."

You may recall that i% is for piotwres of this clotidng that I mied. The irckivist
swore be was prevented frea providiag coples wnder the terms of a lled letier agree-
ment that is in evidenos in tids case, 0.4,2969-T0, as is kis ‘fyom wideh I shall
quote, It mgy halp your understanding to knew that Dr. Latiimer is s wologied ad thet
the President’s urise, winary treet and anyihing related %o elither wn not & esnossm of
the President's Oomission or any of the

and my own and the very flbet request, mades the firet of November 196§, mere tham five
years ago, aside from what was at isswe in your courd i

In the afiidavit filed in your Dr. Rhosds swore to "restdotions om the
of or mocoess %o ssid clothing® 3). He then swore (Pavagreph 4)

damage® they are to be phosographed "for purposes of examinaticn", He them swore that
'Imuhmmmﬂnqud‘muuwwmo{tmed
olothing but may not or saamine the articles of clothings themselves.” FParagreph 6
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all the necd for strictest observance of the pro ons of such coontracta for "to
pcug?:. the confidentisl restriotions to be viohtad wuld completely destroy public

confidenoe in the Federal Govermments's abllity and willingness to honor its cou itments®
else there be dire consequences, including that "tho walidity of the wlole concept of
the latdional archives and iecords Service cnd Presidential libraries will be placed im
question®, with " a drying up of basic research"(!)

In Parsgrpph 7 Ur. Rhoads swore that if he "complies with the terms of the letter
egreenent” he may do so only by "the suowing of photographs™, which he held to be "adequate
for research™, He also glvesfurther salleged specification of why he c amuot “show the
clothing itself." Were this not enough, in t. ¢ next paragraph he swears that even the
takding of photographs for scholars "would make it impossible for the National Archives
to be surc of preven violation of t ¢ terms of the letter agreement.® And thhs
contract provides (I)(1) that none of this material “shall be placed on public display”.

asiue from federal officials, under this contract access is to be afforded two
dilferent categories,”aAny serious ssholar or investigator or matters rclatdng to the dsath
of the lote President, for purposes relevant to his study thereof,” (I)(2){b) and care-
fully described uediosl experts,”iny recognized expert in the ficld of pathology or
related aress or science or technology™, urology clearly not fitting tide defindtion,
It is without dispute and it was not disputed byt admitted in your court that I do meet
the first definition, that or Yserious scholar or investigator". Yet emclusive access,
which in practical effect means s ocopyright on public information and evidsnoe, was
granted to one not meeting these prerequisites but enjoying one more ocngenial, that of
professional apologist for what the voverument wants believed and did allege., I would
remind the court that what was at issue before it was my access to publig svidsnos,
official exidnlts of an official proceeding of government,

III (1) of this contract further stipulates that the clothing wdll not be showm,

The regulations of the .ational Archives relating to these materials were specially
drawn. 1 intmroduced them into evidence after thsy were denied me by the Hational Archives,
which later, verbally, confessed to me where it guessed 1 had obtained them, that guess
being correct. 'rhoh vere uisrepresented to this court., Subsequent to the hearing, und-r
date of “uly 6, 1971, they were revised. Applicable at the timeof the hearing was this
language of raragrpah 5t"In the event the sxisting photographs do not meet the needs of
the resesrcher additional photographis views will be made¥, furnished, with extra charges
"for unusually diffioult or time—consuming photogmaphy." After my suit the following
lanjusge was adoed, betokening, I submd$, gudlt in .dsrepresentation %o this courts
"The clothing of President Ken.edy xill not be shown "(emphasis added} but photographs,
of wiich no copies will be supplied, will be shown. Authority for this change is again
attributed to the much-balabored contract, five years late.

Ls best a layman can, I feel this warrants the allegation that to the charge of
perjury that of the inteat to defrsud me of my rights seems not unwarranted, I thimk this
glso represents a further impositiom upon this court and the processes of justioe, And I
believe that when the clothing iteelf is wade available to a urologist of all thiogs wham
coaies of pictures of the official evidence are demied a qualified researcher under the
contraoct, despite all the swearing before you that thie is impossible and precluded and
is not and caniot be done, there remains no reasonable question of intemt,

What could be expected and what was given in return by this person to whom an
exclusive copyright on public property was given is amply illustruted in kr, Graham's
story, the third paragrspi of which reads, in reference to what he had been mhowns
", oo/ they 'eleminste any doubt completely'about the validity of the Warren Coumdssion's
conclusions that Lee Harvey Oswald fired all the shots that struck the President™.

Palpably, nothing shown Dr, Lattimer could by any stretch of the imagination do thim,




Lo auto sy pictures and X-rays, no clothing, including back brace and Ace elastic
bandage, even if "tightly wrapped" in a "figure 8 theéugh “the Preusident's "crotmch
and around back of his butiocks, ocan in any way prove who fired what or how wany shots.-

This is propaganda, the quid pro quo of the exclusive, of the violation of law, regulation
and contract, the purpose of what I think are the perjury and fraud of which I was victim,

to make this evidence first avallable to an apologist.

Were this not enough recompense, there reuain such things as the unspeakable
obscenity, the utl.erly false charge that the Kennedy family demied the film to the
“members and staff officials of the Warrem Commission."lhis is to viotimize the
innocent survivors of the innocent victim of the monstrous crime, ms I charged in the
pre=hearing papers, but another and no less despiocable misuse of the Kennedy name,

1 apologize for this new taidng of your time, However, I do believe a orime or
crimes were couudtted, before your court, that I am among the victims, and I do hope
you will tind soume means of determdning for yourself whether or not this crine or these
criues arc the legal fact. ’

hore than even now do I want to ap.eal your decision. You told me the court above

would ppovide helpe It has not and I caniot learn why. I did £ile an affidavit in forma
pauperis and all other papers that were sent me, all promptly.

Sinnﬂrﬁly »

Harold Weisberg

ces! Mpsrs Hhoads, harshall, hartin
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