1/10/72

Judge Gerhard Uessell
Federal listrict Court
Washington, D.C.

Dear Judge Gessell,

In my Civil Action 2569-70 you awarded s sumsary judgement to the Lovernment in
all or in part based upon an afiidavit by the irchivist oi the United ustates, Dr. James
ihoads. In the pre-court motions I alleged perjury to Dr. Rhoads and charged that the
government violated its own regulations and the law and used both and the Kenuedy name
es part of a lerge campaign of propaganda, one result ol wlich was to deny me my rights,
to deny freedom of information end access to ofiilcial evidence.

Wihen you, the Government and Dr. Zhosds ignored this charge of perjury, which is a
orime and actionable, because I em not a lawyer and do not wish to inpose any burden upon
the court, as a layman may without so intending, I pressed this no further. Howcver, there
are recent developments which, in my view, bear directly upon this and the denial to me of
my rights. It is another contrived Government campaign of propaganda in which for at least
the second time there was an exclusive "leak" to £he lew York Times and one reporter in
particular, lir. Fred Graham, I believe this again adiresses perjury and tie intend to
perjure in your court. I enclose a copy of lir. Braham's story ol yesterday, I do not
propose to aduress all tie falsehood and prop,ganda in it. However, I think you should
know that this story was followed by saturation treatment by the elecironic media.

Une paragrpah in particular adiresses my allegation of pexrjury, the denial to me
of ny rights and what I regard and hope you will come to regard as an imposition upon
you and the processes of Jjustice. I have marked it in red. It readss

"Dr, Lattimer was allowed to see other *iema that have been shown to only few
persons but have not [sic] been hidaen from nongovernment experts, These include the
Pregident's bloody and bullet-punctured clotiing, the sole [sic] bullet found after the
shooting end the President's Back brace,"

You may recsli that it is for pictures of this clothing that I sueds Yhe .rchivist
swore he was prevented frou providing coples under the terms of a so—-called lotler agree~
ment that is in evidence in this case, C.4,2569=70, as is his afildavit from which I shall
quotes It may help your understending to lmow that Dr. Latiimer is a urologist and that
the President's urine, urinary tract and anything related to either was not a concern of
the President's Comuission or any of the evidence and is entirely unrelated to the assassi-
nation or its investigation. Yet he was given exclusive accesu to this withheld evidence
despite the recorded application of four qualified patholpogists, which Dr. Lattimer is not,
and my own and the very fiist request, mede the first of November 1966, more then five
years ago, aside frow what was at issue in your court. 7

In the afiidavit filed in your court, Dr. Rhoazds swore to "restrictions on the
inspection of or access to seid clothing" (Paragraph 3). He then swore (Paragraph 4)
that "in lieu of the originzls" and "in order to preserve these articles against possible
domsge" they are to be photographed "for purposes of exsmination". le then swore that
"I have determined thit" tlose qualified "may view photographs of the said articles of
clothing but way not inspect or examine the articles of clothings themselves.” raragraph 6
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alleges the necd for strictest observence of the orovisions of such contracts for "to
permit the confidential restrictlons to be violated would completely destroy public
confidence in the Federal Governments's ability and will!ingness to honor its com itments"
else there be dire consequences, including that "the smalidity of the whole concept of
the ilational ~rchives ound llecords Service znd Prcaidential libraries will be placed in
question", with " a drying up of basic research"(!)

In Paragraph 7 Dr. Rhosds swore that if he "complies with the terms of the letter
agreement" he may do so only by "the showing of photographs", which he held to be "adequate
for research". He also givesiurther alleged specification of why he camnot "show the
clothing itself." Were this not enough, in t. ¢ next paragraph he swears that even the
taldng of photographs for scholars "would make it impossible for the lational Archives
to be sure of preventing violation of © ¢ terms of the letter agreement." ind theés
contract provides (I)(1) that none of this material "shall be placed on public displaj”.

Agide from federal officials, undor this cont-act access is to be afiorded two
different categories,"Any serious sholar or investigator or matters rlating to the death
of the late FPresident, for purposes relevant to Ihis study thereof," (IQ(2) (b) and care-
fully described medical experts,"Any recognized expert in the field of pathology or
related areas or science or technology", urology clearly not fitting this definition.
It is without dispute and it was not disputed byt admitied in your court that I do mect
the first definmition, that of "serious scholar or investigator". Yet emclusive access,
which in practical effect means a copyright on public information and evidence, was
grented to one not meeting these prerequisites but enjoying one more congenial, that of
professional apologist for what the vovernment wants believed and did aliege. I would
remind the court that what was at issue before it was my access to public evidence,
official exhibitg oi an official proceeding of government,

IIT (1) of tids contract further stipulates that the clothing will not be shown.

The regulations of the lational Archives relating to these materials were specially
drawn. 1 int®roduced then into evidence after they were denied me by the National Archives,
winlch later, verbally, confessed to we wherc it guessed I had obtained them, that guess
being correcte. hebm were wisrepresented to this court. Subsequent to the hearing, under
date of Yuly 6, 1971, they were revised. apilicable at the timeof the hearing was this
language of Paragrpah 5t"In the event the existing photographs do not meet the needs of
the researcher additional photographie views will be made¥, furnished, with extra charges
"for unusually difricult or time-—consuming photogmaphy." ifter my suit the following
language was adued, betokening, L submit, gzuilt in isrepresecntation to this court:

"The clothing of President en.edy will not be ghown "(emphasis added) but photographs,
of wiich no copies will be supplied, will be shown, ituthority for this change is again
attributed to the much~belabored contract, five years late.

iLs best a layman can, I feel this warrants the allegation that to the charge of
perjury that of the intent to deliraud me of my rights seems not unwarranted. I think this
also represents a further imposition upon this court and the processes of justice., and I
believe that when the clothing itself is made available to a urologist of all things when
codes of pictures of the official evidence are denied a qualified rescarcher under the
contract, despite all the swearing before you that this is impossible and precluded and
is not and caniot be done, there remains no reasonable question of intent.

What could bec expected and what was given in return by this person to whom an
exclusive copyright on public property was given is auply illustrated in wr. Grsham's
story, the third parzgraph of which reads, in reference to what he had been siownt
Moo they 'eleminate any doubt completely'about the validity of the Warren Couudssion's
conclusions that Lee Harvey Oswald fired all the shots that struck the President",

Falpably, nothing shown Ur, Latiimer could by any stretch of the iuagination do this.



4o auto.sy pictures and A-ruys, no clothing, including back brace and ace elastic
bandage, even if "tightly wrapsed" in a "figure 8 thogugh "the Fresident's "erotmeh

and around back of his buttocks, can in any way prove who fired what or Low weny 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 waich I was victinm,
to wake this evidence first available to an apologist,

Were this rot enough recompensc, there reuain such things as the unspeakable
obscenity, the ut.erly false charge that the Keunedy family denied the film to +he
‘members and staff officials of the Warren Comuission,™his is to victimize the
innocent survivors of the innocent vietim of the monstrous crime, as I charged in the
pre-heering papers, but gnother and no less despicable misuse of the Kensriedy name,

I apologize for this new taldng of your time. However, I do belicve a crize or
criues were coudtted, before your court, that I am among the viciims, and I do hope
you will find some neans of determining for yourself whether or not this crize or these
crimes arc the legal fact,

tore than even now do I want to ap.eal your decision. You toid me the court above
would ppovide help, It has not and I can.ot leam why. I did file an affidavit in forua
pauperis and all other papers that were sent me, all promptly.

Sincerely,

Harold wWeisberg

ccs: lissrs Rhoads, larshall, lartin



