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In the course of checking throush the volume, on p.218 it suddenly oc-
durred to me thet the “ommission hes either besn miarepresenting'the tes timony

or sllowed the testimony to deceive it or be misrspresentad to it with respect
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to the cers to have been used to.fske Usweld to the county Jail. All the text
b .

describes these cars as Dby plan"w follow tte amored car out that exit.

‘Whether or not this wes the cese, the Commissiong illustrations do not show it.
Additicnelly, the photograph thaf.. “he Conmission prints disprove it. The car
visible in the picture of the assggsinstion of Uswald is clearly pointing in
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the opposite diregtion. I suggest Yhe fect that the Uomnission ignored this

end prepared iy6 cherts or Had its clgrés prepared for it in 8 wey thet would

clear is, in itself, & gryss decention, end this whole thing is'

'\ sugsestive/ of a serlous error, to use the most polite possible word, on the part

\ of the/.-police. The kindest thins that can be said for the Sommission is that
\ it wes extreme carelsssness. '

References in this report are pp.210, 215, 216, 217 and 218,

Also, lewsweek in its issue of December 9, 1963, states unequivoeally
that the liexican police hﬁ_d had Osweld under surveillance. It sould be & reas-
orable presunption that, if this benpemed, it was at the request of the Unite&_
States Covernment. There is mo inference or suggestion ofl this, it is not '
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mentioned in the section on speculation, it _is cmapletely ignored, and it

would temd to disporve much of what the +#BI ssid about their not having him

under surveillance, not wetching him in any way, etec. until sfter this pericd.
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