5/11/69
Near NMelk,

knelossa is © cony »f g letwer Lo Lincolin. = dave not heard from
him since he scimowledses rceai-t o 3Toe bonk. 4 do not ‘mow nis opinicn o!f 3%,
For some regson e did not urrenge with Benten to raturn it 4o him 1. the event
they reach~d & negetive decisinn, whica st lest slows things down,. Dantem made
a policy decisiosn sgeinet suech writing as rnizne iIn 1985. In sdiition, this bosk
had slresdy bsen submitted by ¢ friend who has 5 Iriend wko ie sn editor there.
"hieh remirds me:If you heve copieg of eny of the limitez editions end kave
finished witk t.em, I do nerd them. Vhen you sre here will be time snough.

T
v

Your mailing of tae sdiitions on frazier sni Hbcol arrived yasterdasy.
In had the first two pages, on Frozier, if you nead them. “n Niesl, misht 1%
not be gond to wonder how it is thet of sll the "impartial” sxrerte in the
eountry he waz selected, snd ns turns out To e tae kind of expert wko is sstisfiead
net to do his own, imzertisl work? Feor exsmole, hsd ke conneetions 2 friendsuips
with those involverd, like Frazier, ws: hs indsbied to ths FII, ete’

1 also heve your 5/3/69 letter to John witik your lastar of tinat dntes
I have mueh tue same opinien of Joy. Howevaer, be dic msxe cerisin interssting
observations loars agc, in 1966, woen he fir.t raissd Lhese -usztiorz with me, hLe
wae the first th dota the lasteral mngls of the so-celled non-fotsl shet. Be inter-
esting to see 1f Zetcher,iury snd Weller sddress the point of ton ssouence, for from
the testimony 1 becsme suspicicus of this erd toe ambsence of merkinzs on the trass.
Cunrirghem mey be, =3 you rut it "in the cle=r" on this but not on other toings, as
I'11 explsin when you =re here, including tos spectliographic cnelysls.

L}
If 1 didn t tell you, the renge officer hLare elso hus "eetern rmmo. He hes
been giving 1t awey to @riende gs souvenirs.

I've heard nothing further frem Yohn. Se, I do not Mhow when the desdline is
on filing & response to the g -vernment. I bsgen 1%, heve rmceh done, but leid it eside
becsuse of the medicsl neceseity ol getting some vigorousrexercise. I spend pert
nf sach dey deing this. With ~1i1 =%111 working, + hovex the dsy-to-desy thirgs to do
and thet meens thkere is little time for thos= thlnzs I wcnt %o do. In & short whils,
however, 1'11 be &ble ts gt b-ck to tue sdditions $o CCUF. L'm swuitinz the cutcome
of the new Rey procesding/, =nich is now close,

‘n heete,

R AT

rtr e

e o Ry e T



5 May 69
Harold:

I have much to say and little time, so please excuse haste.
Whitney Joy: Read his stuff with caution, for he does not
understend &1l the he talks ebout. He wrote to me wikk after I gent
him my piece on the &= scoDpe gsight. Some of what he says is idiotiec.

The main problem is thet elthough he Imows about guns, he is not
femiliar with forensic aspects end csnnot distinguish proof from
good guesswork. I cen't endorse him catagorically, but have to lmow
what he says abot particular issues. There is no need for Joy
to wonder about the conduect of Frazier's tests that disclosed his
knowledge of the high sighting arrangement. 4As far as I know, all
that cen be nown i@ in my paper which Joy evidently did not read
carefully. Frazier admits that he fired 100-yard targets before he
altered the sight and fired the targets that he put in
evidence. We cannot presume that there was no change at all in the
gighting arrangement between November (15 and 25 yard targets) and
March (100-yard tergets). It is Frazier's action which gives s
¥nowledge that the trajectory was 8till very high. After firing
the first 100-yd. target he was compelled to lower the sight so
that bullets struck 5" high at 100 yds. That is what causes us to
Jmow that the trajectory was still high. I think this aspect is
explained &ven in the abbreviated version thet I gave you the
section on Frazier's knowledge of the high trajectory at éuantico.
Date of firing CE 557: Frazier fired these two on Nov., 23.
This is written up in the section: And Two Certridge Cases. Evidently
you had not received it when you wrote yours of 29 April. I think
I explained it fully and well, EmEmEEimgxim on lines similar to
those you suggest in the letter that just came. If my account seems
unsatisfectory, tell me. There is a possiblility that Frazier was
Xeeping a double set of test cases, depending on how things went
for Oswald (who was alive at the time). If Frazier did make phony
cases EX in the way I suggesteé, I doubt whether he would dare bring
them into court-- I am sure he mmk wonldn't. With IHO out of the
way and no questioning of evidence, there was no danger. Ifvthose
cases snd tests are legitimate, I cannot understand the elaborate
cever-up. The cover-up is evident, no matter what happened to the
cases.

Marks on Brass of Base: I do not yet have a definate authori-
tative reference that bolt face must mark brass-- I think that is
true. I am trying to get the book that Frazier cites (Hatcher,
Jury, and Weller), and find a reference in there. The absence of
marks on the brass is the second most important element in my sus-
picion that the cases were not fired with bullets, but I do not
Jmow if it is conelusive or merely suggestive.

There may be some significence in the plecement of photos in
Frazier's composites. He puts the evidence case on the right and
the test case on the left. I think that the other way around is
customary, so that examiners can trede off pictures whthout having
to explain ehich is the suspect and which is the tegt. Cunningham
and Joseph Nicol both put suspects on the left. I emphasize that
I am not sure of this, and will look for a reference in Hatcher, J,
and W when I get it. It is just that as I think back on other tests
that I have seen, the suspect case has been on the left. Maybe I'm
guessing 6Gwishful thinking), but it should be checked, If you know
cops who do this sort of comparing, aglk them., ZTFart of what makes
me think I am right is that when he first starts to testify on the
comparigon photos, Frazier erroneouslu says his texk suspect cases
are on the left (he correet himself laterX. I suspect that here
in his testimony he was influence by force of habit (i,e. that
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he regularly puts his suspects on the left, but in this irregular
instance put suspects on the right). If true, the explanation
is that he wished to avoid showing the brass of his suspeets. If
he had put them on the left, some of the brass would have showed.
(The photos by J. Ficol do in fact shaw some of the brass of CE 543}
Frazier shews none.)

Jogeph Nicol: If the cases did not fire bullets, I now think
Hicol Xnew it. 1 was wrong previously when I suggested that he
might not have seen the cases directly. They were handed over to
hém and he handled them. That puts him on "the hook". Cunningham
is st1ll clear. 4is far as the record is concerned, Cunningham
saw only photos.

If you have read what I sent you so far, you now that my
analysis of co¥er-up corresponds with yours. I have written more,
but probably will hold on to it until I see you. 4s I reeall,
1t does not add FUBEXEKXIKATE to the substance that we are dealing
with.

The key to the whole thing is still to find a rifle that makes
the ym right kind of dents. When I come down, I'1l bring the gun
I borrowed, and may be able to adjust it so that it will do what
we want it to.

Lrchives nhoto: I reveived & cony of the Arehives vphoto from
John Nichols (see enclosea letter, which T wrotc befdre receiving
pheto). The pieture is of abeminsble guslity, but uoes incicate
sherper corners &t the shoulders of C% Bas, b44, snd 545 than
on 141 (bulleted cartridge). This is & gcod indication thet the
things were fired. But the yusality is peor anu I esmnot give
& conclusive angwer, I still hela by my former cninions,

If it turns ocut thst Lthe susnect cvsses were fired (cr at least
show evidence of firing), then T &m @t & lces to exmlain the
nhenomene that indicste thet they did not fire bullets. Sunnosing
thel we Iinu things thet indicate the firing of bullets ir the
suspect casea, I don't know what to uc abeut cusstions like this:

What ceusea the dents?
Why no bolt isce marks cn lhe brass?
I tena to eliminste & defect luside the ch&mber (some sort of
& lump in the chémber), for I cannol imsgine whet fuult in the
milling nrocese might hrve caused it, sno could net e»»lain why
the fzult is net iwentical on 111 cases (Thomnson's exvlsnstion
is pure gobbldy-gcok). There sre & dozen #clid centrauicticns
that T cannot handle.
TeBll let this rcst until moure info on the ceses is gathered,

Red_lscguer: This struck me &s strange, but it msde so little
sense %o me thet T ignored ip. Maybe it's stsnosrd, Ijust von't
£now. There might be &n exnlanation 1f Frszier enlicinsied blow-
bact cnly c¢f the -nrimer-- i.e. thal he cculu nick u»m merks more
easily, but thet is nurely & guess. I just do rct understend why
he removed the lacquer-- he diu not hsve to.

vomperison of micrecsconic mérks: Thotos are goou fer illus-
tration, but they &re nc substitute for direct observation. llore-
cver, vholus &re nol accenable ss eviuence in court-- they merely
illustrete the nrocess. 3Since we are not geing into ccurt, we
need nct bcther with such restraints, but under-tsna thel nhotos
glone are not conclusive. lIlarks hsve te be observed,
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I dia not write to Josenh Nicol, &s you seem to think, J, Nicol
testimony is lasst in vol.3. Eisenberg gave him some of the fire-
&rms evidence in Mareh 1964; ©Nicol e>amined the stuff sna corrobor-
&ted Frazier. liicol is firesrms identificstion expert for the
State of Illinois.

I will not be satisfiea sbout anything until T learn what
ceused the shoulder aents, That will ezpleain everything, one way
or the cther. I stick to my old noticn sbout them (xxx thet they
ocecurred while the ceses held bullets &nd in the nrocess of
chembering-- perhevns with slight variation from precisely the
wey I first uescribed). If I could conceive of sny cther Way
they might possibly be caused, I would leave it more open. But
I hsve seen this phenomencn before T noted it on the CFEs. T have
seen it in old rifle of M=-C vintage-- some vnroduce dents in just that
place. There is ncthing more to s&y about this until T get hold
of ce&rtridges snd cen work things out elsewhere than in my hesd,

In time, when thing progress to completion cr when we finslly
Tun up &gainet & stone wall, I will srrsnge to see Bravermsn sbout
it. For the time being I would like to keep him out of it,

Un_the Paris-Mstech picture: The pesition of the "rifleman" is

—

lucicrous, but i1 could be improved if he stepped down into the
bathtub.

I'11 phone you when I decide when to come down,

Still

T

Bernebei




COry o WELS FERC

5 May 69
Dr John Fiehols
imnses Cilty

Deexr John: .

I have your letter informing thet you received —rchives
vhotos of Ulg 141, 543,544,545, ard 657. I look forward to
seeing the pletures.

i Yelieve thot I mentioned in & previous letter that 1
noticed that (Il 141 (unfired, with bullet) had rather rownded
corners gt neck and shoulder end thet the other three secmed
more sharp-- all thils based on Thompson's photos. 1 am sure
that I noticed this snd pretty sure that I mentioned it.

Cf couse, 1t is signifieant, but I confess that I don't
Imow whet to male of it. Your information thaet Ulg H5453-545
( and I presume also 557) do not show machine marks on the
shoulider and neek 1s strong indication that they were rnot Tired
in the chuamber, but there 1s no way of establishing that unlecs
ve see eames that we Imow were fired in the chamber. I don't
went to say nanythine definite until I see the thotes and ean
eomnare them. . n alternative {if x® you can't ret the rifle)
is to eolleet samples from ag many rifles as pusaible snd see
vhether we ean establlsh e more or less rereral nrincinle that
neck and shoulders are engraved hy machine marks. Cenerally
the chambers of 0ld militery rifle are not as finely tooled
ag the bharrels, and I wonld susrect that they are coarse, but
I am not really sure,

The sharp corners confuse me. I nay be able to say more
when I see the photos.

I s5t111 think the dents occcurred tefore firing, in the
course of normal loaling of certridge from clip to chamber.

I say this becouse I cannot conceive of any means whereby they
can have becn dehted after firing, x= even if someone wished
deliberstely to dent them. If you can produce such dents I
will change my view, but Yeep in mind that £xe 2 similar mark
nppears on CI 141 whieh we know beyond doubt was marked nag a
fullt dbulleted cartridge. There are two factors that mipht
inflver deternine whether &mmim shoulder dents ocecur in the
courge of normal loading: :

1) The tightness of the extractor (or whether the movement

of the extractor is obstructed in any wey)}

2 ketwermnxiRerentrarerrnf o tierm

%) The loeation of the entrance of the chamber with respect

to other poirts in the '=C asetion, Iere the difTerence
of a millineter might be & determinant. B
ve ean't Ymow specifieally what factors produce dents until
we can produce them ourselves.
I consider the question of the dent on the case mouth settled.
o you? Thisg 1g in aceordance with the revised version that
¥hmx has the cese mouth stiriking the chamber wall near the
chamber entronce. In my tests I pot dents on the case mouth
at ahout "4 o'elock" as you look into the case mouth; his would
be ohout "7 o'eloek" =s you loo¥ into the chamber entrance. I
narked the top if the ceses hefore I thrust the bolt. Do you
et the same results?

Shif,
ke

£, Nt &
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