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Dr. John Nichols ;5 the man who suspected President Kbnnedy had been
a vietim of Addison's diseasse. Ee investigsted, established the fact, proved
thet it wa- improperly suvrressed é5;01 the auta-sy, end remained with nsgging
doubts about the remeinder of thet report. Becsuse he is a qualified;’certified
'___,_%ﬂreaﬁﬂ@ -sthologist, @ professor of pathology st tae University of anses
Medical Center, Xansas City Xensses, and ths;iktlﬂ&ﬂl pathologist 'for tast metro-
politan araé, he is in a unique position to do work snd understend the medico-

legal reguirements others or'us researching in the field cannot. He nzs had

long experience i n sutopsies in erimes of violence going back to his post-

graduate days,
~Maeey ind withell he hes 8 coipetence in ballisties, having been a life-long
riflerbuff‘;nd a member of his college rifle teamvas an undergfaduate. Le has
designel and performed sn extensive 2nd complex series of tests end experi=mhts
with'duplicgf;?; of tas MannlicgérBCarcanB rifle allegedly used in the esssssina-
tiond They convinece him that the medico-iegal "a;planetion"of the Fresident's
murder is felse end u::tengble. !
When the government denied him sccess to the vitel evideﬁca of the
him to mske sand have mede the tests .
murder, mede 1t impossible formhkmxtudiEwywiimiwssis the gov-roment had svoided,
refused him permission to make a nerso'néll st-dy of thet evidence he is s=o
on Jenusry 17, 1969, )
omelified to examine end avaluate,(ﬁa‘frisﬁ‘éﬁit in federal distriet court,
J"o'pelca, 4snssas, .
Oh Mareh 21, ﬁ’;iting until long sfter the end of tie suit ih the
Court of General Sessions in Weshington, the government made response. five
federasl sttorneys signed snd weré vart of it: ths United Stetes Atyo:ney
for that district and his sssistent, en Assistsnt ittorney Genarsl of the -
'Unite?_statea and two Departmﬂnf of Justice staff sttorneys. If these_legal
gégggbﬁ;;a:earljer unawarelof it, the Washington procesdings and decision

informed them better and other then they allege in their motion snd argument.
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sa-of them, [Jeffrey F. Axelrad (risht ), worked on that cese snd signed

the government's brieffin it.

‘ As in the dashington cese, the government's legal pleadingx in
response to tie Nichols suit is & mesterpiece of sementics, where the
skilled use of words deceives sand isi intended to deceive those not having the
most intricate knowledge of the facts, made more complax.then necassﬁry by
the mzxix unending and utterly insppropriste federal dia;embling. It mis-
represents in 8 wey thet cannot be accidentsl, is based upon felse stetements
end inadequate &nd knowingly inadequete ones, contrives unrealities and presents
them ss fact and by the trickiest selsction of words aveids whet it canrot
get around #n eny other way. 48 it is 8 mssterpiece of aémantica, it is also
of diseembling, for the government does not eschew pratendiﬁg it eﬁactad non=-
existent laws ;‘._o cover the points in question, is not reluectant to -pre'.sant
sworn stateﬁﬂzj by the wrong witnesses, sddressed to the wrong points, saying
the wrong thimgs snd omitting those that sre right, ell to deny the plsintiff
and through hin the peorle of fha United States those suppressed sni entirsly
misrevresanted facts of the murder of the Fresident without which the
goiarnment could not have fashicned snd foisted off the false solution to the
erime of the century, the essassinastion of the fresidant..

So bankrupt is toe government's legel posture that it without shame
proclaims it lacks the besic evidence without which there cen be no possible
scceptance of the Warren “eport. Yet in msking this shocking sdmission, carefully

_misrepresented so the reader will not recognize its trualaignificange, the
government is no less carsful to mske insdequate response in & manner no léwyer
or judge, including the most skilled snd the canriest, is likely to detect.

The form of the government's response is a motion to dismisa'fhe
Nichols suit or, as an altar:iative, a request for & summary judgemsnt égainat

him. The very first peregraph of the body if this brief begins with two

deceptive impositions on the trust oI the court, two examples of the semantics



substituted mf for lew and fect that smount to out right lies:

An affidsvit executed by Jemes B. Rhoeds, the irchivist of the
United States, hss been filed in suvport of this motion which shows thet
the clothing, X-rays end photographs sought are specificslly exempted
from disclosure by ststute and that Verren Commission Exhibits Nos. 399,

573, B42, B43, snd 856 mey be viewed but thelr relesse frommhis ciistody
is precluded by statute. - .

1y eseh csse, there is no such law, to the knowledgn of the
govermment, In each case the government mekes the false pratanée to
accomplish with the misuse of wbrds what csnnot be achieved by other mesns.
Were there=x sucp a law, it would not be necesssry to say that the
affidavit of 8 non-lawyer "shews thet" the items sought "are specifically
Expied exampfad from disclosufe by statute”. .War; there such a law, its exsact
lengusge would be cited bﬁ the signetory flederal attorneys in their own
nemes, on their own sauthority.

It 1s not customary for non-lawyers, especislly in the govwe rmment,
to prepare 13551 documents; it is customey for the large staff of‘féderal.
attorneys to perform thkis function. Lt is ressonable to presume thet Dr.
Rhosds did not decide what should be included in nis affidevit end what léft
out, ihat he dmzidms is expert in snd sware of the détails and intricecies of
the enormous volums of the law. It is ressonstle to sssume thet tie federsl
sttornsys, wﬁo are the experte,_madeltheae decisions, hsd this knowleige, and
drafted the affidsvit to waich the Archivist of the Ynited States swere and
affixed his signsture.

Now this presentation by the Depertment of Justice in tie Kenses
court, the same ”epartﬁen¥ of Justice whose function it ié.to enforce tﬁe
laws ﬁf the finited States, to prosecute those who violeste the lawe, to
set sn exsmple of probity all others should follow-, sctunlly ssys"thst
the clothings" worn by the Fresident when he was murdered snd the "X-rsys snd
photosraphs" of the éutopsy "sre specificelly exempted from disclosure by

stetute”., This is to sey that Congress enacted a lew thet saeys the clothing,

X-reys sand photographs must not be disclosed, under sny circumstasnces, That is

entirely false. There is no such -law. "hen, leter, there is citation, 1t is



of 2 law havinzg to do with Presidential libraries snd things like that, one

'enscted bsfore the erime, one thet makes mot the slighest referemce to

these items of evidence, not by the greatest, moat remots indireection. ind
8s will be seen, thet law is at beat inspplicable. espécially to the film,

The simple truth is waat the government dere® not sdmit, It is
that there is noﬁhingAit will not do to prevent ahy 1mpartial,'compatent,
scientific exeminetion of this basie évidence of tke murder of the Presideﬁt
because its contrived official explsnstion of that murder cannof withstand
examination of tkexmizrmprex this same basie gvidenca the saﬁa fadersi govarn-
ment do thoroughly misintergreteﬂ and misrepresented,

The best srgument tae government can meke is insufficient, not nearly
strong emoug. Therefore, it resorts to semsntics as & substitute for law. The
truth is thet tbhe government 1ntafprets an inspplicable law to give it the
right to engege in whet smounts to o freudulemt contrect and thst in this
contract conditions csn be stipulsted thet give it the right to withhold the
evidence of the President's murder from any non=-governmental exemination. The
law cited bj the “hoads sffidsvit is "section 509(e) (1) of thé Federal Frorerty
end Administretive Services Act bf 1949 (44 WEX U.S.C. 897 (e)(1)". The Rhosds
affidevit i=s in a seperate document filed by the ssme crew of feceral at tor-
neys. But the "fine print" is overwhelmingly ciear: the Congress did not in
1949 visuslize that JohN Xennedy wouldlbogcma‘Preeident of the United States
twelve years létar,zthat three years after thet he would be murdersd, and thet
ais elothing would be "given" to thar goverhtr;ent of the “nited Stetes, together
with the picturea and X-reys of hise sutopsy, three yeers sfter thet. Yot tie
wisest, most foresighted Congress in ﬂméricun history could so clearly foresse
17 vears into the future snd "spacificia;ly' exempt the vital evidence of the.
coming murder from eny unofficisl exemination. It likepwise could mot end did
not know tiaet the murder would be by gunshot and thst the exhibits in the

proceeding in’

coming investigetion not by a court of law but of s rare Presidentisl Commission

would be numbered "399,573,842,843, snd 856", Neither itxmsrramyxwtisr

thet 1949 Congress nor sny other "precluded® by statute" the examination-of this



thenenone non-esitent e;idenee of a non-existent snd unpredictesble murder of
en unelected President. The tmeb truth is ss simple 2s it is uncongenisl to
the arbitrary decision of the government to prevent such axaminﬁtion. It is that
the zovermment interprets its rights under the spurious contraset under the
insppliesble law to giye it the power to precluae such examinetion.

The wntract iz a letter of @greement beiween the government énd
the representative of them executors of the estate of tna-murderad President.
?t wes executed by toth perties Cctober 29, 1966. A copy is sppended to the
Rhosds effidsvit., It is referred to ss the imixxr "letter agreement”,

This federal contrivance 1s:ragular1y incanted by the govarmment
througznout its pleadings. -

Undea the euphemism of sariouq intent, "Wacts“ begiuninp on pasge 5-

of tfl the pl—page "memorandum in support" Ef its motion, on that poge it is
\end fifth sndpsrt of the sixth peges sre

twice al‘udsd to. The entire fourth yxmxtx devoted to cuotations from it.
*% is, in addition, twice 1nvoked on the sixth tege.

4 section entitled "Argument"begin on page 7, wha;e it again is cited.
Undar other hzadings, this is repested mxxyxzx=xfiy in various forms end formu-
iations on peges 9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,18,19, and 20, There ém b{;t 9
words of presentetion of:page 21,

In short, the crux of the government's ergument is this letter sgreement,

which 1s cited on Blmost every page o” the legsl napens in ons way or more, =nd

the law unde» which it was executad 44 U.S5.C. 397, I:—&-—iﬁus-hg-this—au:hnni_y

It is by this authorify elone, the gov=rn§ent argues, that the "clqthing, X=rays
end photograrths were trensferred to the Unoted States of imerica” {psrsgreph 3
of Bhoeds affidevit snd psge 3 of the memorsndum of support for the motion", In
short, the government claims thet ikxw by this ergeement; under tke cited lew,
this property became goverﬁment property. Other citations are pages 3,?{9,10,

11,12,13, 1&,15,16,17 and 19 of the memorsddum, paregraph 9 of the affidavit,



"Ehibit "Exhibit B" end
eppended "Exhibit C", = lettems from former Archivist Rnbert H, Behmer to Wichols,
1Qf This means thast the items of evidence sought were tle property of t® elleged

doﬁor,lthat the =l leged donor had thn‘legal right to give this preperty to

the gov:irnment cﬁ the United -tetes. While ths gov-rmment prefers to snd does
describe the a%@ged dono? as "thaadbnneﬁy femily", tnis, technieslly, is not
the cese. It may, politically sndf/;blic-ralationa sense, be expsdient to

use this deseription, but in actuality the slleged donor is the executor of
the estate of the lstex President. The sgreement wes signed by Burke Marshell,
former Assistent Attorney Genersl o7 the United atates, as the rspresen tive
- of these emncufors. Si:xltxnnnxpuinx 1n the me=s | @e== memorasndum &n s ortthha

redundantly

government states axplicitly "the materials" were "property of the estate of
John F. Ksﬁzaﬁy". 4% the seme point it repeates itself, saying "the originsl
owvnership of the meteriels as being in the Xennsdy estste".

Ip el ther formulstion, this is {ﬁgsehood, Neither as "the originsl
ownership™ nor as the "property of t@a estate"” were the bfcfuras and X-rays of
the autorsy.gggé_varﬁ of the estate of the murdsred Preéident. 4is better than
snyone else the Yevertment o Justice knows, the estate of the deseesszed is
fixed at the momsnt nf death, The pictures snd X¥-rays did not then exist.

Moreover, law &nd regulation determined thst they ﬁere the property
of the United Ststes “overnment. The autopsy was performsd in & govermment
institution. The law 1= thst whoever purchasbs the unexposed film remains the
owmer of the exposed film. As layme y hsye hed exnerienclzi;‘n these mattera-:ﬂrﬂ‘h‘_‘ms‘
when X-reys sre tsken, t":Le:;r do not becornaﬁ property wia—he vays for the
X=raying.Further, Naval regulstions éontrolling sutopsies recuira that they '
remain in permsnent Navy file,.(Nevy SF-523; Janusl of the Medical Depsertment,

~ U.5.Navy, Chapter 17, .persgreph 18(4). The stendard teadt i: the field is the
"Hospitel Lew Memual", by the Health Law Center of tie Graduste School of
publie Heslth, Urniversity of Pittsburgh. In the "Administrstor's 'olume";on

pege 11, under "Ownership snd control of the Reecsrd” it is stated;XX :

It is the consensus that the records of the hospitsl including
the medicel records sre ths property of the hospital



So, in eny form, uhﬁer‘ggx formulation, tﬁe "oriéinal ownership"
or the "property”, those victures 2nd X-rays of the sutopsy were and remsined
the property of the :nited Stetes Govarnment. Thers is no mesns by which t:ey
could bte given to enyone. ho ever did, did so illegally. Whosver accepted them
likewsie likewise did so outside the law. fherever they were, in whoe wastever
custody thaey msy hsve been, they remsined thas property of the Gofe:nmant of the
“nited States. Yo one knows this better then the lawyers of the Leaprtment of
Zustice.

In its verious representstions snd miarepraaentationé, the government
is csreful not to lst it be known how, when snd under whst circumstances this
property of the govermment passed into éther hands, how it got into the phy-
sieal posszession of the exacuiors of the President's estate, even whether thare
were coples anfrwhathar it is the nfiglnals gr copiea thet the executors held.
Tyis is e significant question, #s wes involuntarily disclosed in & report by
::gpecial penel convoked by Attorney General Clark for a limited evslustion
of a limited selection of sone of the autopsy evidencse., On pagg;:itrefera' to
"e memorsndum of trensfer, locaéed in the Naetionsl Arciives, =nd dsted
April 26, 1965",

Now it heppens that the Archives had repested egsured me tﬁat I hed
had asccess to sll the aveilable documsnts snd svidence relating t;e to autopsy.
This ned never been shown me, Its existence had never been acknowledgéd, officislly
or by these officisls with whom I deslt, from the Archivist personallghggishthe
table of orgenization. }

It also heppens I wss not without unoffiecisl knowledge of this
transfer. | 3

In late 1966, Richard J. Uhalen, suthor of timbest-selling biography

"The F ounding Fathery, ) )
of Joseth P. Kbnnedy&?szsworking on sn article on thé autopsy for the
"Seturday Evening Post". Dick had run into some protlems that even sn exverienced

investigstuve revorter could not surmount in several months of diligent in-

vasticstion 2nd research, * help-d him with his piece, Dick wes then with the

Center For Strategic atudias of Genrgatown B e st



Center for Strategic “tudies of Georzetown “niversity, in Weshington. In
add:tion to his own gzood conwactions an those of his influentiel msgezine,
hs wes ables to draw upon end did use the influsnce of his university
sssocistes. Thus h= wes seen and epoken to by govermment cfficiels ﬁho
would not respond to other writers and invastigﬁtors.

Dick told me thet the pictures send X-fays of the sutopsy remsi ned
in government possesuinﬁ until Avril 26, 1965, He added that his source of

- information was sn undersecretary o’ the,Tréssury. To this I add that the
Secret Service, which 1mmediateiy got possession of this film, 1a_part of ths'
Treasury snd under an assistent secretary. It thus would be a most remarxable
tnxiir:x:xtfxti:xnxrnixﬂnt:xnnxxix:ﬁxthxfitmmx:xxpxxxnmmtxtxxxhxxixxﬁxxxr

soosane xonzmetedzxithntyjex Fennedyx famidy
"eolncidence"if the memorsndum of trensfer dated April 26, 1965 end rel=ting to
the pictures and £0reys of the John Xennedy sutépsy did not cover the tmrning
over of exsctly this film on aiéetly tﬁat date of ell the days in history to
someone comnected with the Xennedy femily.

There iz slao eignificence in the date. It e ans that, for more than
& yesr after the Warren Commission completed its sutopsy testimony these film
so essentisl to it end entirely unused in it remsined in government possession.
It mesns thst for seven monthsto the dsy asfter the Verren Sommission ended }ts
official existence with the issuasnce of its Report the same condifiona obtained.
it therefore elso resns thet Robert Ténnddy could not heve denied that Comf_
mission sccess to this evidenfe, as offieisl =nd unnffieisal éovefnment spokes-
ren h=ve dilignntly snd endlessly ennounced =28 justification of the failure’
of the Commission andiits expert;witnesses to use thig suppressed eviderc e
so vitel ot its conside stions, thst evidence defined by lewyers as "pest evidencel
Furthermore, we ners have confirmstion of the fact thzt ell spplicable regula=-
tions, lsws end practises were violated until t;::féate and thet on that dete -

the illegalify of letting federsl property pess out of federal hands was con-

summated.



official
Once I discovered thi:= until-then unknown faet of the existence of

the official memorandum of .1; rensfer 1 requested if:‘ of the Netionel ‘rechives.
It hms been consistent in suppressing such evidance, hence 1 anticirated the
request would te rejected. I therefore ss<ed thet if 1t were denied, I be
- given the reason or reesons in writing. This wes promised me by Marion Y ohnson,
the men in immsdiste charge of that archivj'e and the suthor of those letters Tiled
in the Top‘aka'court under the signeture of the Archivist. 1 phoned him from
Ngw Orlesns the sfternoon of Jenusry 22, k969,
When I resd the psssage from the prnel report and ssked for that
memo, Yohnson hed replied, "Okey; I'll see what I cen do sbout it.” This was
to say less then thet he would supply 1-t. I ssked if the memo were clessified.
Ihe men in immediste cherge, the men who should xnow, said only, "I don't knoww.
It wes this formulstion of his answer that promptlod‘ma to say, "I presum if
I smldenied it I will be told in writing why," to which he hed snswered thst
I would be.
I wesn't. Lime passed end I spoke %o him by phéne 2nd in ferson, without
direct response, without getting the document. I saw the Archivist rersonally
#n court in Washington Friday, Februery 14 snd ssked him why 1 hed not had
sn enswer. He content himself with seying I would, soon. Several times theresfter
I »rote him, without =nswar.
The very day this is baing written, I 4id gzet s letter from him, Under
date of April 4. This is the operative psrt: _
Although left st the Archives building for safeﬁeeping, the memorandum
is & private peper which is not the property of the Ynited States. 1t belongs
to the Kennedy feamily, end recuests for permission to see 1t should be made to
the Honorsble Burke Marshell, 0ld Oreherd Ro2d, Armonk, New York 10504.X

' This is preposterous ,nnﬁsensa. 4s I told him the government executed
] S 7 < .
the memorandum snd kept a GOW “t 5';;



It certsinly 4idn't take thé erudite Archivist of tae United “tates
82 days tn learn who owned the vilece of vaper "left" with him so';-;emingly'
casuslly, so hephszasrdly, "for safekecping". Hew. the Xennedys no sefes, no
hénks, no lewyers wao cen be trusted = no Kennedy “jbreryt Cen it bz believed
thet thia wealthwpo'.-.'erml, 50 well«-‘connectsd e femily, including the Msjority
Yhip of tie United Stetes Semate snd the United Stetes imbsssador to Teris et
thet moment, had to lesve & piece of peper "fpr ssfekeeping"? Or |thet if
they did just "leave" it there, it was not in th; Archive to the Tresident,
but just somewhere, desn't make eny difference.where, "in the Archives building“?
This i- exactly what the Arbhivist of the United Ststes says, "left st tba‘
Archives building for safekxeeping”.

This is no essier to believe thmet thet for the taree months he =nd
his subérdinatas kept promising me either a copy of th7£emo or 8 writ ten
explenation for denyinz it he didn't kmow, if it wes, that thies wes the privafe
prorerty o the Kennedy femily.

in response I also reminded him that Iffned been sssured by the head
of the Zecret “ervice thst he hsd given the Archives éverything be had on the
gessssinsation. I asked for a Becret Service copy of fhe memo 1ﬁst6f1d of the
*private preperty” one. ‘krh I seid, with government property thus héing‘disposed
sf in sn esrparently illegsal menner, 1'd like cépies of sll tne memos on this,
citations of tue lsw imvoked for the sppersnt crime, who msde the decision, etc.

Regardless of this frivolity with history and evigenca of = Bresidentiel
murder, the simple, 1nas¢apeb19 fact 1z thet st no time did this film of the
President's sutorsy ever cesse being the property of the govermment. Giving it
away was like sweeping the‘firt under the rug. That no more chenged the ownership
than steafing 8 car does. It is the same Depertmentim-of Just ce thut enforces
the laws ageinst stedlin- cars tﬁat here srgues theft chsnges ownerahig and
is legal. And, setting such high standarﬁa of respect for ths luw, eﬂhders

sloud about tne merked increase in crims in the nation.



Robert Kenmnedy, who hed teen ittorney Gemeral of the United States,
wes then the recognized hesd of the Fennedy fsmily. Cen it bte argued tiet
the Attorney General is ignorsnt of the law? He wss party to the illegality of

‘ this ixnproper diéposing of government property. e can no longer explein it.
This, of course, is to assume he was aware of it. The tregedy of the importent
who became ensnsred in the improprieties eand illegelities of the murder snd
its investigstion iz thst esch hed to accept on trust wﬁat he wés tolq bj
others, Each also hed to essumed he wes informed of what he should nave known,
There is no reeson to bslieve the underlings xmew sll the facflto report, knew
what wss true snd wkat was not, snd repbrteq evefything thet should hsve been.
}f this mey expléin how such a trensaction coul: have b?en mede w' toout the
knowledge of eny Kennedy, it does not juetify it, for all subsequrntly bécamé
awere of it when this film so improperly in their possessicn was returned to
the envernment. At thet time esch had to ¥now sbout the "d al " for i* & return.

Yhen this‘as 8 youﬁg and weak country it went to Wer not to vay tribute
to the Barbary pirstes. “hen it becems the most voverful country in history it
mede dishonorsble "desls" to recapture its pictures end I-reys of the sutopsy
of 8 murdered Pre;identl'lmegine that! Try =nd beliéve-it!

This is whet the “akplantion" of the governﬁent, in the T.peke court

8s everywhere else, recuires us to believe.

Itis & felsehood so demesning it would insult the intelligence of
a pre-puberty child to conceive 1t.

The truth is that the whole things wes engineered by the zovernment,
ingluding its treding oﬁ the Zenredy nsike, for s single purpose. Thet purpose
was to contrive the deal. Without this fiction of 8 freudulent "contract" under
the law permitting sccepting pepers for Fresidentisl Archives - » lgw thet
does not visuelize President murders or thm its misuse for the éaquasteriﬂg of
evidence - there‘ wss no way on earﬁ the govermment could hide, totally suppress,
the es=entiele evidence of the murder of the President and 4% with it preserve

the false achqnt »® that murder it had yrefabricated, for whetever purpnse.
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These film disprove tae enfire "solution” of the erime. In thk doing
they also prove misrepresentation, distortion and assor ted other improprieties
ens illegelities by gov-ronment employees, including perjury snd the subornstion
of perjury. Thus we find explsnation for the illezality of ziving awey the
essentisl eviience of then murder andi for the disgreceful cheap conspiracy by
which it wss retrieved unier the only possible device for continuing to hide
it, to deny it to the veorle, -to keep 1t from bteing used to demolish the

fiethtious "solution" of the erim= o7 the century. 4t the time the film was

- returned, the ¥Yen-edys were under such tublic vressure they.could no longer

ba used to hide the film, Their interest in keefing it sec'et wes personal,
not crininsl, They wsnted ne mors suffering, nothing tﬁey.might consider
undignified, no sensationel use of the film, whaich is understandable. But
by the first of “ovelber 1966, so much =ressure hed built up behind sttecks '
on the Warrep Beporz-the Kbnneéy-family position hed become intolsrable with their
possess ion of this pnrloined_evidence'.

Nowhere 1 n the world was the complete illegslity of this mmiirexx
klm;u Aesopisn._ 1ntarpretationrof "law" snd "contrgct" better understoecd than

in the Devertment of Justice which, in the Topeks court es it hsd in ¥ashington,

invoked its own criminelity es e defense egeinst it.

fﬁiihk&hisf—ths'ﬁﬁfffa'defensa sgsinst the Nichnols suit fells sbart.

] ] e contrive a8 with which the comrt

was abuzed—must—be@Nslyzed 8nd exuvosed.

At no time was%£his ssme Department of Justiece, including two of tie
signatories to the response to the Hichols suit, more smware of this-than in the
tims they were preparing‘ﬁhat enswér, for it was precisely then thet a court
of proper jurisdiction in Washinston rules on just this issue. It ruled sgsinst
the governmsnt and ordered thet the pictures snd “-rays be made availab19 for
examinetion by & competent pathologist so he could testify in the then ongeing

trisl in New Urleens. The gov-rmment's sppesl, :s it well knew, would remder this

decision moot., Put tie decision remeins, not overturned. The govermment does
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not heve the rights snd power it here claims.

1t doew have the power to toy with thé law, fc exploit the aveilabla
devices to frustrste tne lew and court decisicns. Whilé it was eléborately

going throush the motions of "deliberating " whether or ntt it would

spreal Judge Helleek's decisinn in "sshington, s pretense by which it wested a
few more days of ﬁracious_tima, made it more impossible for the ptitures and
“-rays to be exsmined snd cross-exsmined in & court of law in Foﬁiaiana,
it wa:z, ela;dastinely, arranging whet wes necessary for this spreasl behind tre
scenes. The clark of the Yourt of appesls told me thst for several weeks the
“epertment’s iawyers,#dn the c.$., hed been warnins him to be prepared for
t'hair apj:.eél. ! - .

Oncmmdge Helleck ruled, whether or
notlsgainst the povermment, es he did, there wss no way this film could be
produced in court. The government bed so meny devices for delay svailabie to it
the Louisisna trisl could not possbbly lsst that long. If by any remots chence
the Apprels “ourt could hsve decided while th=t trisl wes still in process, the
Govarnment need onl& sppeal again, to the Supreme Court, if nacessery. It will
continue %o frustrsteo by whatever proper or improper means &t hsnd, eny
effort to hasve this essential evidence of the murder exemined by f1;partial
experts. Its 1llegslities snd improperties have succeeded fqr more thag five
years, The national interest requires that this come to en end. The imwediate
pnesibility it in this suit by s competent fore-=ic pethologist.

Whet exsminatinn of this film will show is no longer secret, fo; in
jefending the acti{:;n in Judge Hsllsek's court the government hed to disclose
a reading of what it there said wes tﬁia precise film., Thet evidence, without
any possibility of doubt, estasblishes, among others, these t*o things:

‘ There wes perjury in the testimony etout the film.
It preserved evidsnce mxm contresry to’ths offfgial rapresentation

!
made of thst evidence.

In short, the President wes shot othar then where the gov-roment



sey he wes shot snd he was not wounded es the government says he was wounded.
Tye reading of the film by ths govornment's hired pzrtisens in i*self destroys
the government's integrity and the entire prefabricated offieisl "solution”

to the erimes.

With this, tne entire defense asgainst the Nichols suit falls spart.

Howsver, the remeinipg contrivences with which the court end the
}aw are abused must be snalyzed and exposed. Esch is,invalid, each » fecile
attemptrtp further ﬁelay the Afficial disproo?; in s coyrt of law, of the
falacy of the federal explanation of the mJgar ol tl® President.

Not thmt the governmentds misues of ¢ fraudulent contract in its
response has beeﬁ exhsucted stove. It is still the insppropriate basis of
other pleadings, including the defense of theft end tacit acknowledgement thst
there was what smount to theff, and openly srguing esgasinst ths clear netional

interest snd reguirement
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The cleime purpose of "preserving” the evidence iatect is defesated,
not furthered, by denying it to tae people, especielly those in = position to
eveluste it. The government visuslizes =zn unreslity, that thappreaervation bt the
evidence considersd by the Commission will in itself supportﬂtbe conelusicne
allegedly bessed on tist evidence. It cites the House Committee remért of August
19, 1965 ss recommending thet "the se éﬂ;itical exhibits" considered by the Commission
Wehsll be permenently retsined so thst "sllegetions and theories concerning Fresi=
dent Yenyedy essassinstion” thet "might serve to encourage irresponsible rumors
undermining public confidence in the wor’c of the Tresident's Commisszion™ wuld
not be “encourageﬂ". Treservinz this avidence snd meking in entirely uraveilasble
in sny mesningful wey, some of it, the most crucisl, in no menner st 41, does~fﬁy-
thing but inspire confidence in thosewno deny access to the evidence. Rether it
does "enocursge” the "undermining o public confidence in the work of the
President's Commis:ion’. If the evidence supports the concluaions sllegedly
baeed upon it, confidence in those conclusione recuires that those knowledgesble
by givehInot denied, sccess to thet evidence. Failure- ir this case, refussl to
the point of conteftaFlng in court - to permit experts to see thst evidence,
persaudes only thst the evidence does not suppot support the conclusions and that
the covernment is orly too well awere of it.

In the brief, the conclusion of the govermment is that the bouse

Committee which wented to stifle npumpra” wented to "exempt" from exsminstion

taat evidence



