Dear Cary, ' . 3/1 0/96
Your paper, Mormerly Suppressed Lvidence... was in ,vesterd.ay's mall, which
was late. It brought me several matters that require immediate attention but be-
Bause I believe y;:m may went to circulate your paper before AUUB issues its
repgrt on its depossitions of ‘wmes and Boswell and I rather think more, I ro-
ply immediately, if that means at 1ﬂcas J!ength that I mwight perh.apa o't';hax'wise.
This is the best presentation of this information I've seen that I can re—

. member and it is a very good presentations.It remains, hovever, an argument rather'

than an evéluation of all that is relevant. Of course, there can be disagreement
about what is relevant. But 1 dom this is a subject that should be explored
as fully and coupletely ad, it can be, that it is izgppi:tant, and that having it
more of an examination than an argument would be better for it and better period.

I do not have 'l:ir*é right not to go into some of those things that came to
mind when .E read this aflduring tho parts of the nigh+I was awake but I do B
suggrest that one thing that could be explorg, farther is how so many people could
have said what they did sey if it is not fully correct. Another matter that should
be explored is what might have been done to the film or various kind, ¥ anything.
(I hope you have come td realise that all criticism is not inusli and th.ﬁt con-
structive criticism is intended bo be helpful,) '

I used a hiéhlighter vhen I road your paper and I'll be responding in terms
of wlmh,Ihighlighted. At least in %erms of what { remember of it today. Thet
can et to be a prqblem when you aro three eeks Qom 45 and a.lthough‘__feeble have
be fortunate to survive when vour docto¥s did not expect you to. (This also
restricts what I can do right now but if you decide in the future to make this
broader and deeper maybe I'll remember sowe of whai:I now have in mind then. I

do think you omitted what you shuulci hot have that is in Post Mortem, which you
have, and in the @irst Mh:l.‘cewash. which I have no reason to believe you do have.
Also, if you have it, the way NEVER AGATN!begins.

The question you raise and reise effectively does not exist by itself and
one”of the wealmesses of this paper is that it is exauined by itself. You may
have a problem here in not knowing t'e rest of the material that is avajlable
and not indicated in what you have writden. )

I'm sorry that 1'1l be interrupted more than I'd like to be in writing this,
beginning in about 20 minutes. That will not help me keep all I'd like in mind.

Un the first page you say, corrtctlt? that new autopsy evidence has surfaced
aft .or having been suppressed. But there is also autopsy evid.nce that was not
suppressed that you do not address. You may think it isn't necessary bﬂt some of -

ﬂ' that you did have and did not use is, I think, esaentia.l in amr examinations
that sugmests the film was in some way toyed with.
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This is particularly true wherg yju refer to the effects of bullets and this.
in the sense of some toying with film. I sﬁgge.,t that is there was any fooldsng
around with £ilm to hide or obscure or alter evidence you'd not have head X-raps

that show those 40 dust-like frogments becausg that, ag I thinkcyrial may be .'er a

. position to confirm, is impossible with hardened military ammunition,
On suppressed evidence, if you do consider maldng any changes before ARRB
igsues its report, I believe it -intended to carry farthur what I have in Post

Hortem about eﬂ;nﬂ.ssing né::bes and all that exists in the proctocol that has no

lmown source, which means notes that have been memory=holeds

In the paragr"hph timffullow you say the existing g * @ Tilm seems consistent
wiyh Usuald's guilt. That is not really true. It ¢ an be regardedas true in terms

of the offigal accounting of the shooting, end if this 13 what you mean L

yop shqul odd it. Bur |gusftedics thip JWW
o P;\.\r % ‘Jhen I was able to got to it I ridiculed the goverbment becuse it published
nine fewer Zapruder frames tna n LIFEmade for it. The hrcl-'i\res invited me in to
gsee them and + accepted that i:vitation. L+ do not recall whether I went into
this with you but when * did with Hantik I never heard from him again. In the
second emJ third of the slides of which the FBI did not make black—and-whﬁ'e
prints that could be ¥pintTed, fer two frames as JFK fulls over on Yackie the
bagk$f his head is clexrly visible and it is entiraly—mintact. Not even a
hair our of place, Not aémdgeon of blood v:l.s:l.ble, ‘on the clothing 0‘.\’1 the bac.lc,
either. pite of what Lifton, Livingstife, Twyman and othq_/j’rs Bay, doct%ng
Za ruder was not pesiible. If it had been those frames would hava disappeared.

Th.i_; is an error you should correct: the lous did not ordertha suppresscion
of ew: idcncc. for 50 years. _Lt ia a standing rule of the Youse that what committeesf
do not make qu{lc not be made public for 50 years. The purpose is not supprassion

. but protaction of the innocent. +f you ad ever worked on a committee of the
Uongress, as ~ did, you'¢| know that all kinds of crap. gets dumped on the com—
mitiees that is hurtful and would be if it were true. The standing rule had
the effec‘t:of sg suppression but it was not speeial. I‘t was older than you are.

Biriie it is true, as you aayy infhe next graf, that what has been with— '
held, if relcased, would not satisfy both sides, here you should also recognize
that there is much that should exist that does not exist and cannot -be dis—

closed es having been withhold, Wiat [ gof into at the beginning of NEVER AGATN!,
the crime itself not being investigatied and not ever intended to be. Of which -
I Jo have full documentation the publisher did not use. And example of this is
above, that dust-lilke dragments. Impossible from fullpjacketed nﬂ.litar_"f ammo made .
within the ‘terms of. the Geneva convemtion. BSCA déd not intend to go farthur than
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the WC did o¥"it would not have ignorved Cyril's fine eloquence as it dide ,
On the second page it was not the limo driver who selected the hospital. +t
was I think the chief of pol:u ‘s But it is not correct to aﬂ;" that the limo

' driver made the choice, He was ledlthare‘and did not know to begin with where

he'd be going. y

Gotta knock off for a while. o : .

You cite a liarvard Law Review study to show that on l"saliant“ details
the averapge of observations is ligh. Ilth:.nk “that law professors will tell you
that whe:n they have a moot court, of someone wallkdng through the classroom, they
get all ldnds of reports that are not accuratc. There is also, perhaps, Shock in
this case because the viectim was the Pres:.den.t. I have often wondered if some of
those comments about the "back" really meantkmfard the bach. I have i Nn mind what
you have in line 3 ‘on page 3 "who described it in the rear." (Also there is the

position of that flap of scalp.)

When you get to Yurdy, Blakey and others, it was Blakey who set the policy
of affirming the W¥ to tﬁe degree poasible and Purdy covered up much, Which was
gooﬂ for his carecr. I was the source of )4 ost of the criticlsm of 1liSCA during
its life. L never asked for anonmnlty and was cited as the source in most stories.

. Blakey could never respond and he d;dn t.. e just got upset and out of control.i’

(I understood he hoped for the attorney generalab.p over the ,]ob he would dib,)
“n page 4 you mention Boden in line 5. No innocence there, Yor example, he
told me he knew the knot of the fie had been takéa taken P apart and that it was
then retied, That destroyed it vwa as evigknce, but not to hin as not to the WC.
If you read Post Hortem with care you may have gotten the impressiofy that I
was raising a questlon about the photographs, not about their being doct but
about the number of them. I had no proof that they vere notjall there but I had -
that belief. I think there will be, occasion to return to th:Ls far ‘my PUrposes.
Boswell as "second in commond." IL'd change that because in fact “mnes was
not "in command." Why not e refer to him as lumes asiistant dr something like
that? There is no doubt that “alloway was very much in cpmmand. He had
maka Substa.t;gltive changes in the proctocol after he turned-tha'second.one- in
and Finql{ gwote that it was “alloway who ordered them not to trac_:e the trdck of

the bullet in the body. Galloway also told the HSCA staff (he vwas not a witnass)

‘that he m.varleft the au‘tn’j‘s room, (r, nobody aslced or told him what not to fo.
In tlm last paragraph, first line, ma_v L suggest that you eliminate "forensic

tra:l.necl" Finck lacked the personal experience in forensic cases end I think the

others had at least some training from their testimony. Tou. can rafor to ”iu.ck
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with uge of his then title, He was the Army's chief of wounds ballistics. Not one,
as I think Cyril will coni‘irm, Wc;. experienced in forensic msdicine, and may you ‘
want to avoid g:i.v:.ngtha 1L1presm.on that even one was?

Page 5, line 5, where you say the forenszc panal:.ats said the head "wound
was not lowe..but high," I suggest you look at the proctocol)holograp}y, page
T, in Post ilortem, and rp.ad what Hrmes said before Galloway made him change
"tangential to the surface of the scalp" to .'lacerated," as I tecall. That
was a coy made frou t e orviginal, which was on white paper with a pale blue
line$, +t ia s substantiative change, E think C:n-il will agree, and it seems to
place the wound higher,

Footnote 33 on page 6, I'll appreciute a copy of that. I'll do no more
w@fitlng on the medical evidence but I'd like to*%e that and do have qpestiona
abdjt a through-and—through probe. It would depend on the position of the body
(agaité Post liorfen guf the the scalupa being the floatingest bone in the body} 5
think its changes] position blocked the probe and the iinger

Belcher is a real stinker. I had some dealing with him in my firat- FOIA.
lawsuit victory. He had the records entered into é‘l'xeflrecord of the ‘?’ﬁritish . s
court to get day Jrtradicted and theg sere classified "SECRET". and withheld until
I won in cﬁ&urt.. He also rebuffed Yy 1'OWA r:‘celuest ourside the law, when I firsg
made that ruquest, earlier, by what the law does. not recognize, ﬂs declmed to
provide the records I sought in the grogNds, and tids is literal and in writing,'
th.'.a..t T would not believe them anyway. However, in the days o the DJ panel that
Fisher hoaded, it was not Belcher, of Uriminal, who handled ¥jat.It was Civil
and Bardley, and when it looked like that panel vas going to give the goﬁern—
ment problems, Bardley drove over to see Fishaer and got DFisher to get them
all in line sgaine. .

If DJ did prepare the memo Hunas'et al signed and it is the memo I use in
the Post wlortem appendix, it admids there was metal in the chest s 88 they had
d:an:l.ed under o.r.\th. The language was somethiyg like no m@or par‘t: of a 'nullat and
T asked how ab dut and how many winer partsz

You conclude wondering of a new official investigation is needed. Which

you can, But you should be awars tna+ with the crime itself never offiﬂally
investigated there is mot liksly 76 be any hidden smoking gin and with no resl
investigation of the wounds there is not likely to be any real information on
them wvailable uniees 1t was a memo by someone not involved in the autopsy or a -
% memo by someone who was there and made -Ihis' own observations an ‘€T them'

secret.
"If the Review Doard initiestes a trend tuward grwa'bar gavemment openness
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the revolution will have come!

I helped (renshaw'd lawyer. fle had the manuscript of HEVER AGAIB! before
it was pnbhshe4. I'd like to see m"a* is in Footnote 5, that Physician's
Ueelcly and the UQMMRES, not attached in the copy .ﬂ:u
sent me.

Some of thw forego:.ng is for your i.n.forma.t:.on, not?, in the expectation

* you wouPd use it in this. The couple of things I mentioned that are not accurate
or not fully accurate I wculd change to avoid that as a basis for criticism by
‘those who might want to criticize on general prj.nciplea, like maybe Belin or
ldebeler,

But L do urge you to be awvare that ‘some of these things cannot rea].ly be
evaluated standing alone, I am not encouraging you to talke issue where it is
hot essential but at the sune time I hope you will want to avpid what may

mualead others. I think you shov.ld make it clear 'l:ha* in what youléayp’ about the
U/ punds and the shootme' you are saying what the government gaid. If you want to ‘

go farthur, I think that would be find but that is not wwhy L said some of

this. If you decided to depart for any of the official interpretation of. the

of ficial endcncc I think that maybe an expert opinion on thode 40 dust-ljke

like fmguﬂents is beyond question® not possible for bullets made under the

Geneva convantian. And ﬁeﬂf could not have come from a bullet that entered

whel{&* understand the hole in the b ack of the head would have entry. There -

I think a real question of a head shot from the front and of morec thab one -
bullet to the hea.d. I am not suggsting that you say thls if you do not want to

but L am s.ggestiypg that what you say not be designed to get others not to
even think that waye. -

i few otjrr thoughts. 4 new investigation, any officia.l invaséigat;lon,'does,
inevitably, mxqn an investigation of the FBI. Few in politieal life can survive .
that and that is why few would even gveam of it.

The DJ panel report includes lead in the chest, as I note in Post Mortem,

_ _ That is only one of the evidences that prdves' the single-bullet fabrication
to be impossible. Un that, Russell refused t?’accept it and Goopgrf also never, to
his dying day, agreed with it. The formularion that conned them was MeCloy's. When
I put in Bussell's hands the proof thaf no trangeript existed of that 9/18 execu-
tive sesssion he broke his long friendship with LBJ. Never spoke to him again.

A.ni* then before death went Jnodestly public tack in his district. He had a talld.ng

paper for that seas:mn he forced and I have a xerox of his cardon copy. It had
two parﬂs, z_'efuaal t(iaccept the SBY and his belief that they did not have proof
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that Osuald was alone, e

There is no doubt in my mind that with the offiéial evidence dtself I have
proved that the Lannlivher-Carcanno was not used in ‘che ‘crime. I believe I have
do that with the official evidence on Oswald, that it proves he coulck not have
been there at the required time to fire those ghots. I am not suggestiny: that Yyou
usc this, You may not want to believe it. But I am suggest.ir'lé that in whatever you
make public keep in mind that your reputation is at stake in the future. There
is no way of knowing what can come out and what you do should, I think, to the
d‘egrée posgible for you, try ﬂE anticipate what might and g.aep _yourself on' the
right side of that. -

Huch else raelates to what you go into and you do not touch on those other
"thinga. But you shuuld also try to keep them uml what can come of them in '
mind “ o

Sorry I was not able to stay with this and tha® it may be a bit broken up
but if you have any questions, please ask them.

7 Good luck!
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