Dr, Randplph Robertson 2/26/94
Southern{lills lledical Center, Radiolory

391 Wallace Road

Nashville, TH 37211

Dear Randy,

In response to your 2/21, wiich + found interesting, I tell you a story I'd rather
yeu keep to yoursell for two reason. Une is that the person with whom that information
originates enn be hurt. The othor is that I cannot prove it. However, I do believe it.

Durinz tho panel's deliberations there was a tiue Lgheu. DJ heard that it was not
going to conclude as it did. iy present recollection may hot be correct on whether all
the panel then was at "isher's office, an L now believe, but Carl Eardley, who was
on all the JFK stuff in the Civil Division after Clark was no longer AG, rushed up
to Baltimore and whipped them or P'i.sher into line. And then the repott as issued re-
sulted. Consistent with this is the Tfact on which you did not really comment, that in
saying it confirmed the Varren *eport in fac#, as + used it in Post Hortem, it refutes
the Warren Report.

While I do not now recall his title, Eardley's office, which was shared with ang
other lawyer named Jaffee, was next to the large reception office, on its left from the
entrance, and Ruckelshause's was next to that reception room on the other side. 51', he
was officed close to his bosss —

It is not just on the location oi' the head wound it admits that the panel refutes
the Commission, It also doesfin its reading of the chest X-rays, as I noted in that book.
With elliptical confirmation from “umes et al.

The Clark memo also interests me much. So I'll tell you a non-confidential story.

On a Sunday morning TV talk show, perhaps Heet the *ress, Clark was critical of
Garrison. In it he made a factual error. I wrote him about that error. Later, when after
quite a feu yoars of stonewalling, I got DJ records I'd requested, they held his pawing
attention tu what I wrote him, le asked those around him to check it out. Their checldng
consisted in repeating what the official mythology was as I now recall as they got it
from the I'BI. They nzver asked me a word about it. UV ,}f?}u?' t trulh (0 j”ﬂ"ﬁf

The copy of the memo you scnt me bears no DJ identification. It also was mot included
in what + got, as it should have been if it was in thai main file. I premume therefore
nither than it wasn't there or as witheld under a FOIA exemption, perhaps b5.

Sanders 1 take to have been Harold Barefoot Sanders, who I think then headed the
Criminal Yivision; Vinson hféaded “ivil; and I presume that is ‘jggg}:eb%_aogovin and that
he was a Vinson asuistant. In those days all White House and DJ letters were routed to
i{inson Tor reasponse and when he did respond, it was nfficiil—uu:thology beilerplate, I
s;a.{ not a =ingle letter in uhich he tool any incoming mail seriously or nade any real
inquiry. He was the son of a then Supreme 001_1:'1; Justice who had been a southern hack pol.
and a “ongressman, laybe Sefretary of the Havy later, I'm not now mure.
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The last number in the date is eliminated in xeroxing. I tzke it to have been 19&6.
;éaw no single record iu all I got frou DJ, which was the Criminal Division supposed
file, reflecting anything at all being done in response to Clark's telling them 4o
make a carsful examination. I think a FUIA case for all such records would be a good
ideas It you want te make it and I can help you, let me know. I think also that somecne
should make a I'OIA roquest for all records y Eartmcular1¥ Civil Divisions, on or relating
to that panel, ibs ceoation, nprk, 1 ix;;.'%r'gmmharﬁ;{;gaction to that report.

’Jfou say of tho Horitz memo VIf this is a true memo." It reflects no source. FEHE
Uavye ;ou a reason to suspect it way mt be‘?

I alsays belioved that Figher l:].ed:f"' d if the Horitz memo ¢s not real :_i nontheless
rellects proper prodedurs and what L believe those doctors would have wanted ift they
~ould not have insisted on it

The Rolapps to whom a copy of Fisher's letter was sent was, when Kleindinest was
Deputy AG, 'ne who handled FOIA requests and correspodence. The refulations then re-
guired the FUIA rnquests to be addressed to the Yeputy AG. a‘/"‘/f’" wet oa bt 4T "//

I think that tlaryL thd has soue kind of information-disclosure law. I think a request
should be made for all of relevant records of the medical-examinerss office. I do not
think a Marylbuder hs to make the request but il you wont to and want me to, I'll join
you in it, (her.

Have you considered vwriting to thb-vﬁmt:.tutions for which the doetors worked and a
asked them for copies of records and whethor they lmow of the existence of any elsewhere?
I they deecille to give you copies they may tell you if the records ﬁ%ﬁgi the existence
of other records eloevhore. fny refusals are pood for the record, I think.

Bruce Yromley was a senior partner in an old and major law firm then Cravath, deGers—
dorf€ Swaine ani Wecd. The one in which much liter Posner put in a little time in menial
work he lies about. The idea for the panel, cccrdinb to the man who m-o%e?g column about
li)\rimn he was the intell ec.tual in recidence in the LBJ White House, was John P, Roche. So
you may want to ask the LBJ £..1brary for those records. I do not know if D:hay vere sent
to the &rchives under th new law., I'd ask the library first.

If any lund of coersion could be show?, it could mean somecthing., &nd I am convin-
ced that Lo.nlly did prescurs them into agregwith the Commission's Report.

Roche taught at “randeis Univeérsity after leaving the LBJ White House and that is
when he wrote his syndicated column. I do not know where he put his records but Brandeis
might know,

That Horitz left no records at Uase is consistent, I think, which this Bardley thing.

If as you say the report wa\ld ufted at DJ then the DJ should have records you should
be able to pet under FOIA,

I have the feel:.np' that you agree with the Uymes gange 1 do not I can't imagine
the (Panel giving a fl.,e reading or accepting fakes, It wes &k at getbnada. that the
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Pressure wes first ap.lied and where the first lies were told., And luumea has never
sjopped lying. #e did not, for example, destrey his notes. le destroyed the first
holograph of the cnteépsy report and he did that when he learned that Oswald was dead and
there would Le no trial. Yhat mosnt no cross-exafmination of his .ork., I do more )
tmcmg of thirt in HOVER AGATIT! That I think now will be published this September.

Humeq uttored many lics. Ye is that he did not know about the anterior neck wound
having becn desceribed as of entrance. dnother is that he spolke to Perry the second
time during the doy of 11/23. 5%ill another is that he told Perry nothing, e told
Perry what the report would say and it worried Perry much. That is why he disappeared
and asked Clark 4o handle the 11 /23 piress confernce for him. Reread Perry on this in

I agree that they should have had Ebersole participate in the preparation of their
report but he could not have gatten avay with what Humes et al did. See under theiy
reading of the chest X-rays in Post Hortem.If as a radiologist he would have dbne that

Lo his profeasional reputation.

I think we should assume that Leathers did something in response to that Clark
meo and that sikich rocords exist in Civil Division files, That may well be thta reason
all indication of it was withheld from what was belatedly disclosecd to me.

With regard to the lioritz memo and to his leaving no records at taae, I think his
use of the word "literary" pught not be taken literally. There\qa, no doubt in my mind
that if I, a layman, perceived their two destructions of the official mythology and of
the autops% conclusions, they knew it even better. So they left their refutations in
and called them coufirmatiom. Is that "literary"? Medical experts do that? While they
did not knou that their report would be used they had to assume that at sowe point it
would be in some way. So, they had their asses to cover.

As I may have suypgested before, I think you should make a close examination of the
of the Zapruder film made intu slide for the Commission by Life, the originals
of what was published by the Commission, ezpeviadly of the mImm nine slides that were
to have been published and were not simplg becaw e the FUL did not make prints of them.
The back of the head is cldarly visible in 3%4ff and is unblemished, with no blodd visible
there or on the shirt collar or jacket. Bechuse they wers made from the original I see
no poscibility of that havin; been faked or substituted for. This sequence is #before
falling over JFE turns touord a'..lcn.e. It is also clear on what might be questioned, clear
copies frum T‘Vshmrs.

Your enclosurcs convince me that making these FOIA requests is orthwhile and I
think they should all be made at the some time, with no i_uaic‘aﬁg%—omﬁz-}f any of
thé other requests.

The Justice JFK assassinatiou file disclosed to :b: me is 129-11. ﬂ@ /W
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RANDOLPH H. ROBERTSON MD
SOUTHERN HILLS MEDICAL CENTER
DEPARTMENT OF RADIOLOGY
391 WALLACE ROAD
NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE 37211
OFFICE 615-781-4650
FAX 615-377-8100

Harold Weisberg

Route 12

0ld Receiver Road
Frederick, Maryland 21701

February 21, 1994

Dear Harold:

I have become very intereseted in the Department of Justice
and its handling of the autopsy materials and the reviews that
it set up. I have read Post Mortem and refer to it often. From
this I know you have more than a passing interest with the Clark
Panel Report. I thought you might find the memo written by Alan
Moritz M.D. of some interest. If this is a true memo,and I have
nothing to indicate to me it isn't, then what Russel'Fisher M.D.
told you in his letter to you on page 596 about the editorial
process was not completely the truth. Than again neither was their
final report.

I have already checked the archives of Case Western Reserve
University to see if Moritz might have left some early drafts
around and all that they found was a press clipping referring to
his participation in the panel. What I would give to see a rough
draft of that report.

Another area that I think is crucial to finding out what the
DOJ was up to is the 1967 review. Two things strike me as being
remarkable. After having Dr. Ebersole help in the inventory they
decided for some reason to not have him participate in the 1967
review and they gave the most cursory treatment of the X-rays in
this review. The reason for that is obvious because it is the
x-rays which destroy the original autopsy conclusion of only one
gunshot wound to the head. The second remarkable thing about their
1967 review is the statement that the entrance hole appeared to be
slightly higher than its described location as seen in the autopsy
photographs. The report of course was drafted by the DOJ and
presented to the doctors for their signature six days after the review.
After seeing the doctors HSCA testimony it is clear that they would
not have described the apperance of the entrance wound as it was
described in the 1967 review. Who then in the DOJ thought that the
entrance was higher and who was the physician who told them that
it appeared higher. We are dealing with a very short time interval
between the time the materials were "transferred" to the Archives
and the time the 1967 review was performed.

If you have any comments or other input I would appreciate it.

Sincerely,
Randy &L“/}\
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Mr. {B'r‘amley and 'Dri.; Carnes,

':'-r'ﬁ.lan R. Moritz

The enclosed is an edited copy of The Panel rep ‘
: your consideration. To the best of my knowledge, the changes -

AT =y that 1 have made in the original draft as agsembled by pr. Fisher
are literary onlY, and do mot in any way alter our agreed-to g
-opinions as to what we sav or conclusions derived from our S

observations.

You will recall that just pefore leaving Washington on

tae afternoon of February 27, each of us gave to pr. Fisher 2 :
draft of our gection of the report with the wnd.rstand
he would put these together in the form of a unified reports

ve did exaetly what he agreed tO do. 1t is inevitable,
however, that this would produce & document that guffered from a
certain amount of unnecessary repetition and undesirable '
variation in style and word usage-

1 believe that none of us would wish to be the signatory

of a document in the National Archives that was blemished in

- this manner.

1 am aware that many of the changes that I aave made .
probably reflect my persoml taste, and are wot necessarily =
petter than the original. '

Alan R. Moritz

o of tho Provest of tho Uneversity -,
oVl ) Wi
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We sheuld earsfully examine all the eriticlams, hypeotheses
apd suggestions contained in the existing bedy of litarature
concerning the President’s sssassinstion and the werk of

the Warrea Cemmission, The purposs is to inventery the
contontions 8@ we can evaluste thelr dimensions and validity. -

I woold like the task deseribed abeve to be undertaken by a
small group of lawyers within the Department on &2 un-
publicized basis and suggest that the group be hasded, i he

is available, by Mr, Harland F. Leathers, Chisf of the General
Litigation Section of the Civil Division. In addition, I should
like Mr. Rogevin and Mr, Vinsen to desigaste & member ef

his staff, preferably in the Appellate Section, to work with
Mr. Leathers. I would appreciats meeting with yeu and your
designees ea Mondsy, November 28, at 5:00 P. M. to discuss
this matter further.
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