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Dr. Randplph Robertson 2/26/94
Southern}iills Medical Center, Radiolory

391 Wallace Road

Hashville, TH 37211

Dear Randy,

In response to your 2/21, which 1 found interesting, I tell you a story I'd rather
you keep to yourself for two reason. Une is that the person with whom that information
originates cun be hurt. The other is that I cannot prove it. However, I do believe it.

During the panel's deliberations there was a tiue "ghen 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 iishor's office, as * now believe, but Carl Eardley, who was
on all the JFK stuff in the Uivil Division after Clark was no longer AG, rushed up
to Baltinore and whipped them or Fisher into line. And then the repott as issued re-
sulted, Consistent with this is the faect on which you did not really comment, that in
saying it confirmed the Warren “eport in i‘ac'#, as + used it in Post liortem, it refutes
the Warren Report.

While I do not now recall his title, BEardley's ofiice, 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. (\)Jr, he
vas officed close to his bosse -

It is not just on the losation of the head wound it admits that the panel refutes
the Commission. 1t also doeﬁlin its reading of the chest X-rays, as 1 noted in that book.
Vith ellipticol confirmation from “umes et al.

The Clavk memo also interests me much. So I'1l tell you a non—confidential story.

On a Sunday morning TV tallt show, perhaps lMeet the fress, Clark was critical of
Garrison, In it he made a factual error. I vrote him about that error. Later, when after
quite a few yenrs of stonewalling, I got DJ records I'd requested, they held his paying
attention tu what I wrote him, Ue asked those around him to check it out. Their checldng
consisted in repeating what the official mythology was as 1 now recall as they got it
from the FBI, They never asked me a word about it, ¢'F -H‘wjj r Al (1 f-‘tfz’

The copy of the memo you scnt me bears no DJ identification. It also was fiot included

in what 1 got, as it should have been if it was in that main file. I premume therefore
rither than it wasn't there or as witheld under a FOIA exemption, perhaps bS.

Sanders 1 take to have been Harold Barefoot Sanders, who I think then headed the
Criminal “ivision; Vinson hf&aded Yivil; and I presume that '_:'Lf-ra ‘}ﬁgfgeliﬂﬁogoﬂn and that
he was & Vinson ascistant. In those days all White House ang DJ letters were routed to
Vﬁmson Tor response and when he did respond, it was off:.c:.il—rrgrthology beilerplate. I

not a =inglc letter in wlich he tool: any incoming mail seriously or made any real
inquiry. He wae the son of a then Supreme Coit‘t Justice who had been a southern hack pol.

and a Yongressman., laybe Sefretary of the Navy later, I'm not now sure.
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The last number in the date is eliminated in xeroxing. I take it to have been 19@6.
Iéaw no single record iu all I got from DJ, which was the Criminal Pivision supposed
file, reflecting anything at 2ll being done in response to Clark's telling them to
make a carciul examination. I think a FUIA case for all such records would be a good
ideas It you want to malw it and I can help you, let me know. I think also that someone
should make a I'OLA roquest for all records, tbcular C:l.vil Divisions, an or relating
to that panel, 1-5“ croeation, l"n‘f)\;':’rk i inéi-'t"';mm— a.!ﬁ’ ;.éactlon to that report.

You say of tho Moritz memo JIf this is a true memo."! It reflects no source. Xigi&
lgve you a reason to suspect it way not be?

I alsays believed that Iisher la.eﬁ:fi’nd if the Horitz memo ¢s not real ﬁ nontheless
reilects proper prodedure and what ! believe those doctors would have wanted if they
could not have insisted on it

The Holapps to whom a copy of Fisher's letter was sunt was, when Kleindinest was
Deputy AG, 'ne who handled FOLA requests and correspodence. The refulations then re-
guired the I'UIA roqu.ests to be addressed to the Yeputy AG. av"‘['f?"’ wet 04 b 4"’-"//

I think that lmlf,hd has sone kind of information-disclosure lav. I think a request
should be made for all of relevant records of the medical-examinerds office. I do not
think a Maoryibuder hs to male the requost but if you ¢-nt to and want me to, I'll join
you in it. Jther.

Have yuu congidered writing to tthhtutimm for which the doctors worked and a
anked them for copies of records and whethor they lmow of the existence of any elsewhere?
II' they decide to give you copies they may tell you if the records %8; the existence
of other records eluevhere. fny refusals are good for the record, I think,

Bruce Yromley was a senior partner in an old and major law firm then Cravath, deGers-
dorff Swaine anl Woods The one in which much l.ter Posner put in a little time in menial
vork he lies about. The idea for the pnnal,accnrding to the man who wro]fgygrcolumn about
:H}#{hhn he wns the intellectual in reridence in the LBJ White House, was John Y. Roche. So
You may want to ask tho LBJ 1z:i.?::re.ry for those records. I duv not know if -ﬂ:hey vere sent
to the frchives undor th new law. I'd ask the Livrary first.

If any i::z_nd of' coersion could be slmwg, it could mean somcthing. And I am convin-
ced that L,_\rtlly did pressure then into agrepwith the Commission's Report.

Roche taucht at ‘randeis Umvaru.-'by alter leaving the LBJ White House and that is
vhen he wrote his syndicated column. I do net know where he put his records but Brandeis
might knov. '

That lioritz left no records at Uase is consistent, I think, which this Eardley thing.

If as you say the report wasd-ufted at DJ then the DJ should have records you should
be able to get under FOIA. ’

I have the feellnt that you agree with the dumes gang. I do not I can't imagine

the fanel giving a l‘ lse reading or accepting fakes, It was &k at ge’chesda that the
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pressure wos first ap;lied and where the {irst lies were told. 4nd Humes has never
s}opped lying. #e did not, for example, deutroy hiu notes. lle destroyed the first 1
holograph of the antdpsy repprt and he did that vhen he learned that Uswald was dead and 1
there vould Le no trisl. What meant no cross—exafmination of his worke I do more !
tracing of thit in JEVER AGATH! Phat I thinl now will be published this éeptember.
Hll.{me:: uttored many lies. “Yume is thot ho did not kuow about the anterior neck wound
having been deccribed as of entrance. dnother is that he spoke to Perry the second
time during the day of 11/23. 5till another is that he told Perry nothing. “e told
Perry what the report would say and it worried Perry much. That is vwhy he disappeared

and asked Clark fo handle the 11/23 press confernce for him. Heread Perry on this in
Fogt Hortem,

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 lortem.If as a radiclogist he would have done that

Lo his profeassional reputationa

I think we should assume that Leathers did something in response to that Clark
meo and that sich records exist in Uivil Division files, That may well be th;& reason
all indication of it was withheld from what was belatedly disclosed to me.

With regard to the loritz memo and to his leaving no records at Ease. I think his
use of the word "liderary" pught not be {aken literally. There\%i-/no c-ioubt in my mind
that if I, a layman, perceived their two destructions of the official mythology and of
the autops‘i} conclusions, they lmew it even better. So they left their refutations in
and caglled them confirmatiom. 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 T may have suggested before, I think you should make a close examination of the
fromes of the Zapruder film made intu slide for the Commission by Life, the originals
of what was published by the Comrission, especiadly of the mimm nine slides that vere
to have been published and were not simplg becaw e the FUI did not make prints of them,
The back of the head is cléarly visible in 334ff and is unblemished, with no blodd visible
there or on the shirt collar or jacket. Bocouse they were made from the original I see
no poseibility of that havin; been faked or substituted for. This sequence is wheJbefore
falling over JFK turns touard Jac&:ie. It is also clear on what might be guestioned, clear
copies frum 'I‘H shous, .

Tour enclosurcs convince me that making these FOIA raquests is ,7)'20"1:31‘1@119 and I
think they should all be nmade at the same time, with no :.ndica i ol erpe—of any of
thé other roquests.

The Justice JVK assassination file disclosed '1:0 zt me iz 129-11. ﬂk’sl Wﬂ/ 2




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 &Lﬂ¢>\
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We should earefully examine all the eriticiams, hypotheses
and suggestions contained in the existing bedy of litarature
coucerning the President's sesassination and the werk of

the Warrea Cemmission, The purpese is to inventery the
sentontions so we can evaluate their dimensions and walidity, -

I would like tha task deseribed above $o be undertaken by &
small group of lawyers withia the Department on &3 un-~
publicized basis and suggest that the group be headed, i he

is available, by Mr, Harland F. Leathers, Chief of the General
Litigation Section of the Civil Division. Ia addition, I should
like Mz, Regevin and Mr, Vinsen to desigaste & member of

his staf{, preferably in the Appellate Section, to work with
Mr. Lesthers. I would appreciste meeting with you and your
designees en Mondsy, November 28, at 5:00 P. M, to discuss
this mutter further.
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