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„Aur.,•unt 23, 1964 

'To: 	J. Lee Rankin 

row: Wesley Z. ',Labeler 

Ecssra. Griffin and Elawson and i raise questions covering 

the palm2rint which Lt. Day of the Dallas _?lice Department teatio 
fie;: he lifted from the underside of the barrel of the 	rifle 

on November 22, 1933. :ha: story is sat forth on pages 7-10. of the • 

proposed final draft of Chapter 	of the Report, copies of *lab. 
are attached. 	 • 

• • • 

1.7e st=ect that additional investir;ation be conducted to 	• •• 

• deterrtine with greater certainty that the palraprint was actually 
lifted from the rifle as Lt. Day has testified. The only evidence 

we presently hive on that priat is the testimony of Lt. Day himsalf. -

Le has stated that althouah ha lifted tea palm?rint on Kovember 22, • 

1933, he dit: no: provide a cc?) of the lift to the MI 

Nova:tater 	1933 (9 1! 24,51). re also testified that after the. 
lilt 11:. -"aold still see tr,:»WQ2 of t%e print unc:er the banal and 

wGS coin:.; to try to use photopraphy to brim off or brims out a 

	 print." 	Latona o: the 7D: testified with respect to 

the lift of the p:Ampr:.r.t, that "evidently the liftiaz had been so .. 

cc:)lete that there wet tothinz left to show any markinz on the gum 
itaelf as to the existence of such--even an attempt on 44 partint • - 

anyone C..40 to process the rifle (a. at 24). 	• 

,:.dditional problems are raised by the fact that: 

. 1) Xr. Latone testified that the poor finish of the 

rifle made it easorbeat and not conducive to getting a good print; 

' 2) None of the other prints ort the rifle could be idantifLad 

because they were of such poor quality; 

The other prints on the rifle were protected by cellophans 

V7.110 	al-ca %/here the pal:7.priat had boon lifted me not, oven 

tho.t,lin Lt. Lay testified that after the lift*the 	print on 
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V:.G 	 LQ:e  still re:sal:4:d on there,!' wher:.he 	ntkod • 
ha4 not releaeed the lift to the =I on November 22, 1961,,.• 
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should review the above circumstances at our conference 
• -!-.gcnt Latona and Ir.spector Malley. The confizuration of the 
palm print should be reviewed to determine, if possible, whether 
or no it was :cr.-loved fro:n a cylindrical surface. The possibility 
that the paiiri print or evidence of the lift was destroyed while Lila 
▪ s.:ie was in transit should be reviewed with them. The exact 
condition of Cie rifle at 	time it was turr.eci over to the FBI 
Dz...11as office should be ascertained. Agalt Latona should be asked 
ii he can t: ink of any explanation for the apparent conflict in the 
above testimony. 

We sho-ald also: 

1) Detern:ine whether or not Lt. Day had assistance when 
he worked with the prints on the rifle. If he did, we 

should. obtain statements from those who assisted him. 

2) Lt. Day should be asked why he preserved the fingerpri=s 
on the rifle, which were not sufficiently clear to make 

pc:itive identification, and yet did not preserve the palm print, whicl% 
was clear enouLh ior that purpose.. 

3) Lt. Day should also be asked why h3 removed only the 
print a:u should ba questioned again concerning his 

rccouc ction. *that he saw the palm print still on the rifle after he 
the lift. 

4) Lt. Day should be asked if he took any photographs of 
palm print en tilt:: rifle after the lift. Ha may have 

CO114 so, since ha did pl7.o.i.o;;;;;;.iph the less valuable fingerprints, and 
palm print on the rifle, according to his testimony, was still the • 

"bast bet" for identification. It.is also significant that Lt'. Day stated 
that ''.1c; was r;oing to atter.i?t to get a batter print through use of 
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