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Gallager, John F., Beposition of 3/28/77

For future use it might be worthwhile to count the number of times he does not remember
in that most everyday of occurrences, his part in the investigation of the assassina=-
tion of a Fresident., Gallagher's ia one of the more perfected non-memories. However,
because = based on a reading of the first 70 pages - hs iz so explicit in claiming not
%o recall I believe his explicitness when he says he does recall makgs what he claims
to recall more certain, Some of these will be useful in questioning 1lty on compliance
and on his searches. =

16, QYouz would meke & rep.rt of your microscopic examination?
A. I would make a report in whether or not I deemed that to be a bullet hole.

%= A "...I conduct tests to see whether these metal fregments match in composition
or do note If they matoh, I report that. If they don't, I report that. I have to put it
out as it comes out of the instruments as interpreted by me."

(I have included the "as interpreted by me" because this makes a report more important.)

41=5 On elements showing in spuotro, NAA and existence or non-existence of teats.
Absent some instruction not to perform a test he would have tested all. We have nome
along the line Aeberscld recommended and no explanation of its absence.

46 Re JFK's clothingi"It has been 14 years since 1558 #258: reports
54

Re JFK's clothingt"If the examination was made, there would be a report.” (This had
to do with the detecting of copper on the back of the shirt on spsotre but none on
the shirt collar or tie.)

56=6lf Here he means somethin: edse by “pristine bullet."” The fact is there was a spcctro
on the entire bullst found in the weapon, not an HAA, We have not been given the
reports on his "homework" or his dtandard or a report on the comparisons in terma
of the deviations, not that I can recall. I'd ask Kilty about them.

3 63  On all the NAAs and s submitthdg a report, "I submitted it to the files.” Ask
K41ty to select this one from what he gave us.

'd' 64 One difference between Yak Ridge and Gulf Atomic is that Gult Atomio was making a
specialty of criminalistics uses of NAAs. Theve is nothing to show Oak Ridge hed. ]
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' 67 He puggests the only reason for keeping NiAs secret was that they not get out
i before they "got some data.™ They have been kept seoret, period. They are not
’ in the report and we hardly have "resulis" or "reporta”.

99. Baginidng with surbstone. On 70 he says the results of the
1 4 improved on by NAAs. He has already testified that a sample
quate for NAA testing. This "smear” was 3/4" by 1" and spectro twrned up only 2
i elements of the 12 he sald were present. How could this "mot

71. On Q15 he had some results, no results. That material was not provided, He alsé

says he made a report saying the sample wam't adeq Bu
port on Q=15.
what

pectro could not be
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the other front-seat » of both jacket and core, There was no
uch "problem” with that. In failing to test the copper-only sample he avoided
; two for comzmon origin. Moreover, you have a government-paid-for
study by Quinn showing how definitive the jacket=testing by NAA is. This is %o
+ therem should have been such a test and such reports. Or else?
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Beginning at the bottom of 74 he plays indecent gemes wilth you on “eopper," tadny your
common reference to the Jacket materlal to refer to the pure element only. The if not
in questioning Xilty then for later purposss lanls isalf to effective ise, in part
becapse it is evasive, in part because it is misleading and he is an expert and in part
because 1t ia3_sc utterly idwxm indscent. You would never lnow that investigating the
Id1ling of a resident was & serious zatter to him or the FBI from this. His lagt crack
on 75 is a g0dd 1llustration, "if I thought samebody would be intervsted in that."

81 "Every test we thought was poasible was done - ~ not possible,but practical.® Then
why do we not have results on the comparisons he has just been asked about? If tihe
work was for a FPresidential Comrdssion why was it given only pertial conclusions?
This alao is in the context of the fallure to compare Q2 and Q3 by HAA. This was
"pos=ible" as well as "probable" and in evidentiary tomms essential.

83 Bottom. In talldng sbout his cards he calls ticklers he refers to keepng them only
leng enough to "check the report and make aure the datea are right, and so forth."
Do we have any such of his reports, whatever he means by a report?

84 Hs gives no answer on ~rasier's #formal report of the entire examination."”.I'd let
Kilty have something t6 say on thia and his seavching for it, vhatever he says,
for the record and under oath again. Instesd of retreating into defective memory
again on 86 Gallagher seeks to argue that what razler was tostifying to long after
11/23/63 ia what he wrote on that date as the "&ntirve" and the "formal" report.
Nobody will believe 1% but it 4s what Frazier and ™lty told us in the first conferenc e
after we filed the request,

a7 "Aoomad.‘thonpoﬂmsm;plamnitmbamemmdﬂsmmunhit
for testimony.® This means outm of the lab, Did Kilty checit anywhere else?

89 Wuhugtothom»mmlm.touhrelmetomm
requeat ls reflected in his woxds, "This doean ¢ strike me as baing of paramount
significance.” What is more significant in FOIA and relating to hs and FBI attidudes?

‘§ 90= On what is missing, he seys beginning at the bootom that the questions about Q=3
4
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"was labored for quite a while," hardly a way of impartial reference to missing
eporta, but he did make NAA Q-3 tests. I find no reference to it in any of the
Gallagher exhibits and do not know what he was referring to. I do recall that at this
point Eyan or Mschiella handed him some records. But ho olaims it was tested om 91,
that because of the background the test was workhless snd then seems surprised that
we were told under oath that it had not been tested. Of course I asked for all

testm results, not those he likad or '% like. There is no record we have relating
to the alleged uselessness of G=3 under NAA (and I do not for a minute believe it
when this was not trus of Q-2, allegedly pert of the seme bullet).92, I do not

! believe it is possible for the absence of the time in reactor sheet can be explained
1 by "This is probably en oversight on my part, evidently."™ I would this this would
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and his searches for the resilts and reports and whether he has conducted any further

{ searches since Gallagher was deposed =~ if Ryan or Moschedls or

. kim to, Also on 92 he suggests that t.e data on Q=3 were thrown away. Evidentimes
inarreaidmualumtimMmyw the FEI? Is if not then as reasonable
anm explsnation to wonder if this was thrown away because it was opposite the of=

figial explanation of the beglnning by the 78l.93, his arrogance on this is ine
oredible, There was a “reaidential Comuission for which he did some tssting and they
did not have to know, nobody in ths world hadé to know, and if he dripped dead nobody
would know., I think you can have some fun with the end product of tobacco chewinge

100 He says his intentions were that all be ™as clear as mncthds I could make it so

there would be no hemming and hawing sbout it 10 years later." Theg why ia thers,

i why are there no reports to eliminate these questions :nd where are his that he
o intended to do this? He did not do this work for hkimself, %o keep in his own mind only.
i This is hardly the intent of ks conclusory language in the Jevoms-Conrad memo,
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the essential queation, were the fragments from any other source, and
ts as to determine wimikwe "from which of the larger bullet fragments
fragments may have come. I doubt this was the evidentiary need under
+ There was a need to lmow whether any fragment could have come
ource and thiz is not addressed. That is not the way to end hemming
it, as it may explain the absence of reports. (Quote from

questioning about "standard deviation" beginning of 101, He

terms of throwing out and eliminating but that againy is not the real

It ghould have beem put the other way: did these results raise questions of

other posiible sources? Nor the elimination of the one he had. If these questions

were raised by the results, vhere are the tests and reports? And perhaps what he

did not address can be addressed from the chart
the

HIRTE
zesfadls
E"a?gii
g 88
s §

§
34
B

nent 4t he tallkdng about? The wrong postulatien in the Jevons-Conrad memo, not yous
question. e made no "judgement" about your question, I would go into all of this
with the ekpert kilty to get 1t all clearly in the record.

106ff He is evasive in demying what he had testified %o, that "the spectrographic snalysis
made on the curbstone showed all that was possible.” You helped him by switching to
"quantitative gigures" en 106. The question is of missing elements. Of a Jossible
12 the spectro recorded omly 2. Fcazler even testified %% it could have been a
wheelweight, But hay have saved it all with his testimony on 108," I would expect to
find all that are within the range of an emission spectrographic exemination.” He tetified
that as many as 12 are. This sheet shows only 2. The question was not as he represents
at the top of 107 %, "is it a bullet maky." But if 1t were his answer is not the
seme as 'n.thatitcmldhanbmnw.“amﬁntthemm
of "lead end antimony®™ alone show it could be a bullet mark, From this there is no
nothing of an evidentiary value, as * rasier said.
there none because this destoryed the "solution?"

109 mmww,ummuamm.um“.mqm
on the Niis of the paraffin casts was not limited to comparing both hands but included |
what was juch more important, cheek residues. These relate to the firing of a rifle. .

113 Imﬂdukﬁlﬁabmttbmimdmifmﬁsuﬂsﬂmwmnm
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of the shells. This is what allagher avoided. e had to have a reason for avoiding
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