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1. Introduction:

On September 24, 1964, the Warren Commission published its renort
which concluded that Lee Harvey Oswald, 2 deranged loner, was solely
resnonsible for the assassination of President John Fitzgerald Kennedy
in Dealey Plaza, Dallas, Texas, on November 22, 1963. The Warren Report
stated that no indication of a conspiracy has been found, and that if
evidence of any such consniracy existed it was "beyond the reach of all
the investigative agencies and resources of the United States". It is of
significance in the context of this paper that among the 26 volumes of
supporting documentation published by the Commission were three "official"
transcrints of radio transmissions over the Dallas Police radio on the
day of the assassination. While all three transcripts differed significantly,
the Commission published all three without ever guestioning the many
discrepancies,

The final report of the United States' House of Revresentatives Select
Committee on Assassinations, the HSCA, was published on July 29, 1979.
This second official investigation into the Kennedy assassination found
that President Kennedy was "probably assassinated as a result of a
conspiracy", although Lee Harvey Oswald did fire three of the four shots,
and he fired the shot vhich actually killed the President. The HSCA's
report stated that “scientific acoustical evidence establishes a high
probability that two gunmen fired" at the President - Oswald from the
Texas School Book Depository building above and behind the President, and
a second, unidentified, gunman from the grassy knoll ahead and to the right
of the motorcade. The HS3CA recommended that the U.S. Department of Justice
review the Commitiee's findings and determine whether further officisl
investigation was warranted. The Justice Department's findings were to be
renorted Yo the House Judiciary Committece.

On December 1, 1980, the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI)
released a report dated November 19, 1980 and prepared by its Technical
Services Division, which found that the HSCA's conclusion of conspiracy
based on the acoustical analysis of sounds transmitted over channel 1 of
the Dallas Police Department (DPD) radio at the time of the assassination
by a2 microphone vhich was jammed in the 'transmit' mode, was both invalid
and unproven.

In order to obtain a private and independent review of the acoustics
evidence, the Justice Department turned to the National Research Council,
the princinal operating agency of the National Academy of Sciences (NAS).
On October 1, 1980, the Justice Department asked the Council to perform a
study of the methodology used by the HSCA's acoustics experts, and the
validity of their conclusion of a shot from the grassy kmoll. The Council's
Cormission on Physical Sciences, Fathematics, and Resources created 2
"Committee on Ballistic Acoustics" under the chairmanship of Professor
Norman Ramsey of Harvard University to perform the znalysis. The Ramsey
Panel, as the NAS committee has become known, reported on lMay 14, 1982 that
"the acoustic analyses do not demonstrate that there was a grassy knoll
shot", and that “reliable acoustic data do not support a conclusion that
there was a second gunman”,

In compliance with the HSCA's recommendation, the Ramsey vanel's
report has been submitted to the Justice Department for evaluation, and,
with the as-yet unpublished conclusions of the Justice Department, it will
no doubt be forwarded to the House Judiciary Committee under the chairman-
ship of Hon. Peter W. Rodino.

Becouse of the Ramsey panel's rejection of the acoustics evidence, it
would now be very easy - and predictable, in the minds of many - to dismiss
the HH5CA's conclusion of consniracy in sweening terms. However, there still
remzin a number of aucstions relating specifically to the acoustics data
vhich must be addressed, and which must be satisfactorily resolved before
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any decision regarding the need for further investigation of the President's
assassination is reached. It is to these questions that this paper is
directed.

Before reviewing the findings of the Ramsey panel, one observation
should perhaps be made. To conduct scientifioc acoustical analyses on its
behalf, the HSCA employed the services of three acknowledged experts in
the field of acoustics: Dr. James E. Barger, Chief Scientist of the
Hassachusetts firm of Bolt Beranek and Newman Inc (BEN); Frofessor Mark
Vleiss of the Department of Computer Science at Queens College, City
University of Hew York; and Weiss' Queens College associate, Dr. Ernest
Aschkenasy. The Ramsey panel, for all the undoubted scientific expertise
of its distinguished members, did not - to the best of my knowledge - have
among its number one scientist whose specialist knowledge lay in the area
of acoustics. If this is true, it is surely a remarkable omission,

The Ramsey penel faulted Dr, Barger's finding that there were
probabilities of 88, 88%, 50%, and 75% respectively that four shots were
fired at the President. Using Barger's base data, they recalculated the
probabilities for each of the four shots as 53¢, 53%, 22, and 40%. The
panel then said that these figures may be too conservative, and offered
enother set of probabilities of 70%, 705, 33§, and 55 respectively for
each of the four detected shots. Weiss and Aschkenasy's work in respect of
the third shot, the one from the grassy kmoll, was also criticised by the
panel. The calculation of a 954 probability that 2 shot was fired from the
lmoll was reduced to one of 78%, and Weiss, Aschkenasy and Barger were
taken to task for their use of "subjective procedures" and a methodology
vhich was "insufficiently tested and calibrated”.

While these criticisms undoubtedly reduced the strength of the HSCA's
acoustics evidence in terms of its being the 'proof of consniracy', the
objections and criticisms raised by the panel hardly seem sufficient to
Justify the total rejection of the HSCA's conclusions. Yet, on the basis
of: these points alone, the Ramsey Report claims that no member of the
group was convinced of the validity of the acoustics evidence which
indicated a shot from the kmoll,

Whatever the strength of those convictions, the nanel did receive a
body of evidence in the first weeks of 1981 which constituted a serious
obstacle to the conclusions of the HSCA. The nanel's renort devoted
considerable space to an exhaustive - and highly conclusive - analysis of
2 statement made over channel 2 of the nolice radio, which was simultan-
eously recorded on channel 1 by the open microphone at the time of the
shooting, According to the Ramsey panel, the channel 2 order by Sheriff
Bill Decker to "hold everything secure" was actually given at least 30,9
seconds after DPD Chief Curry had instructed the motorcade to "go to the
hospital" after the shots were fired. However, since the Decker statement
appears on channel 1 at the same time as the impulses said by the HSCA's
exzerts to reoresent the third and fourth shots, and since the nanel
established that the crosstalk from channel 2 to channel 1 occurred at the
time the channel 2 recording was made, ond was not the result of subseauent
re-recording, the panel was forced to conclude that the impulses studied by
the HSCA's acoustics experts were not caused by the recording of shots on
channel 1. Quite simply, the IISCA exnerts were apnarently looking at "shots"
which were fired at least half a minute after the assassination.

The panel found "no evidence" to indicate that the channel 2 order
from Decker had been sunperimposed onto the channel 1 recording at any time
after the assassination. The converse hynothecis, that the inaudible shot
counds were later recorded over the Decker messcame on channel 1, was not
annarently concidered by the panel, since they believed that they were in
nasseosion of the oripginal channel 1 recording, and that dictnbelt record
contained no physicnl manifestation of any such over-rocording,
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The authenticity of the channel 1 dictabelt recording which currently
exists, which the panel glossed over in its renort, is nerhaps the single
most important issue still outstanding, and will be discussed in detail in
this paper, Suffice to say at this noint that, if the authenticity of the
channel 1 recording cannot be unequivocally established, it is technically
nossible for both the IISCA and Remsey nanel experts to be correct. If that
were to be sroven, the acoustics evidence - officially, the only basis for
a2 conclusion of conspiracy in the assassination of President Kennedy =
would again become a moot issue,

This paper reflects the results of my research into certain aspecis
of the acoustics evidence, which I began in June 1980. The paner is
essentially in two parts: part one deals with the authenticity of the
nolice radio recordings which currently exist, in terms of the chain of
nossession of those recordings from 1963 up to the present time; part two
looks at some of the still-unresolved guestions regarding the actual
content of the recordings. There then follows a 'worlting hypothesis' which
I believe is consistant with the facts currently available. As with any
similar discussion paper, facts may emerge in the fullness of time which
refute some - or even all - of the points raised on the pages which follow,
and I will be hapny to discuss conflicting ideas, points of view, and basic
Tacts with anyone who wishes to do so.

Ho research on such a comprehensive subject could be undertaken
without the heln of others. I would therefore like to thank ti ». neonle
in narticular, without whose assistance and coopveration I woulu not have
been able to immerse myself in this subject. Paul Hoch and Gary lack have
supnlied me with much of my prime research data, and their comments on a
variety of points have been very thought vrovoking. Harry Irwin has given
more than generously of his time in the onerous task of checliing references,
for vhich I am most grateful. To these three good friends, I am deeply
indebted.

Chris Scally TEMPORARY MAMENT
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2. &utheniicitx:

2.1 Tuo Basic Issues

Before discussing the authenticity of the extant evidence, two
aspects of the recording technigue utilised by the DFD must be addressed,
since they both form imnortant parts in the overall picture.

On November 22, 1963, the DPD used two radio channels, identified
simply as Channel 1 and Channel 2. Channel 1, the significant one in the
context of this paper, was the channel ordinarily used to handle DFD
radio communications, and was designated for the transmission of routine
police radio messages on the day of the assassination. Channel 2 was an
auxiliary channel generally used to handle the additional radio traffic
generated by specizl events, and was designated for use by DPD officers
in the motorcade on November 22, 1963.

Channel 1 transmissions were recorded on thin blue polyester
dictabelts moving slowly under a stylus on an A2TC Lodel 5 Dictaphone
machine. This machine operated two drive mechanisms running off the same
motor, thereby allowing a fresh dictabelt 4o be in "standby" at all times.
In this way, the Dictaphone could automatically begin recordinz on a new
belt when the other belt ended.

Channel 2 was recorded onto B% inch flexible discs by means of a
Cray Audograph recorder. This recorder was voice-activated, either by
radio communications from officers in the motorcade, communications to
those officers from the DPD Dispatcher, or one of the regular time annotat—
ions given by the Dispatcher.

While there is no doubt that Channel 2 was voice-activated, there is
now a question over whether or not Channel 1 was a continuous recording
or a voice-activated one.

Prior to July 1961, it was generally accented that Channel 1 was a
continuous recording - the dictabelts continued to record, even during
veriods of radio silence. In their renort to the H3CA, the BBN scientists
noted that Channel 1 was “recorded continuously on a Dictabelt recorder”,
The HSCA's final renort also noted that "Channel 1 transmissions were a
continuous record of Dallas police activity". In his testimony before the
H5CA, Dr. James Barger of BBN said the recording was "continuous".

In a memorandum to his fellow NAS panel members, dated July 24 1981,
Jerome Elkind referred three times to a gap which he said he detected in
the Channel 1 recording. This gapy which occurred about 208 seconds after
the impulses identified by the H3CA's acoustics experts as probable shot-
sound imnulses, lasted for approximately 51 seconds, according to Elkind,
Zlkind also noied that this gap was longer than the one identified by
former DFD Sergeant Jim Bowles, who was Communications Suvervisor of the
DPFD at the time of the assassination. Flkind implies that the gan is
identified in the transcript provided to the panel by Bowles, but such a
gap is not so identified in the Bowles transcript published in the panel's
final report.

This mysterious gap is again commented upon in a further memo from
Elkind to the panellists, dated November 9, 1981. That memo states, in
part: "But Ch 1 was recorded on a sound-activated Dictaphone, and we can
be sure it recorded continuously only when the microphone was stuck open,
which occurred during only about 6.5 minutes of this 14 minute interval
(between 12:23 and 12:37). During the remazinder of the time, the recorder
might have stopped..."

On March 22, 1982, Dr. Barger urote to Elkind, and with reference to
this 51 second gan and the nuestion of Channel 1 continuity snid: "There
it no evidence that the Channel 1 recording is not continuous from 12:73
through 12:36. In fuct, Ramsey told me last week that a dictabelt expert




has said that he thinks the Channel 1 recording is continuocus at these
times."

This issue has only come to light following release of the NAS/Ramzey
panel's "Public Access File", made available in late 1982, Thus far, it
has not been possible to determine whether the gaep exists in a recording
made from the dictabelt, or in the dictabelt itself, If the gap exists
only in a copy of the dictabelt, its significance is greatly diminished,
although the cuality and accuracy of the data with which the paonel was
working might well be called into question, If, however, the gap exists
in the dictabelt itself, it greatly impacts any previous analyses and
findings, all of which were based on the vremise that the Channel 1
recording was a continuous one.

The second issue under review here is the duration of each individual
dictabelt. The normal setting on the Dictaphone machine used by the DFD
allowed for 15 minutes worth of continuous radio traffic to be recorded on
a single dictabelt. The machine did, however, have the capability of being
"geared down", to allow 30 minutes of continuous tramsmissions to be held
on each belt.

It has been a long-maintained belief that the original Channel 1
dictabelts were 15 minute recordings, and Sergeant Bowles is to this day
convinced that the original belts were of 15 minutes duration each, It
has now been established, however, that the dictabelts given to BBH by the
H3CA - and therefore the belts given to the Ramsey panel by the Depariment
of Justice - were 30 minute belts. This immediately poses the auestion of
whether or not the belts now in existance are, in fact, the true originals.
This subject will be discussed in detail later in this paper.

Two important questions have been raised in this section, concerning
the recording techniques used by the DPD in respect of Channel 1 on
November 22, 1963:

= lias the Channel 1 Dictaphone recording continuously, or was
it operating on a voice-activated basis?
- Was the Channel 1 Dictaphone machine set up to record 15 or

30 minutes worth of radio traffic on each dictabelt?

vhile neither guestion is, of itself, a basis for the acceptance or
rejection of the acoustics evidence, both are significant in the overall
context of establishing the accuracy, completeness, and authenticity of
the evidence on which the question of conspiracy (officially, at least)
stands or falls.
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2,2 Chain Of Possession

The authenticity of the currently-existing dictabelts is greatly
dependent on the establishment of an unbroken chain of possession for the
belts, from 12:30 pm on November 22, 1963 up to the present time. This
section looks at the chain of possession which can be established from
documentary and other evidence currently available,

Former DPD Sergeant Jim Bowles was interviewved by the FBI on Aupust
27 and September 15, 1980. The interview report, dated October 1, 1980,
and covering both interviews, states in part: "The original belts and
discs, containing recordings of radio transmissions at or about the time
of the assassination of President Kennedy were provided to the FBI within
a few days of that event. Several days later an FBI Agent returned the
belts and dises to Captain Bowles personally". In an interview with loecal
researcher Cary Nack in March 1982, Bowles corrected his statement to the
FBI, and said that it was the Secret Service who "took those blue belts"
out of the DPD building a few days after the assassination. Asked when
the belts were returned, Bowles said "not for a few days, we were awfully
busy then". Bowles also told Mack that he could not give any assurance
that the belts which were returned were the ones vhich left the nossession
of the DFD.

It would apnear that Bowles' 1982 recollection about which government
agency had the dictabelts was more accurate that his 1980 recollection for
the FBI. Secret Service records show that on or before November 29, 1963,
DFD Chief Lumpkin provided the recordings to Special Agents Roger C. Warner
and Elmer il. Moore for "transcription", 'Transeription' meant 'copying' in
this instance, because SA Warmer copied the recordings to tape. This tane
was then sent to the Secret Service Protective Reseerch Section in
lizshington for "filtering, rerecording and transeription", after which it
was supposed to be returned to the Secret Service office in Dallas, In
1970, researcher Paul Hoch asked both the Secret Service and the National
Archives to search for this tape, but no trace of it could be found. On
Sentember 23, 1981, Hoch sugpested to Professor Ramsey that a search Tor
Warner's tape - requested by the Ramsey Panel as opnosed to an individual
researcher - might be worthwhile. There is no evidence %o indicate that
such a search was undertaken.

The Warner tape was copied in Washington, and a transcript was made.
This {ranseript first came to light in 1982, when researcher kark Allen
found it among the records of the Secret Service. The transeript was
apnarently excluded from the agency's material given to the Varren
Commission in 1964. Between September and November 1982, I asked both the
Secret Service and the National Archives to renew their search for the
tape made in Dallas by Warner &and the further copy made by the Fi3 in
Washington. However, no irace of either recording could be found,

DPD Sergeant Cerald Dalton Henslee prepared an edited transcript of
the channel 1 transmissions in the first few days of December 1963, although
there is nothing to indicate whether the transcript was made from the belts
themselves or from a tape recorded copy. The record does show that lenslee's
tranecrint 1as given to Police Chief Jesse Curry on December 5. Curry gave
the transeript to Seecret Service Inspector Thomas Kelley, who forwarded it
to his superior under date of December 6. The transcript was later entered
into the records of the Warren Cormission as Sayyer Fxhibit B on April 8,
1964.

In mid-December 1963, the DPD internal investigation into the murder
of Officer J.D. Tipnit and the lack of security at police headauarters at
the time of Oswald's murder by Jack Ruby was abruptly ended. All matorials
gothered in the course of that investication, including the recorded radio
transmissions, were handed over to Chief Curry.
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On March 23, 1964, Dallas Police Inspector J. Herbert Sawyer, via the
FBI, provided the Varren Commission with another transcrint of the channel
1 transmissions. This transcript, which was prepared by Sergeant Boules
following a reguest from the FBI on Larch 6, identified the police officers
using channel 1 by their radio "call number" rather than by name, and
subsequently became Warren Commission Exhibit (HCE) 705. It 4s this liarch
transeript to which Bowles was probably referring in his 1980 interviews
with the FBI, when he said that he prevared a transcrinst for the FBI after
they had experienced "“difficulty in prenaring a transeripnt of those
recordings due to a lack of familiarity with the Dallas Police Department
radio parlance and terminology."

While making the above transcriot in March 1964, Bowles made four
tape recorded copies of the dictabelts, which, he recalls, were still in
very good condition at that time. Of the four copies he made, Bowles kept
one for his own files, one was given to Chief Curry, and the other two
(one "filtered" and the other "unfiltered") were given to the FBI. Ome of
the FBI's tapes, which became the Warren Commission's official copy of the
dictabelts, was later deposited with the Commission's files at the National
Archives, from where it was reported "missing" in 1976. The vhereabouts of
the other FBI copy of the dictabelts is currently unknowm, 2lthough Bowles
told Gary Mack in Harch 1982 that he vaguely recalls learning that it was
sent to a laboratory in a state other than Texas, possibly Oklahoma.

The FBI's recuest to the DPD for a transerint on Farch 6 followed a
letter dated March 3 from J. Lee Rankin, Warren Commission Ceneral Counsel,
to FBI Director J. Edgar Hoover. Rankin was apparently unhappy with the
Sawyer/Bowles iranscript supplied by the FBI, and was presumably aware of
the early access to the dictabelts, and the transcript made from them, by
the Secret Service, because he subsecuently contacted the Dallas Secret
Service office with a similar reoguest. On Lay 28, 1964, Ranlkin wrote to
Forrest V. Sorrels, Special Agent In Charge (SAIC) of the Dallas Secret
Service, and asked if he would "please arrange to record the Dallas Police
Devariment tapes of radio broadcasts over police channels 1 and 2 on
November 22, 1963, between the hours of 12:30 and 2:00 pm." Unfortunately,
neither the Secret Service nor the National Archives could find any reply
from Sorrels to Rankin vhen requested to do so in September and November
1982,

On July 16, 1964, Rankin went back to Hoover, and asked that "your
Bureau obtain the original tapes of the radio broadcasts and prepare a
new transcript from these tapes". Rankin also asked that “the name of the
renorting police officer be listed alongside each message."

Five days later, Chief Curry made a series of ten dictabelts available
to an unidentified FBI agent, who reviewed and transcribed them at DFD
headquarters during the period July 21 to July 24, inclusive. The belts
covered the period 10:00 am to 3:00 pm on the day of the assassination,
and the belt representing the actual time of the shooting was number 5 of
the series. This belt began at 11:51 and ended at 12:40. It is perhaps
worth noting at this point also that, on July 21 at least, DFD Lieutenant
Doug H. Gassett was in attendance with the FBI agent. Gassett, no longer
with the DPD, is currently believed to be working in Austin, Texas.

The FBI's verbatim transcript was completed on or before August 11,
1964.' On that date, the transcript and a covering memorandum was sent
from Dallas to Washington. The memo reported that the "dictabelts are
badly worn from being nlayed and, in many places, the dictabelt skins and
some messnges are garbled.“

A copy of the FBI's transcrint was obviously given to DPD Chiefl
Curry, because on August 20, 1964 Curry wrote o letter to Texas Attorney
General Ungponer Carr, attaching o copy of the transeript. The letter,
signed by Deputy Chief N,U. 3tevenson, is crystal clear in establiching




the origin of the transcript.

The FEI, hovever, was less than orompt in forwarding the transcrint
to the ilarren Commission., On August 21, the day after Curry sent a cony
of the transcript to the Attorney General of Texas, Hoover wrote to Ranlkin,
That letter confirms that the iranserint was comnleted, but adds: "Hovever,
due to the badly worn condition of the original tapes, certain portions
are being checked for accuracy. The transcription will be furnished to you
in the immediate future.” I have been unable to ascertain when the
transeript, which subsequently became HCE 1974, was actually hended over
to the Commission,

Sometime prior to early 1967, DFD Sergeant Gerald Hill made yet
another tane recording from the original dictabelts. He gave the tape, or
2 copy of it, to author Judy Bonner, who was at that time writing her book
"Investigation Of A Homicide", Ks. Honner's tape was later given to, or
copied for, Dallas resesrcher ¥rs, Lary Ferrell, from whose tape most of
those currently in the hands of researchers originated.

DPD Chief Curry retired in 1969, and was succeeded by Chief Charles
Batchelor. In a locked metal filing cabinet outside his neyw office, Chief
Batchelor found the evidence turned over to Curry by his internal review
team in December 1963, Batchelor called Paul KcCaghren, then Director of
the DPD's Intelligence Division and a member of Curry's investigative tean,
into his office and told him to "“take charge of the material. lake sure no
unauthorised person comes in contact with the material." licCaghren kept
the evidence in a box, measuring 2% by 1% feet and 1 foot deep, in his
office until 1971 or 1972, at which time he decided to remove the box to
his home for safe keeping, where it remained until 1978, According to
L'eCaghren, he "had control of this property at all times, from 1969 until
this year (1978). No one, no one tampered with that material,"

If the early chronology has become somevhat vague through the
ravages of time, the more recent chain of possession is a monument to
dotumented inaccuracy, if not indeed downright dishonesty., I'uch of the
blame for this, unfortunately, rests fairly and squarely with the HS5CA,

In the last few months of 1976, Gary Kack discovered the existance
of Mary Ferrell's copy of the DFD radio iransmissions, and obtained a copy
from her in January 1977. Fack, an audio specialist, made a very detailed
study of the channel 1 recording and, with the help of sound engineers
and sophisticated recording studio equipment, filtered out much of the
identifiable background noises and interference during the veriod of the
open microphone. This study, conducted over a period of months, finally
led o the vroduction of a "filtered" version of the recording which showed
a series of noises coinciding with what Mack belicved to be the very
moments of the assassination. These noises, seven in all, were not repeated
anywhere else on the tape, and Kack concluded that what he had in fact
discovered was the only xmown sound recording of the actual shooting in
Dealey Plaza - although he vas equally avare that it was on the radio
channel which had been designated for the non-motorcade radio messages,
This apparent discrepancy could easily be explained, however, as it was
possible to switeh the motorcycle radios from one channel to another simoly
by flicking a switch.

In August 1977, an article detailing Mack's research and conclusions
was published in "The Continuing Inquiry", a monthly newsletter distributed
by Dallas researcher and author Penn Jones, Jr. In the early to middle nart
of September 1977, shortly aftor the August isouc of Jones! newsletter was
mailed to subscribers, lack received 2 telephone call at work from a male
H5CA attorney. The attorney told lack that the HSCA was aware of his
recearch, and wanted the tape recording which he had used. Lack suprested
that the Committee obtain the tape owmed by Kary Ferrell, from which his
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ovn had been made, but the attorney insisted that the HSCA had to have
Lack's tape, and would be prepared to issue a subpoena to get it. Several
days passed before lLack could copy his tape; in the interim, the attorney
had contacted kKack's boss at radio station KFJZ-FL. in Fort lWorth, and once
again threatened in a polite way to issue a subnoena, Iiack made a copy of
his tape in due course, and the HSCA had it no later than the third or
fourth week in September.

Gary lack's account of the IISCA's acnuisition of a copy of the channel
1 recording differs significantly from that told by H3CA Chief Counsel, G.
llobert Blakey. According to Blakey, the tape was first brought to his
attention on September 17, 1977, at a conference of larren Commission
critics which the HSCA had convened in Washington. At about 4:30 pm that
day, says Blakey, Kary Ferrell mentioned the fact that she had obizined a2
copy of the DPD radio dispatch tapes, and the Committee "immediately" got
her tape from her. Blakey makes no mention of Gary llack or his tape, so
there is no direct evidence to indicate whether or not the HSCA had both
copies of the channel 1 recording before the end of September, However,
Gary lack has recently confirmed that this was the case, and that the HSCA
did get lirs. Ferrell's tape first.

Chief Counsel Blakey's chronology suggests that BBN received - and
rejected because of its poor quality - Kary Ferrell's copy of the channel
1 recording sometime botween October 9, 1977, and early February 1978. As
Blakey told the story, the HSCA assigned investigator Jack loriarty, a
former homicide detective, to search for a better quality copy of the
recording after B3N rejected FKrs. Ferrell's tape. The search was necessary
because, even before lirs. Ferrell's tape had been sent to B3N, the DFD had
been unable to heln the Committee. Unaware of FeCaghren's box of material,
it seems, the DPD had told the Committee that they thousht all of their
assassination evidence had been turned over to the FBI,

According to Blakey, loriarty's search "located" Paul }McCaghren on or
about February 11. licCaghren's version is slightly different, however. He
said that he was sitting in on an interview which Loriarty was conducting
with a former colleague when he mentioned to Moriarty that he had some
material which would be of interest to the H3CA, thichever story is true,
FicCeghren handed over the material in his possession to the HSCA in March
1978, The cardboard box containing the vital evidence became item number
JFX 007415 in the files of the HSCA.

Prior to February 11, 1978, when licCaghren and loriarty first met,
there seems to have been little question zbout what acoustics-related
evidence existed. A1l references were to a2 series of dictabelts (for reasons
to be discussed later, we will assume a series of 10 for now), covering the
period 10 am to 3 pm on the day of the assassination, on which were recorded
all transmissions over channel 1 of the DFD radio during that time span. But
what did NeCaghren turn over to the HSCA?

Thus far, it has not been possible to obtain a complete inventory of
the material given to the HSCA by McCaghren, although attempis are currently
being made to obtain such a list. We must therefore rely on the HSCA's
published record, at least for the present.

In his narration prior to HeCaghren's public testimony before the
Committee on September 11, 1978, Chief Counsel Blakey referred to “the
dictabelts that recorded the transmission from the motorcycle with the open
mike" which MNcCaghren had been holding since 1969, However, three times
during hic testimony, keCaghren remnined silent while Denuty Chief Counsel
Gary T. Cornwell referred to "a dictabelt". The HGCA's final report refers
to "dictabelts", but Blakey's book "The Plot To Kill The President",
published in 1981, refers to "a Dictabelt and a tane...covering from 10
a.me to 2215 pems” The issue of whether LeCaghren handed over a dietabelt
or n sot of dictaberlto, and the period of time vhich it -~ or they -
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reprecented, is an imvortant one. Certain aspects of this will be covered
later, but the record is currently such that no definitive statements or
observations can be made.

In addition to the dictabelt (or dictabelts), FoCaghren also gave the
HSCA a tape recording, which BBN subseguently identified as en "oriminal
dub" made by the DFD, According to Cary Mack, this tape was one of the
four made by Sergeant Bowles early in 1964. lcCaghren's testimony indicates
that the tave was among the material given to Chief Curry in 1963 by his
internal investigation team. Either way, however, the tape was made from
the original dictabelts, according to BEN.

The dates on which the material was handed over to BBN is also
subject to question. In his September 11, 1978 narration, Blakey said the
evidence obtained from FcCaghren was "promptly" sent to BEN. The HSCA's
final report says that in Fay 1978, the Committee contracted with BEN to
perform the acoustical analysis. The report furiher states: "Prior to the
Bl analysis of the original Dictabelt and tapes, (sic) the firm wes given
2 tave that had been sunplied to the Committee by a Yarren Commission
critic... BEN determined that this tape was a second generation copy... it
vas not used in the BBN worlk. The Dallas Police dispatch materials given
to BEN to analyse in Nay 1978 were as follows: The original Dictabelt
recordings made on November 22, 1963, of transmissions over channel 1; A
tape recording of channel 1 Dictabelts; A tape recording of transmissions
over channel 2,"

These guotes from the report seem to set the record straight. BBN
vere given Fary Ferrell's tape recording, which was a second generation
copy as BB confirmed, sometime prior to May 1978, as imnlied by Blakey's
narration. Then, wvhen the material was obtained from kcCaghren, BEN were
contracted to do a proper acoustical analysis, and the data was handed over
to them in Kay.

BEN's Chief Scientist, Dr. James E. Barger, tells a slightly different
story, however. Both during his public testimony in September and December
1578 as well as in his final report to the HSCA, Dr. Barger claimed to have
received no materizl from the HSCA prior to Lay 15978, and only received the
LeCaghren evidence %wo months later, in July. The following excerpts from
Barger's testimony and report serve to illustrate this anomoly: "When were
you first apnroached by this Committee with the Dallas Police disnatch
tape? I believe it was in liay 1978."; “On Xay 12, 1978 (BBN received from
the HSCA) the following material: Tape recordings reportedly made of the
sounds in Dealey Plaza around 12:30 pm on November 22, 1963"; "The first
tape we received on liay 12... had a very scratchy overlay of needle noise,
indicating that it was a very poor or multiple-generation dub of a
recording."; "In July, the Committee gave us an electromzagnetic tave
recording that was identified as an original dub made by the DPD, as well
as the original Dictabelt record."; The July “Dictabelt record" consisted
of "a plastic continuous blue colored belt that was marked as 'Being
recorded from Chennel 1' in z white marking pencil. It had the appearance
of having been played a great deal and being quite old. The margins of the
belt were cracked and it was necessary to tave them together to prevent
further deterioration".

Throughout both his testimeny and report, Dr. Barger referred to a
dictabelt rather than dictabelts when disoucsing the material given to him
by the HSCA. Nothing in the public record indicated whether this was a
cane of simple inaccuracy, or actual fact. In an effort to elarify both the
content of the moterial given to BDN by the HSCA and the precise date on
which the evidence was handed over, I wrote Dr. Barger on January 24, 1982,
llis reply, dated January 29, said that "the first tape we received on lay
12, 1978, covered the time span from ~bout 10:00 A.i. until 3:00 P.l...

e subsequently recoived a better nuality magnetic tane rceording of the
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series of dictabelts...one of the dictabelts was rather centered on 12:30
Pelia®

Thus it would appear that BEN received a series of dictabelts, one
of which was fortunately centred on the time of the shooting, but not in
liay 1978, as the HSCA claimed. The Committee had both I'ary Ferrell's and
Gary liack's so-called "eritic's tape" sometime in September 1977; they
had KecCaghren's box of evidence in Larch 19783 yet BBN were not given
anything until lay 1978, and even then they were not given the "best
evidence" until July 1978. This sequence of events is difficult to reconcile
with Dr. Blakey's claim that the material was "promptly sent" to BEN.

Whatever the reason for these delays in processing the evidence, one
might reasonably expect that the chain of nossession of such vital material
was carefully analysed by the HSCA. However, the only public record of any
such study apnears in the transcript of the public testimony of DPD
motorecycle officer H.B. Kclain, taken on December 29, 1978. During iclain's
testimony, two Committee members asked a series of questions regarding to-
authenticity of the dictabelt evidence. The replies to those questions, by
Chief Counsel Blakey and Deputy Chief Counsel Cornwell, were as follous:
"Paul McCaghren — he was an officer in the Dallas Police Department, and
he had custody of a large number of records relating to the Kennedy assass-
ination, and he retained that custody in a large trunk, and when the
material was turned over to one of our investigators, Jack FKoriarty, it
was taken from that same trunk. I might also indicate that an effort was
made to match the transcript that we have of channels 1 and 2 %o the
material appearing on both the Dictabelt and the tape belt that we have.
Consequently, the authenticity of the tape anpears to be adequate, appears
%o have been adecuately established.., the Dictabelt that was found among
this material is the same kind of Dictabelt that the Dallas Police Depart-
ment was using at that time... What anpears on the Dictabelt and the tane
recording of the Dictabelt are indeed the same sounds, the same information
that we have based on the transcrints that we had of channel 1 and channel
2 «that go back to 1963-64... The transmissions on the tapes do corresnond
with the Warren Commission testimony of various officers vho described
doing certain things and then reporting it over the redio, and therefore
there is substantial corroboration of that nature, that the kinds of
transmissions we have on these fapes were of the events that were actually
hannening on November 22,"

30, the HSCA's “chain of possession" began in 1969, and was
essentially based on the fact that the extant recordings are consistant
with the DFD and FBI transcripts of 1963 and 1964, insofar as those
transcrints can be roughly reconciled with the testimony of wpolice officers
before the Varren Commission!

Partly to orotect the original dictabelts, but also to validate the
claim that the tave recording received from the HSCA was an “original dub
made by the DPD", BEN made their own magnetic tape recording from the
dictabelts provided to them. Comparison of their owm recording with the
DFD tape recording showed the two tapes to be "virtually identical", and
Dr. Barger's report indicates that the DFD recording was subsequently used
during the BEN study.

Following Dr. Barger's testimony on September 11, 1978, the HSCA
requested a refinement of his conclusions from Professor Lark leiss and his
assistant, Zrnest Aschkenasy, of Queens College, City University of New
Tork, leiss and Aschlenasy were authorised by the Committee on October 24
1978 4o conduct an indenendent study of the cvidence rrlating to the shot
which Barger testified had probably been fired from in front and to the
right of President Kennedy in Dealey Plaza. A comnrehensive body of data
was given to Weiss and Aschlenasy, ineluding Bfli's oun recording from the
dictabelts and the "virtually identical™ DFD recording. The dictabelts
ihemselves uwere not, houever, handed over.
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In view of the HSCA's recommendation that the Justice Department
review the acoustics evidence, it seenms reasonable to conclude that the
dictabelts were handed over to Justice sometime in 1979, following the
disbandment of the House Select Committee. The next Imovm access to the
dictabelts was by the 1AS/Ramsey panel.

MGhmwpmﬂruwtmmﬁaﬂﬂsﬁﬂthpmﬂ“ﬂmmwawma
to the original Gray Audogrash and Dictaphone recordings from the Department
of Justice". Ilo date for this access is cuoted, However, in view of other
statements in the report, and memoranda released a5 part of the panel's
Public Access File, it seems highly likely that the panel received the
dictabelts about mid-November 1981, The panel accepted the "original" helts
at face value - there was no review, once again, of the chain of mossession
of the evidence. The panel did establish that the belts they received had
not been over-recorded, and also identified some of the handwriting on the
dictabelts as that of kKs. Doris Schwartz, who serviced the DPD Dictaphone
in 1963. However, for reasons which will be discussed in detail in section
3 of this paper, the panel's findings in these resnects cannot be regarded
as conclusive,

The channel 1 dictabelts are, presumably, now back in the vossession
of the Justice Department. Following the Justice Department's report to the
House Judiciary Committee, which has not yet been made, the dictabelts will
probably be returned to the National Archives for inclusion in the files of
the HSCA.

The chain of possession of the channel 1 dictabelis, from November 22,
1963 until Hovember 1981, is set out in tabular form in Figure 1 on the
next three pages. It should be pointed out that certain issues not yet
discussed in this naper have been included on Figure 1, since they relate
specifically to the authenticity of the evidence vhich ryicts today. These
issues will be dealt with in part 3 of this documen-,




"Within a few days of"
November 22, 1963

November 29-30, 1963

Start of December 1963

Iid-December 1963

larch 3, 1964

Iareh 6, 1964
Pre-March 23, 1964

larch 23, 1964

lay 28, 1964

DPD Channel 1 Dictabelts:
Chain of Possession

Original channel 1 belts, 10 in all) provided o
FBI - or more probably the Secret Service - and
taken from DPD offices. Returned to DPD Sergeant
Jim Bowles "several days later"3

DFD Chief Lumpkin "provided for transcrintion"” the
"Police recordings of channel 1" to Secret Service
Agents Roger Warner and Tlmer Koore! These were
"recorded by SA Warner and were sent to Washington
Protective Research Section for filtering, rerecord-
ing and transcription", and were {0 be returned to
the Dallas Secret Service officel

Recordings could not be founﬂ by Secret Ser§}ce or
National Archives in 1970% and again in 198
transeript was found in the Archives in 1081. The
crucial belt begen at 12:27 mm.}

DPD Sergeant Cerald D. Henslee prevared edited
transcriot (from belts?)? Transcrivt given to DPD
Chief Jesse Curry on December 5y and to Secret
Service on December 6.*

Henslee transcript entered into Warren Commission
evidence on April 8, 1964, as Sawyer Evhibit B. ?

Dictabelts handed over to Curry for inclusion in
DFD internal investigation files.¥

J. Lee Rankin, Warren Commission General Counsel,
asked FBI Director J. Edgar Hoover to provide the
Commission with & transeript.’¥

Transcript requested from DPD by FBIf‘

DFD Sergeant Bowles prepared transcrint from 'balt..'a
which he said were in "very good condition")¥ the
crucial one of which began just after 12:25 pm.'?

Bowles made 4 copies of the dictabelts: 2 for the
FEI (one "filtered", the other “unfiltered")} 1
copy for Chief Curryy and 1 copy for himself, from
which he later made his own transcript.

One of the FBI copies is believed by Boules to have
been sent outside Texas, to a laboratory in (he
thinks) Oklzhomaj? the other FBI copy was rapn*ted
missing from the National Archives in 1976,

DFD Inspector J. Herbert Sawyer, via the FBI,
provided the Bowles transcript to the Warren Comm-
ission; transcript became Commission Fyhibit 705

Herren Commission's Rankin asked Dallas Secret
Service SAIC Forrest V. Sorrels to "record the Dallas
Police Department tapes of radio broadcasis over
channels 1 and 2 on November 22, 1963, between the
hours of 12330 and 2:00 pm".

In 1982, neither the National Archives nor Secret
Service could find anything to show that this recuest
had been met, or, indeed, any evidence relaiins to
it

VA,
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July 16, 1964

July 21-24, 1964

August 11, 1964

August 20, 1964

August 21, 1964

Barly in 1967

1969

1969 to 1978

End September 1977

February 11, 1978

May 12, 1978

July 1978

October 1978

1979

Rankin asked Hoover to provide transcript from
"the original tapes of the radio broadcaste", ™

Chief Curry provided 10 dictabelts for review and
transcription by unidentified FBI agentd® Belts

covered period 10:00 am to 3:00 pm on November 22, u
and were described as "badly worn from being played"’

Crucial belt, according to transcript, covered the .
period 11151 {0 12:40 and was belt 5 of the series.

DPD Lieutenant‘noug Gassett, now believed to be in e
Austin, Texas,”was present with FBI agent on July 21.

Transeript, which later became Warren Commission
Exhibit 1974, was completed, and covering memo from
FBI office in Dallas wes written.

Copy of FBI transcript attached to letter from
Curry, signed by Deputy Chief M,W. Stevenson, to
Texas Attorney General,*

Letter from Hoover to Rankin said iranscript would
be sent to Commission "in the immediate future", and
referred to the "badly worn condition of the original
tapes",

Belts copied to tayeifor author Judy Bonner by DFD
Sergeant Cerald Hillj Bonner's tape later given to,
or copied for, Dallas researcher Kary Ferrelll

Material, which as well as the tane copy made for
Curry in 1964 by Bowles, was variously described as
containing "the dictabelis", "a dictabeli"’ "aicta-
belts";" and "a Dictabelt and a tape...covering from
10 am to 2:15 pn", was found in 2 locked cabinet
outside Curry's office’’ Material given to DPD Intel-
ligence Dept Director Paul KcCaghren'®

McCaghren kept the material in his office until 1971

or 1972, when he moved it to his home for safekeeping.™

HSCA in possession of Mary Ferrell's tapé? as well
as a "filtered" copy of her tape, obtained from Gary
Hack,

KeCaghren told HSCA investigator Jack Koriarty
about the material in his vossession, and handed it
over to HSCA shortly thereafter.™

Tape, probably Mrs. Ferrell's, given to Dr. James
Barger of BBEN by the HSCA®™

Material, believed to be from MecCaghren, and consis-
ting of the Bowles/Curry tape from 1964 and "the 3
entire series of dictabelts", given to Barger by HSCA.

Crucial belt was "rather centered on 12:30"f'was
apvarently quite old, had been nlayed = great deal,
was in poor condition, and was marked as "Being
recorded from Channel 1" Belt was copied to tape
by Dr. Barger and found to "virtually identical" +to
the Bowles/Curry tape cony.

Dr. Barger's tape copy, and the Bowles/Curry tape,
given to Nark Weiss and Ernest Aschkenasy by HSCA.

411 ESCA acoustics material aprarently hande@ over
to Justice Department by HSCA, %
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November (?) 1981 Ramsey Panel obtained "original Dictaphone record-
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ings" from DOJ. Crucial belt covered the period
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and stiffened". Contained handwriting "11-22-63, PL2,
10" by Doris Schwartz, who serviced DFD Dictaphone
in 1963. Also contained handwritten times 12 5 and
12 40 and the letters J and H, not written by ks.
Schwartz.
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3. Areas Of Doubt:
3.1 The Dictabelts

We have already seen the conflicting evidence regarding both the number
and duration of the original channel 1 dictabelts, and there is little in
the documented chain of possession to instill confidence in the belief that
the existing dictabelts are, in fact, the original belts which existed on
November 22, 1963. The physical evidence of the belts themselves also
Taises serious questions about their authenticity.

Any recording device in the United States which is activated by the
standard AC electrical current will have one unique characteristic: it will
have a freguency of 60 cycles per second, or 60 Hz. This frecuency signal
is detectable in virtually every sound recording, and it can be used io
renlay a recording at exactly the same speed as the original sound. To do
so reauires that the recording be speeded up or slowed down so that the
power hum is exactly 60 Hz, and the result must be accurate if the original
recording is being used.

One of the noises detected by Dr. Barger and his associates at BBN in
the midst of the radio static recorded by the onen microphone was a sound
which they believed was that of a carillon bell. This 'bell! sound, which
will be examined in more detail later, was examined by BB! in =n effort to
determine its origin, using a technigue known as spectrum analysis. This
revealed a nower hum of 57 Hs, indicating that the Dictaphone recorder was
Tunning about 5% too fast. However, BBN also conducted a completely seperate
study of the recording, this time for continuity. Either side of the nearly
5% minute open microphone sequence, the channel 1 dispatcher can be heard
t0 make regular time annotations, usually every minute. then these time
annotations were checked using z stopwatch and plotted on a graph, the
mathematical 'least sauare fit' formula showed that there was a fit of 055"y
meaning that the recording was approximately 55 slower than normal, There
vas, therefore, a serious anomoly: the electronic data, the power hum,
showed the recording to be 5% too fast, yet the spoken word indicated that
the recording was 5% too slow. For some reason, this discrepancy was not
detected during the life of the HSCA.

The discrepancy might possibly be explained by the factthat different
recordings were used in the two BBN studies, However, in liarch 1982, two
things occurred to refute this possibility.

In early larch, Gary Kack learned from an unidentified source that
the 57 Hz hum existed on the original dictabelt, and on larch 22 Dr. Barger
revealed that the anomoly existed on one single tape recording, and was
therefore tracable back to the dictabelt. In a previously quoted letter to
Jerome Ellkind of the Ramsey panel, Dr. Barger wrote: ".., one finds when
playing back the tape recording of the dictabelt that the dictabelt recorder
hzd been running about 5% too slowly when the voice was recorded. But when
plzying back the same tape recording of the dictabelt the hum frequency is
only about 57 Hz. Therefore the recorder was running about 5¢ too fast when
the hum was recorded. So the hum and the voice were not recorded simultaneo-
usly onto the dictabelt. Therefore the dictabelt itself is probably a dub...”

The Ramsey panel, or at least one of its members, was therefore aware
of the probability that the so-called "originzl" dictabelt recording was a
copy, as of liarch 22, 1982, This is not, however, reflected in the panel's
report vhich was published less than two months later, and which goes to
great lengths to convince its readers that the existing dictabelts are the
original ones. The assurances of the Ramsey panel notwvithstanding, there is
therefore scientific evidence to support the belief that the existing belts
were not the ones recorded at DPFD headquarters on lovember 22, 1963.

There is other evidence to cubstantiate the scimmtific "proof"”, As
noted in secction 2.2 the Secret Service had access to the dietabolts on or
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before Hovember 29, 1963, and oroduced a transeript from them. According
to SA Warner, the relevant recording begins at 12:27 on November 22, In
other words, on the basis of Warner's comments at the start of the channel
1 transcript, the dictabelt covering the neriod of the assassination began
at 12:27 pm. Confirmation of this start time was obtzined from Sergeant
Bowles in Harch 1982. Bowles told Gary liack that his transcrivot, made by
him from the copy of the dictabelts he made for his own use in larch 1964,
indicated a belt start time of "just after 12:25 pm", which is totally
consistant with Warner's earlier finding.

In July 1964, the FBI were given a set of dictabelts by DPD Chief
Curry, and as far as anyone knows, the FBI accepted these belts as the
original ones and not as dunlicates. There were ten belts in the series,
and the start and end time of each belt was documented in the transcrint
made by the FBI (WCE 1974). The significant belt, according to that FBI
transeript, was number 5 in the set, and it began at 11:51 and ended at
12:40.

When I asked Dr., Barger about the material he received from the HSCA,
he told me - by letter of January 29, 1982 - that the crucial belt was
"rather centered on 12:30", although he did not give a start or finish time.
This reply is unfortunately rather unclear, but it would certainly seem to
be more consistant with the belts reviewed by the FBI in July 1964 than
with the ones accessed by the Secret Service and Bowles.

According to a handwritten notation on the erucial channel 1 dictabelt
examined by the Ramsey panel, the belt covered the period 12:05 to 12:40,
which is not too different from the FBI findings of 1964. Dezpite the fact
that there is essentially a 15 minute difference (11:71 10 12:05) between
the belt start timee identified by the FBI in 1964 ... the Ramsey nanel in
1982, and despite the fact that such a 15 minute interval might just hapnen
to coineide with the "normal" running sneed and belt duration on the DFD
Dictanhone machine, I am inclined to believe that these tanes zre the same.
It would therefore seem that the irregulerity in timings came into being
sometime between mid-llarch and July 21, 1964.

The only possible event of relevance in the chain of nossession, as
far as can be determined, between Farch and July 1964 was the Warren
Commission's recuest to the Secret Service for a trenscript on llay 28. As
nreviously noted, there is no evidence regarding vhether or not this
request was acted unon, and the National Archives can find "no reply to the
letter of Iir. Rankin to lir. Sorrels dated lay 28, 1964, or the letter
itself" in the files of the Secret Service.

It should be noted that, since publication of the Ramsey panel renort,
Bowles has recanted, and now claims that, in keeping with the Ramsey panel
conclusion, his records show that the belt began at 12:05 rather than 12:25.
Eowever, in the light of what follows, I believe Bowles' original statement
is the correct one.

A second factor to be taken into consideration vhen trying to establish
if = or when - {the originzl belts may have been copied is the physical state
of the belts. Once again, Jim Bowles provides the earliest indication Trom
which conclusions may be drawn. According to Bowles, the belts that he used
in Larch 1964 were in very good condition at that time. However, by the
time the FBI got vhat were supposedly the same belts some four months later,
they were "badly worn from being played and, in many nlaces, the dictabelt
skips and some of the messages are garbled.," This evaluation was repeated
in Auwyuct 1964, when J. Bdgar lloover commented to the Warren Commission on
the "badly worn condition of the original tapes".

0f the belts he received from the H3CA, Dr. Barger testified that they
"had the anpearance of having been nlayed a great denl and being nuite old.
The margins of the belt (sic) were cracked and it was necessary to tane
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them together to preveni further deterioration". The Ramsey panel szid of
the belt covering the time of the shooting: "The Dictabelt wes in poor
condition... shrunken and stiffened.” The nanel did note, however, that

the recording tracks on the belt in the region of the imnulses said by the
HSCA experts to denote shots were "remarkably clear and parallel and showed
no indications of supernosed recordings". Uhile these "remarkably clear"
tracks may in themselves be remarkable, it still seems lilkely that the T'BI,
Dr. Barger, and the Ramsey panel were 211 referring to the same belts. If
50, the state of the belts scems to have have changed in the same four
month period between Harch and July 1964 as did the start times. Is this
yet another coincidence, or is it a red herring invented by Jim Bowles? Or
is it, in fact, clear evidence that the belis were copied between Farch and
July 1964, evidence which would support the scientific indications of tape
duplication?

The handvriting on the channel 1 dictabelts is also worthy of some
attention. In testimony before the HSCA, Dr. Barger said the crucial belt
was "a plastic continuous blue colored belt that was marked as 'Being
recorded from Channel 1' in a white marking pencil”, He made no reference
to any other handwriting on the belt.

The Ramsey panel report notes "considerable writing with a china
marlzing pencil on the surface of the Dictabelt. The markings give in one
handwriting '11-22-63, PL2' and an encircled '10', The times 12 5 and 12 40
in a different handwriting also apoear as do the letters J and H, These
markzings were similar to those on the other Dictabelis made that day." Yo
mention is made of the "Being recorded from Channel 1" notation observed by
Dr Barger, nor did the panel explain the meaning of the observed hand-
vriting. (The date 11-22-63 is self explanatory; FL2 indicates Platoon 2;
the number 10 may indicate that there were a total of 10 belts; the times
12:05 and 12:40 represent the period of time encompmassed by the dictabelt;
and the letters J and H refer to the DFD Disnatchers Jackson and Iulse).

. Two further observations about the handwriting may be in order here.
The encircled number 10 may refer to the fact that there were ten belts.
However, if the Dictaphone had been recording continuously from 10:00 am
2% the normal speed setting of 15 minutes per dictabelt, the two belts
either side of 12:30 (assuming a change of belt at precisely 12:30) would
have been numbered 10 and 11. Is this significant?

The second observation relates to the letters J and H on the belt. In
addition to C.E. Hulse, there were two other dispatchers whose names began
with "H" - Henslee and Huffstutler. Henslee was operating chennel 2 at the
time of the shooting, and Huffstutler was on channel 1 wuntil (ironicelly)
about 12:26.

The Ramsey panel reported that "e photograph of the Dictabelt has been
submitted to Is. Doris Schwartz, who serviced the recorder during the period
in question and who now lives in Duncanville, Texas. Although lis. Schwartz
does not recognise the other handwriting, she does identify the "11-22-63,
FL2, 10" as her ovn handwriting. She uses an unmistakeble 2 and feels that
the specimen is the original belt." The panel did not report that they
sent the photograph of the handwriting to lis. Schwartz via Jim Bowles, nor
did they emphasise that the other handuriting wes not hers. A partial
identification, based on a photogransh of some handwriting passed through a
third party, is hardly a satisfactory basis on vhich to draw a sipmificant
conclusion regarding the authenticity of such vitel evidence, yet it serems
to have satisfied the Ramsey panel. Additionnally, the nanel's renort does
not indicate if I's. Schwartiz was asked when she wrote on the dictabelt; if
it was not written vhen the belt wes removed from the recorder on Hovember
22, 1963, it further reduces the strength of her identification. 4nd who
else vrote on the dictabelt? And Vhen?

he evidener dineussed in this section, from the 57 11t hum throuprh
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the differing stert times of the belts, their condition, and the writing
on them, sirongly suggests that 211 is not as it 2%t first a2ppears to be
with respect to the dictabelts. The evidence seems to voint strongly to the
faet that the existing dictabelts are not the originals, and that the copy
operation took place between ilarch and July 1964. In future sections of
this paper, additional evidence will be offered to supmort the conying
hypothesis, but for now it secems that there are sufficient guestions vhich
cannot be answered to call into guestion the authenticity of the channel 1
dictabelts which now exist.




3.2 Conflicting Transcrints

The weight of the evidence already reviewed clearly establishes the
possibility that the existing channel 1 dictabelts are copies, and that
such copies may have been made in the period between Iarch and July 1564.
The DFD certainly had the means and the opportunity for such a dunlication
exercise, and as far as a 'motive' is concernec, it could easily be claimed
that the belts were copied in order to preserve them. There would be nothing
wrong with such an act; as long as the original dictabelts were kept safely,
under conditions which guaranteed their integrity, it would only be
necessary to produce those belts now, and many of the serious nuestions and
anomolies which surround the acoustics evidence could be resolved without
difficulty. However, a suggestion from friend and fellow researcher Fike
liasterman last October sent me down 2n avenue of investigation which I had
not previously explored. As a result, I now believe that the dictabelts were
copied, not for posterity, but for the immoral if not indeed illegal act of
deception.

It will be recalled that the official record indicates the existance
of four seperate transcripts of the DPD radio transmissions on November 22,
1963: The first was made on or about November 29, 1963 by the Secret Service,
although it was never given to the Warren Commission; the second was made
within a week by the DFD, and later became the Commission's Sawyer Txhibit
A (channel 2) and Sawyer Exhibit B (channel 1); the third was also made by
the DPD between Karch 6 and 23, 1964, and became WCE 705; and the fourth
transcript was made by the FBI on July 21-24, 1964, and became :CE 1974, To
these four should now be added a fifth, which hereafter will be referred to
as the "1967 Transcript".

Beginning in June 1980, I made & partial transcript of chennel 1 from
my own rather poor auclity tane copy, which originated from the one made in
1967 by Sergeant Hill. Into my transcript I incorporated the many other
private transcrints which have been made by researchers from their own tave
copies of differing quality, as well as the private transcript made by Jim
Bowles from the tape copy of the dictabelts which he made in 1964, and
which was partially published in the Ramsey panel report. Therefore, while
the 1967 transcript is 2 composite, I believe it accurately reflects the
contents of the tape copies of the dictabelis which are currently in the
hands of researchers, and as such plays an important role in establishing
a nossible motive for the dunlication of the original dictabelts.

Like Lasterman suggested that an analysis of the discrenancies between
the five transcripts would be an interesting exercise, but the sheer
mzgnitude of such a detailed study persuaded me to concentrate on the more
significant discrepancies, with startling results. In the discussion which
follows, all transmissions are contained in the 1967 transcript, so only
the differences and omissions in the four official transerints will be noted
in the text. It should also be noted that the Secret Service transecript does
not begin until 12:27 and awpears to be an edited transcript. Sawyer Exhibit
B, vhile it begins at 10:54, is also an edited transeript, and is prefaced
with the observation that "most routine transmissions were left ouwt for
reasons of brevity." VYhile there may be guestions about the completeness of
VCE 705, made by Bowles, HCE 1974 was renresented to the Warren Commission
as a "verbatim" transcrint, and as long as a month after it was prenared it
vas still being “checked for accuracy" by the FBI.

The first significant transmission is missing from all four official
transcrints. It occurred at 12:17 on liovember 22, and involved DFD Officer
J.U. Tippit, who would one hour later become Oswald'c second alleged vietim,
shot to death beside hic patrol car as the deranged presidentinl assassin
made his getavay. According to the 1967 transcrint, and therefore the tane
recorded copy of the dietabelts currently available to researchers, the
following exchange took nlzce on channel 1:
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Caller Conversation
78 (0Officer J.D. Tinpit) 78
Dispatcher (lc Daniel or
Huffstutler) 78
8 Be out of the car a minute,
4100 block of, ah, Bonnieview.
Dispatcher 1250%

Also miésing from all transcrints is the fact that Tipnit was out of
his car for three minutes, as evidenced by the fact that he reported back
1o the Disvatcher at 12:20 -

78 78 clear
Dispatcher 78 clear, 17:20

Hhile the significance of Tippit's absence is not readily apparent,
it does seem rather strange that there is no !mown record of any offiecial
investigation into the matter. It is particularly odd that this episode is
misging from the December 1963 Sawyer transcrint, which was made to at least
partially assist the internal DPFD investigation into Tiopnit's murder.

Approximately 38 seconds afier the impulse believed by the NSCA to

revresent the fourth shot in Dealey Plaza, a partial transmission from an é
unlnown source can be identified, almost lost in the static generated by i
the open microphone. The transmission, or possibly two seperate radio i

messages, contain the words "...on the phone... 87". llo other words can

be identified, but the phrase is significant because it refers to Officer
R.C. Nelson, whose radio call number was 87. The message seems to sugrest
that Ilelson was using, or was being told to use, a telephone, lelson's use
of the telephone in the period after the assassination will be discussed &
later, when these sremingly unrelated radio transmissions are put into
vhat I believe is their true context.

ilhatever the Helson/telephona message involved, it occupied Nelson i
for approximately nine minutes, and once agein the itranscrints do not E

s ik

record the fact. The following untranscribed exchange occurred et 12:40 - E

87 87 clear

Disnatcher 12:40 5

4 Three minutes after Nelson's return, the channel 1 disnatcher ordered #
i all sguads, vhich would have included both Tipnit and Nelson, to the scene 7
3 of the President's shooting. The order, issued at 12:43 and noted on all H
' transcrints, was as follows: =
Dispatcher Attention 211 souads in the i

dowmtowm area. Code 3 to Flm 5
and Houston, with caution. i

""M‘

For some as yet undetermined reason, however, it was then deemed %
necessary for two patrol cars to be ordered into the Oak Cliff ares of the :

city. The two cers chosen for this assignment were those driven by Tippit g

i and Nelson, as evidenced by the following exchange which took place at [
g 12:45 = ¢
Dispatcher 87, 78, move into central 5

Oak Cliff area. 4

T8 I'm at Keist and Bonnieview. §

87 I'm going north of larsalis

on R.L.. Tharnton,

Ihin cxchanpe, wvhich undoubtedly took place, wan denlt with in o
variety of ways in the offieinl tranceripts. Heither the Uecret Servico
nor the Sawyer transcripts make any reference vhatnoever to it; HCE 705,
the DPU/BDWICS transerint of Larch 1964 contning the diunateher's order
hut not the renlien from Tinnit and Nelsmon; while HOR 1774, the July 1064




transcript nrepared by the FBI, contains the exchange in its entirety. Is
this znomoly accidental or deliberate?

Three minutes after recceiving this order, lelson was again in contact
with the channel 1 dispatcher:

87 ar
87 On south end of Houston
Street Viaduct.
(unrelated text omitted)
Dispatcher 87, eall station 7.
87 10-4.

The transcripts again differ with respect to this exchange. It does
not apnear in either the Secret Service or Sawyer transcrints. YCE 705 and
HCE 1974 both record that it was 101 (Officer B.L, Bass) who revorted that
he was on the south end of the Houston Street Viaduct, and it was an
"unlmown unit" who was told to call station 7, the civil section of the
Dzllas County Sheriff's Office. However, research by Dr. J.T. Jones of
Texas confirms that Nelson, and not Bass, was the officer involved. Dr.
Jones notes that Bass was ordered to report to Elm and Houston Streets at
12:21, that Bass acknouledged receint of the order, and subsecuently czlled
the dispatcher to confirm his arrival at the scene of the shooting. Dr.
Jones has also conducted a voice analysis of the transmissions in ouestion,
and has established not only that it was not Bass, but that it was Nelson
who spoke to the dispatcher. Furthermore, Nelson called the dispatcher again
at ebout 12:52 and reported that he was "out down here", presumably meaning
Dealey Plaza. Nelson would therefore have had about three or four minutes
in which to contact the Sheriff's Office.

The next significant radio transmission has long bsen a source of
suspicion to many researchers, because of the unnatural formality of the
exchange, which is completely out of character with all the other radio
conversations on that day. This exchange tosk place at 12:54 and is as
follous:

Dispatcher T

78 78

Dispatcher You are in the Cak Cliff
area, are you not?

18 Lancaster and Bighth.

Dispatcher You will be at large for any
emergency that comes in.

78 10-4.

It is as much a mystery today as it was in 1963 vhat the "emergency"
was, or why Officer Tippit was told to "be at large" for its possible
occurrance. The official transcripts all record the exchange, but with one
very notable difference: According to the Secret Service transcript of
Lovember 1663, the DFD in llarch 1964, and the TBI in July 1964, this
conversation between Tinpit and the dispatcher took place on channel 1.
However, according to the DFD/Sawyer transcript of December 1963, this same
exchange took place on channel 2, and was "the last radio transmission
between Officer Tippit and the dispatcher". In other words, this exchange
- contentious in its own right - was apparently on a channel 1 dictabelt in
the weck after the assassination, on 2 channel 2 disk in the first week of
December 1563, and back on a channel 1 belt by llarch. Uith regard 4o the
notation on the Snuyer transcript that this is the last exchanpge betuween
Tippit and the dicpatcher, it should be pointed out that this is also ihe
only comrunication between Tippit and the dispatcher which apnears on the
channel 2 transecrint.

Apnroximntely six minutes after he was told to be "at large" for an
unidentified "emergency™, Tipnit 1eaft hiz car to ma'e o telephone call nt
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the "Top Ten Record Shop", located about half a mile from where he would

be shot about fifteen minutes leter. According to = recent article by Dallas
reporter Larl Colz, Tippit entered the shop @nd had to ask customers to sten
acide in his haste to get to the phone., Tippit was recognised by the tuo

men who worized in the shop, !.R. Stark and Louis Cortinas, who Ymeu Tionit
from previous visits he had made to the shop. Cortinas estimated that when
Tippit dialled the number he was czlling he let the phone ring “"maybe scven
or eight times", said nothing, hung un, and hurried from the ghop. Cortinas
said that about ten minutes later he heard that a policeman had been shot.

Cortinas' recollection puts Tinpit's visit at about 13:05 and, despite
the fact that Tippit did not advise the dispatcher that he was about to
leave his patrol car, the channel 1 transcrint does nrovide corroboration
of sorts for Cortinas. At about 13:04 (or 1:04 »m, the notation which will
be used hereafter), the channel 1 disnatcher called Tipnit, asking for his
current location, but received no renly. Why did Tippit fail to tell the
dispatcher that he was leaving his car? And why did he use z nrivate phone,
and whom did he call? These questions have never been answered.

About four minutes after the disvatcher had tried and failed to contact
him, Tipnit tried unsuccessfully to contact the dispatcher. Like his reasons
for not telling the disnatcher where he was going, and using a nrivate
telephone, Tippit's rcasons for trying to contact the disnatcher shorily
aftervard remain a mystery. The 1967 trenscrint reveals that the following
took place at 1:08, four minutes after the disvatcher tried in vain to get
Tippit's location, and orobably only a minute or so after Tippit returned
t0o his car:

4 15/2 is on the =air
78 78

15 15/2

Dispatcher 15/2

78 78

261 261

The Secret Service and Sawyer transcripts do not record this traffic
cn channel 1. WCE 705 transcribed it as it apnears above, but vhen the FBI
transeribed the dictabelts in July 1964 to create ICE 1974, the first "78"
became "58", the second "78" became "488", and each was described as being
"garbled". Once again, Texas researcher Dr. J.T. Jones has been zble to
resolve the issue. Preliminary harmonic analysis of the voice of "T8" seems
to confirm that it is, in fact, the voice of Officer Tippit. Furthermore,
the FBI were unable to identify anyone using the call numbers 58 and 488,
and there is nothing in the available evidence to indicate who might have
used those numbers.

At sbout 1:16 the dispatcher called unit 69, FPatrolmen Brock, who
shortly before had cleared at the DPD garage, and instructed him to "remain
in the downtown asrea available for call". This order, the significance of
vhich will shortly become evident, is missing from 211 the offiecial
transcripts.

Immediately after the disvatcher gave the time as 1:16 on channel 1,

a citigen cut in on the nolice radio to report the shooting of a nolice
officer. The 1967 transcrint reads as follows:

Citizen Hello, police onerator. :
Dispatcher Go ahead., Go zhead, citizen i

using the police — -
Citizen lle've had a shooting out here. %
Dispatcher there's it at? 5
Dispatcher The citizon using nolice g

radio = ?

Citizen n Tenth Street. g
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Dispatcher that location on Tenth Street?

Citizen Between l'arsalis and Declley.
It's a police officer. Somebody
shot him. That's this? 402
Tenth Sireet,

Dispatcher 78

Citizen You got that? It's in o police
car number 10.

Dionatcher 78

Citizen lello, police onerator, did
you get that? A police officer -

Disnatcher 510 East Jefferson.

Dispatcher Signal 19 involving a police
officer, 510 Bast Jefferson.

Citizen Thank you.

35 35

Disvnatcher The citizen using the noliece
radio remain off the air now.

Dispatcher 91

69 69's going out there.

Dispatcher 10-4, 69, Code 3.

There ore a number of inconsistencies in the official transcrints
with regard to the reporting over channel 1 of Tipnit's murder by = member
of the public. The Secret Service transcript, although it purports to be =
transcrint of "calls during the assassination of the President and the
rmurder of Officer Tippit", contains none of this text. The other transcripts
reflect a series of major differences, which must be resolved.

The first difference concerns the initial reference to 78, Officer
Tipnit, NCE 705 alone shows that "Someone in the background said 78, squad
car, number 10" immediately after the citizen identified the location of
the shooting as 404 Tenth Street, and before the dispatcher called Tiopit
bx his call number, 78. The other transcripts, and a ecareful review of the
tape recording, show that the first mention of 78 was made by the channel 1
disnatcher.

The official transcripts also suggest that an "un!mowvm voice" was
2lso responsible for the first reference to 510 Fest Jefferson. Howvever,
bath my own study and that of Dr. J.T. Jones strongly sugsest that it was
the dispztcher, 2nd not someone at the scene of the shooting, who mentioned
510 Zast Jefferson. It is clearly aonparent that the nerson speaking on the
nolice radio was unaware of the exsct location, and was correctly informed
by someone else at the scene of the correct address, 404 Tenth Strcet. So
there did the East Jefferson address come from?

The third aosnect of the Tippit shooting which recuires an exnlanation
concerns Officer Brock, to vhom the call number 69 had been assigned. It
will be remembered that, only moments before the Tipnit shooting was first
renorted, Brock had been ordered make himself "availazble for call" in the
dovntown area. Immediately after the shooting was reported, and without a
word from the dispatcher, Brock called the dispatcher to inform him that he
was going to the scene, and the disnatcher acknouvledged his call., Was this
the unforescen "c¢all" for vhich Brock had beon told to make himself
avaoilable?

Before trying to put these numerous differences in the official
transerints into some sort of perspective, onc final radio transmission on
that tragic afternoon should be noted. At about 12:52 Officer llelson was
asparently in the vicinity of Dealey Plaza, following his telephonec call
to the Sheriff's Office. He was not told to return to the Ozl Cliff area to
jnin Officer Tipnit as originally instructed at 12:45, and he wns next
heard from at 2bout 1:25 vhen he renorted that he vas in his car at Dlm
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and Houston Sireets. He asked the disnatcher whether he should 5o to the
ccene of the Tipnit shooting, and was told to go eclsevhere instead. It should
be noted here, also, that WCE 2645, a totelly unrelated DPD renort vhich was
included in the records of the larren Commission, states that Helson was
ordered to the vicinity of the Texas School Book Depository after the
President's shooting, and remained on duty in front of the building for the
renainder of the afternoon,

Figure 2 tabulates the discrepancies between the 1967 transcrint and
the four officizal ones. Even a cursory examination shows that most of the
telenhone-related transmissions are missing, even from the sunmosedly
verbatim FBI transeript of July 1964. There are differcnces beiween the
larch transcript premared by Dowles (WCE 705) and the one nrepared in July
by the FBI (WCE 1974). Yhile these may be simnle transcrintion errors and
differences, evidence has already been offered in supnort of the theory
that the dictabelts were copied between the creation dates of the two
transcripts. Be that as it may, there is also evidence now which sugrests
that the channel 1 recording differed between December 1963 (Sawyer Fxhibit)
and liarch 1964, since the order to Ti-nit to be at large for any emergency
in the Oak Cliff area was on channel 2 as of December 1963,

It is my strong but unproven belief that something, involving Officers
Nelson and Tippit in a series of televhone calls which nay have been totally
unrelated to the assassination of President Kennedy and the murder of J.D.
Tippit, wes excised from the tramscripts — if not the dictabelts themselves -
by the Dallas police. In order to hide their embarassment, I believe the
DFD copied the dictabelts on one or more occasions before the FBI received
them in July 1964. Ye have already.seen the evidence to susgest that one
suck copy took place between Karch and July 1964; the presence of the Tiopit
message on channel 2 in December 1963 sugpests another cony operation was
carried out during or just prior to the production of the Sawyer Pxhibits
during the first week of December.

Unfortunately, without the ability to take sworn testimony from those
tHo vere involved and are still alive, it is not now possible to determine
the subject matter of the phone calls and the mysterious activities of both-
R.C. Nelson end J.D. Tippit between 12:17 and 1:16 on lNovember 22, 1963. It
would be ironic if the rhone calls were totally unrelated to the murder of
the President, because they may well turn out to be the reason for that
murder remaining unsolved.
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3.3 The Sirens Problem

Ever since the HSCA's acoustic evidence came to mablic attention, it
has been unanimously agreed that the elapsed time between the shooting in
Dealey Flaza and the recording of the sound of sirens on channel 1 by the
onen microphone was en imnortant factor in determining whether or not the
police motorcycle with that open microphone was part of the motorcade
itself. Critics’ of the acoustics evidence point to the fact that the sirens
cennot be heard for a considerable time after the shots were fired, This,
coupled with the fact that the vehicles with the sirens are clearly passing
rather than accompanying the open microphone, has prompted the conclusion
that the open mierophone was stationary, and was probably located on the
Stemmons Freeway somevhere near the Trade Iart, Former DPD Sergeant Jim
Zowles has thus far refused to name the officer he believes had the open
microphone, but has revealed that this officer was near the north varking
lot of the Trade llart, in the company of 2 number of other officers.

The Ramsey panel aclkmowledged that there are still a number of
anomolies with respect to the recording of the sirens. However, the nanel
reported that Officer Leslie Beilharz, who was close to the Trade lart when
the motorcade passed by en route to Parkland Hosvnital, has said that there
is a “good possibility" that his was the open microphone. The panel also
pointed out that the distance from Dealey Plaza to the Trade Mart is 2,273
miles, and that the driver of the presidential limousine, Secret Service
Agent William Greer, told the Warren Commission that he reached speeds of
up to 50 miles per hour on the journey from the assassination scene to the
hospital. Based on their conclusion, which will be discussed in more detail
latery; thet apnroximately 187 seconds elansed between the time =f the
shooting and the recording of the sirens, the implied but unackns:ledged
finding of the vpanel was that DPD motorcycle officer Beilharz' belated
€laim is consistant with the facts. But is it? An immoriant factor in
determining the location and identity of the officer with the onen micro-
ohone is the true elapsed time between the shooting and the recording of
the sound of the sirens,

The Ramsey panel reported that 123 seconds elavsed between Sheriff
Decker's "Hold everything secure" order znd the sound of the sirens on
channel 1. The nanel also renoried 64 seconds of continuous radio traffic
on channel 2 between Chief Curry's "Go to the hosnital" order and Decker's
message, Therefore, 187 seconds elansed between Curry's order to go to
Pariland Hospital and the sound of the sirens. However, the nanel made no
attemot to establish how much time elavsed between the shooting and Curry's
command.

In the course of preparing a paper which he submitted to the HSCA,
private investigator Anthony Pellicano spoke with Curry, who told Pellicano
thet "immediately after the shots were fired" he transmitted his "Go to the
hospital" message on channel 2 of the DFD radio. However, this conflicts
not only with Curry's testimony before the Warren Commission but also with
comments he has made in the intervening time. Curry told the ilarren
Commission that he did not trensmit on channel 2 until after he spoke 4o
Officer Jim Chaney, vho was riding a motorecycle %o the right and rear of
President Kennedy. In conversations since 1964, Curry has alwvays maintained
that he was unawvare of the fact that anyone had been ctruck by a bullet
until Chaney told him. Curry told Gary lack that he slowed dowm in order to
Tind out if anyone had been hurt, and to then tell Secret Scrvice igent
Greer how to get to Parkland Hospital.

There is evidence ito support this claim. Former DPD officer Barle V.
Drovm told Dallac neusman Barl Golz in Iarch 1980 that he saw the
peecidential limousine and four other ears in the motercade stop for nt
least 30 seconds juid went of Dealey Plaza, on the Stemmons Ireewny accesns
ramp, under the northbound Dtermons lane in the Stemmonn Preeuay Underpans,
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In his previously cuoted conversation with Cary llack, Chief Curry confirmed
Crovm's zccount. In October 1981, lack interviewed Officer C.D. Jackson,

vho had been riding alongside Chaney at the right/rear of the limousine,
Jackson said he and Chaney stopped on Tlm Street after the shots were fired,
"put their feet down", and looked around. They then sned off to catch Chief
Curry, at which time Chaney spoke through the right front window of the
nolice lead car to Curry. Jackson told Fack that it took them "30 sceonds,
maybe a little more or less" to catch un with the lead ear and for Choney
to spealk with Curry,

If one assumes that the 30 second delay reported by Tarle Broim
coincides exactly with the 30 seconds vhich Cheney and Jackson took to
cateh up with Curry (an assunption which, it must be siressed, had not been
proven), then the 30 second period must be added to the Ramsey nanel's 187
scconds elapsed time, giving a new total time of 217 seconds between the
final shot and the recorded sound of the sirens.

Jack Daniels filmed the motorcade as it emerged from the Trinle
Underpess at the foot of Fim Street. Daniels was standing about 200 feet
west of the Underpass, on the north side of the street, His film, which
the HSCA saw for the first time on December 28, 1978 (the day before the
committee's final session), shous Officer Chaney in a stationary positiosn
on Flm Street at least 15 seconds after the final shot, confirming what
Officer Jackson told Gary Fack. The Daniels film means that yet another 15
seconds must be added to the 'shots-to-sirens’ elapsed time, making the
very minimum elapsed time 232 seconds, or 3 minutes and 52 seconds. This
is summarised in Table A, as follous:

Table A: Elapsed time between shots and recorded
sounds of sirens on DFD radio channel 1

Time in
seconds Zvent

000 - TFinal shot fired in Dealey Plaza,

015 - Daniels film shows Chaney stationary on Tlm Straet.

045 = Chaney and Jackson catch up with lead car. Chaney
speaks through window to Curry. Curry transmits "GCo
to hospital" order on channel 2.

109 =~ Decker transmits "Hold everything secure" order on
chennel 2, which is also recorded on channel 1.

232 - BSound of sirens, lasting apvroximately 36 seconds,
recorded on channel 1.

Sheriff Decker's renort to the Warren Commission adds weight to the
validity and accuracy of Table A. Decker, who was ridings in the lead car
vith Chief Curry and Secret Service Agents Lawson and Sorrels, said that
he did not trensmit on channel 2 until they were on the Stemmons Freevay,
1% to 2 minutes after the shooting. As shown in Table A, Decker's radio
message was transmitted 109 seconds, or 1 minute 49 seconds, after the
final shot was fired, a time lapse which is totally consistant with what
Decker told the Warren Commission.

Is an elapsed time of almost 4 minutes between the final shot end the
recording on the sound of sirens consistant with those siren sounds being
piclked up by an open microphone on a police motorcycle located at or near
the Trade I'art, 2.273 miles avay?

Jim Bowles, the former UPD radio supervisor vho provided the Romsey
panel with vital evidence in respect of the acoustics data, has conducted
his own research into the assassination. Ilis intimate knowvledge of Dallas
and the functioning of its police department, together with discussions
and interviews with follow officers who were involved in and with the
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motorcade, has given him an unenualled insight into the events in Dallas
that day. In a reconstruction of the journey from Dealey Flaza to Parlland
Hospital which allowed 15 to 20 seconds for the delays renorted by Earle
Browm and Jesse Curry, Bowles found that it took only 2 minutes to reach
the point on Stemmons near the Trade llart where the officer with the open
microphone was said to be.

Bowles, the local expert, calculated an elaossed time of approximately
2 minutes; the Ramsey panel accevted 3 minutes and 7 seconds as being
consistant with the testimony of the driver of the President's limousine;
and the known facts sugpest an elapsed 'shots-to-sirens' time of 3 minutes
52 seconds. Which estimate is correct?

Because the Ramsey panel did not evaluate the other available data,
it used the timing of Curry's order to "Go to the hosnital" as 2 basis for
its timing of the final shot. This geve the nanel a 187 second interval
from the final shot to the start of the siren sounds. The panel then used
the denarture from the Plaza, and the delays and hesitations therein, to
conclude that the avarage speed between Dezley Flaza and the Trade Lart of
43.E mph was acceptable. The panel attempted further justification of this
rather slow speed by noting that "there were turns, traffic, a heavy car,
i'rs, Kennedy and a Secret Service Agent crawling over the back of the car,
and a critically wounded passenger to slow the average sneed."

The reality of the matter is that Curry gave the order to go to Par¥kland
Tosnital after the confusion in the Flaza had becn sorted out, and afier he
snoke to Officer Chaney. From then until it reached the point on the
Stemmons Freeway where the officer allegedly ctood with his open micronhone,
the limoucine only had to negotiate the short upward ramn onto the Freeuay
before it reached a multi-lane highvay which was free of traffic — there
vere no turns and no traffic, lirs, Hennedy was not crawvling over the back
of the car, and the car itself was a specially-eaninsed high-vowcred
limousine.

Secret Service Agent Greer's testimony, which indicated speeds of up
to 50 miles per hour at times, relates to the journey from Elm Street to
Parizland Hospital as a whole. A more accurate reflection of the limousine's
speed during the crucial period on the Stemmons Freeway is the testimony of
Agents Clint Hill and Rufus Youngblood. Hill said that they travelled at
betiueen 60 and 65 miles per hour, and Youngblood said it was between 6C and
T0 miles per hour. Both estimates are consistant with vhat might reasonably
be expected of a2 top notch Secret Service driver on an onen, dry road, en
route to a hospital with the mortally wounded President in the back of the
car, At these sneeds; Bowles' estimate of two minutes would appear to be
correct for the trip from the Stemmons ramp to the noint on the Freeway at
vhich the open microphone was allegedly located. Therefore, the fact - which
the Ramsey vanel established — that 187 seconds elapsed@ from the limousine's
departure from the ramp until the sirens were first heard, strongly
mitigates against the oven microphone being anyvwhere near the Trade lLart,
unless for some unltnovm and suspicious reazson the limousine kept its speed
dovn to under 44 mrh while on the Freeway. As that is so highly unlikely,
another explanation for the timing of the sound of the sirens, and enother
location for the open microphone, must be sought.
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3.4 Notoreycle And Other Sounds

Figure 3 results from an analysis of the nrincinal sounds transmitted
over channel 1 of the DPD radio by the open microvhone, The sounds are
mainly those of the motorcycle engine, but other significant sounds were also
recorded. The times shown on the left of Pigure 3 are the elapsed times in
relation to the final shot, using the timing calculated in section 3.3 and
showvn in Table A. The times on the right of Figure 3 are those calculated
with reference to the final shot as specified by the HSCA.

The issue under review here is whether or not any useful intelligence
can be derived from a study of the motorcycle engine noise as recorded on
channel 1, If, as the evidence of section 3.3 indicates, the onen microphone
was not located anywhere near the Trade liart, can the motorcycle engine
noise give any indication as to the whereabouts of that microphone?

Essentially, Figure 3 indicates that the motorcycle was in motion at
the time the shots were fired (unless otherwise stated, references to the
time of the shooting relate to those on the left of Figure 3, as calculated
in section 3.,3). Over a period of slightly more than 13 minutes thereafter,
the motorcycle apnarently slowed down, before coming to a halt just prior
to Sheriff Decker's channel 2 transmission which was picked up on channel
1. Bight seconds before that transmission, channel 1 recorded what is
presumably a police officer saying "All right, Jackson". Since this message
does not appear on channel 2, it must be assumed that the speaker was using
or was at least close to a2 microphone switched to channel 1. There was an
officer named Jackson in the motorcade (mentioned earlier in section 3.3),
and apart from the dispatcher named Jackson, the volice assignment logs
for that day do not show anyone else of that name. The “A11 right, Jackson"
message therefore sugrmests that, whether or not there was another open
microphone elsewhere, there may well have been one in the motorcade.

Ten seconds after the Decker transmission, channel 1 recorded what
ihe HSCA exnerts identified as the sound of a carillon bell. Despite
extensive research both by the HSCA and later by private citizens, the
origin of this bell sound cannot be identified. However, z number of
obscrvations not made by the HSCA's experts are in order with regard to
this sound:

~ Just prior to the bell sound are two 'bleeps' (H-tones) which indicate
that another transmission on channel 1 was being attemnted. This is
confirmed by the fact that the bell sound is abrupt, sugpgesting that
it was picked un by a different microphone;

— The pitch of the sound aspears to go from high to low, vhich is not
characteristic of church bell sounds, and the sound lacks the smooth-
ness vhich one normally associates with such bells;

-~ Comparison of the channel 1 'bell sound' with a channel 2 recording
of a partial siren sound suggests that the two are at least similar,
if not identical, to the unaided ear;

-~ Police motorcycle matrol officers who have listened to the 'bell' say
that it is identical to the sound generated hy driving a motorcycle
over a metal manhole cover.

Therefore, while there is no evidence indicating the existance of a
church bell in the viecinity of the possible open micronhone locations, two
other options exisct to sugmest possible sources of the "bell sound". Fither
oxnlanation may be correct, and both nossibilities warrant investipntion.

Immediately ~fter the bell sound can bhe heard what annears to be the
noise of two motorcycles paccing the open microphone, followed by sounds
which resenble a motorcycle lzickstand being raised. Then, 27 seconds after
it apnarently stonped, the motorcycle with the onen picroohone scems to
move off, in echn, nuprecting the motorecycle uas nassing through a tunnel,
¢ he heard 11 seconds lalery and 7 occondu after this the motorcyele
ammerrs fo stop again. The engine noise surgests that the motorcycle nionped
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Figure 3: Analysis of Hotorcycle and Other
Sounds recorded on channel 1

Dlapsed Time Elapsed Time

in seconds ST in seconds
(zee text)
coo Final shot fired in Dealey Plaza =111
006 Fotoreyecle changes gear -105
I 071 Second gear change -040
101 Voice — "All right, Jackson" (some believe -010
% this is "A1l right, Cheaney")
102 Ingine slows, and possibly stops =009
109 Decker message - "lold everything secure" -002
111 Final shot, as determined by the H3CA coo
119 " Sound resembling 2 carillon bell co8
121 Sound of passing motorcycle c1o
122 Second motorcycle nasses oven microphone C11
127 lloise resembling kickstand being raised 016
129 otorcycle accelerates rapidly 018
140 Echo, as if passing through underpass 029
147 Ingine slows, and then idles 036
161 Noise resembling lickstoend being raised c50
3! ) 162 Lotorcycle begins to move off 051
3 163 l.otorcycle accelerates 052
1 181 Lotorcycle slows dovn considerably 070
! 186 Hovement of, or near, open micrornhone 075
i 187 Lotorcycle acocelerates again 076
| 213 Someone whistling an unidentified tune 102
g 225 Echo, -as if passing through an undernass 114 i
232 Sirens, lasting apvrroximately 36 seconds 121
252 l.otorcycle stops 111
" 284 Partial chennel 2 transmission by Serpgeant 173
e S.%. Bellah (eall number 190)
297 Partizl channel £ trensmission by Officer 186
B.U. Horgis (call number 136)
421 Voices - possibly a woman saying "Oh, my God" - 310
425 Partial channel 2 transmission by Serpgeant 314
J.V. Harimess (call number 260) :
556 Tngine idling 445 2
571 Sound rosombling kickstand being raised 260 :

575 I otorcycle moves off slouly 164 i
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for about 14 seconds, after which the kickstand was annarently raised and
the motoreycle moved off again, Thereafter, the motorcycle apparently
remained in motion for about 1% minutes. During this period, the sound of
someone whistling an unidentifiable tune can be heard, the motorcycle
anparently passed throusgh 2 second tunnel or underpass, and then the
previously discussed sound of sirens can be heard for aporoximately 36
seconds,

The channel 1 sounds suggest that, after the motorcycle stopned again
Jjust over 4 minutes after the shooting, it remained stationary for a period
in cxcess of 5 minutes, before moving off again. During that 5 minute period,
three channel 2 transmissions were partially recorded on channel 1, vhich
tends o sugpgest that the open microphone was on a motorcycle which wes
parked near at least one other stationary microphone switched to channel 2,

The seaunence of events described above are difficult to reconcile with
the theory that they were recorded by =n open microphone located on the
Stemnons Freeway, in particular those sounds which suggest the motorcycle
went through a2t least two tunnel-like areas. llovever, without detailed
testimony from Officer Beilharz who, along with the Namsey panel, annears
to think that his was probably the motorcycle with the open microphone, his
movements in the 9 minutes after the shots were fired cannot be compared
with the movements imnlied by the sounds recorded over channel 1.

The only public record of Beilharz' activities in the period of time
surrounding the assassination appeared in a story by Darl Colz in the Dalles
Forning News on April 14, 1982. In that article, Beilharz claimed not to
remember any radio transmissions at the time of the shooting because, he
szid, his radio was malfunctioning and simply did not piclk them upn. Beilharsz
added that he was unaware of the shooting while he was at his assigned
location ot the intersection of the Stemmons Freeway and Industrial
Boulevard. Beilharz said he remained at the intersection for approximately
5 minutes after the motorcade passed by, before he decided to follow it to
Parkland Hospital. It was only on arrival there, he said, that he heard
alout the shooting in Deeley Plaza from other officers. However, if Beilharz
spoke to nobody until he arrived at the hospital, and his radio was failing
to pick up transmissions, how did he kmoy - especially as the motorcade had
nassed his location some five minutes earlier — where the motorcade had
gone?

The channel 1 sounds discussed here, and listed in Figure 3, are very
consistant with the known movements of another police officer, however, A
study of all the relevant still photographs and motion picture films shows
that the motorcycle noises recorded on channel 1 coincide with remarkable
accuracy to the documented movements of Officer B.l. Hargis, who was riding
his motorcycle in the motorcade to the left and rear of the President, It
is particularly interesting to note the accuracy and consistancy of the
channel 1 sounds to Hargis' nown movements when the HSCA's timing of the
final shot is used, instead of the {iming established earlier in section
3.3 and used in the foregoing discussion. This correlation is illustrated in
Figure 4.

There is a question with regard to Hargis which deserves close scrutiny
both by the Justice Denartment and the House Judiciary Committee, as well
a8 by anyone who wishes to attempt further research and analysis, In his
book "The Plot to Kill the President", HSCA Chief Counsel and Staff Director
G. Robert Blakey said that the HSCA "did not contazct Hargis, wvho was ill =t

the time of our investigation". However, a footnote in Volume XI of the (

II3CA'c nublished evidence shows that a staff interview with Harpgis took
nlace on October 26, 1977. Furthermore, in a letter dated January 12, 1979,
Dr. James Barger of DBH was advised of the close similarity between Hargis'
knovn movements and those imnlicit in the sounds transmitted by the onen
microphone. It would apnear that Dr. Barger, wery pronerly I hasten to add,
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Figure 4: Correlation between recorded sounds
and knowvn and projected movements
of DPD Officer B.li. Hargis

Recorded Events

- lotorcycle gear changes
- Engine slowing, then stopping

- Two passing motorcycles

- Kickstand being raised, and
motorcycle accelerating

- Echo, motorcycle slows/stops,
then moves off again

- lotorcycle accelerates, then
slows, then accelerates again

- Echo, sound of sirens, then
motorecycle stops

- Partial transmission by Hargis
on channel 2, nicked up on
channel 1

Internretation

Consistant with Hargis changing
gear on the turns into Houston
and Elm Streets

Horgis slowed, and stommed after
the final shot, according to the
film taken by eyewitness Orville Nix

Officer Chaney passed Hargis!'
motorcycle just over 15 seconds
af'ter shots. The Bell film shovs
Officer H.B. FeclLain passing Harpis'
motorcycle 18 saconds after shots

Hargis told larren Commission that
he left his motorcycle, ran across
Flm to the wall atop the knoll, and
then returned. Still photo by Bothun
shows Hargis remounting, approx. 25
seconds after the final shot

Hargis testified he rode under the
Triple Underpass and looked around
for anyone acting susniciously
before he moved off agein

HMargis testified he rode under the
northbound Stemmons Underpass, loowed
around looking for anything/=nyone
suspicious, then turned back

Hargis testified he returned to the
Bool Depository, thereby nassing
through 2t least 1 more undernass.
The sirens may have been on police
vehicles at rear of motorcade, going
west towards Stemmons as llargis rode
east on Elm toward Book Depository,
vhere he stopned for a considerable
time

llargis spoke to eyecwitnesses near
Book Depository, and may have used
anaother redio, near his ovm, to
{ransmit on channel 2 between 12:34
and 12:35

llote: Although included in the DFD transcript of December 1963, Hargis!
channel 2 trznsmission between 12:34 and 12:35 vhich was pniclked
up on channel 1 was omitied from the FBI transcript of July 1964
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passed this information on to the HSCA, because five days later, January

17, a second HSCA staff interview with Hargis yas conducted, according to

the same Volume XI footnote. Release and review of the interview notes
relating to Hargis for October 26, 1977 and Januery 17, 1979 would therefore
seem most appropriate, and might shed some important light on the discrenancy
betueen the nublished evidence of the HSCA and the statement in Professor
Elakey's book.

There is one problem with this tentative identification of Hargis as
the officer with the open microphone, and it is - for the moment, at least
= a serious problem. By comparing the imnulse natterns on the channel 1
recording with the natterns obtained during a test firing in Dealey Plaza
on fugust 20, 1978, the HSCA acoustics experts were able to pin-noint the
location of the motorcycle with the open microphone at the time each of the
four shots was fired. These locations differ significantly from the knowm
location of Hargis at each point, However, the H3CA exverts were allowed to
fire test shots from only two locations - the alleged "sniner's nest" on
the sixth floor of the Book Depository and a point behind <L fonce onm the
grassy knoll., It is therefore within the bounds of nozsibility that, if
other firing points were used, the resulting imnulse patterns might point
to Hargis' Imowm locations, Alternatively, it should still be nossible to
rerform the experiment in reverse. By plotting the Jmowm location of Officer
Hargis at the time of each shot, and using the impulse patterns on the DID
channel 1 recording, the point of origin of each shot could be calculated,
If the noints of origin thus identified were reasonable (ie not the middle
of Dlm Street or some other such unlikely place), the poseibility that the
open microphone was on Hargis' motorcycle could not be ruled out, and would
be strengthened by the similarity between the engine noises subsecuently
identified in the rTecording and Hargis' kmown movements after the shooting.
As the matter stands at the present time, the case for Hargis having the
open microphone is at lenst as strong as that for Beilharz (or anyone else
on Stemmons Freevay or at the Trade Eart), and certainly seems to Justify
further investigation,

The need to consider Hargis, or anyone else, as the officer with the
open microphone comes about despite the study to identify the officer in
cuestion by the HSCA. The evidence presented by Barger, lieiss and Aschlkenagy
indicated that the Jjemmed transmitter was on a matorcycle located about 140
Teet behind and to the left of the limousine at the time of the shooting.
Dxamination of the DPD assignment log for November 22, 1963 showed that two
officers, B3,V. Hargis a=nd B,J. llartin, were required to ride in close
proximity to the left side of the limousine, However, because the officer
vith the open microphone was avparently much further behind the limousine
than either Hargis or lartin, they were ruled out by the HSCA, The ossignment
log showed that Officers H.B. KcLain and J.U. Courson would have been the
next pair of outriders on the left-hand side of the motorcade, and testimony
from both officers indicated that Mclain positioned himself between 2 and 7
car-lengths behind the oresidential limousine, with Courson several car-
lengths further behind, in 8-millimeter colour movie film, taken by
eyewitness Robert Hughes from a point near the intersection of lain and
Houston, was then reviewvea by the HSCA. The final frames of the film show
the President's limousine as it makes the turn into Fim Street from Houston
Street, and they also show Officer Lclain as he comnletes the turn from Fain
Strect onto Houston Street. These frames, vhich depict the scene 4 or 5
seconds before the first shot was fired, show that FcLain was then about
215 feet behind the limousine,

On Becember 29, 1978, icLain mublicly tectified at the Committee's
reauest. lle caid thot he recogmiced himself as the officor in the Hurhes
film, and acknovledmed that his nositioning in the eavalende wns confirmed
by other films shoving: earlier stores of the drive ihroush Unllas, lelain
testified that he did not use his miérophone nt any time during the narade,
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onéd seid that it may have been syitched - as it usually was - to channel 1.
He also testified that the trensmit button on his microphone was lnowm to
otick, and that it had done so on a number of previous occasions, but he
dié not Iknow if it was stuck at any time that day. He recalled hearing only
one shot, and he said he heard it when he vas aporovimately halfuay lLetween
liain and Tlm Streets, on 'louston Street. On the basis of the findings of
the acoustics experts, the sunmmorting photogranhic evidence, and the mublic
testimony of kelain, the I5CA concluded that Officer if.3. licLain was most
liely to have been the officer with the onen microphone.

The qunstions about the identity and location of the officer with the
onen microphone were first raised by none other thon I'elain himsgelf. Dn
January 4, 1979, just two dzys after the H3CA's summary findings were made
rublic, and exactly one weelk after his own testimony was taken, kclain told
€35 television viewers that he was not the officer in auestion. liclain told
interviever Eric ™mberg that immediately after the shots were fired he
turned on his siren, snd svwed after the limousine townrds Parlkland Hospital.
If thio were true, lclain could not have recorded the assassination, since
- as we have seen - no sirens can be heard on channel 1 until almeost four
minutes after the final shot was fired. kclain said he turned on his siren
in resnonse to Chief Curry's order to proceed to Parkland, itronsmiited on
channel 2 about 45 seconds after the shooting. Therefore, in addition to
the lack of siren sounds immediately after the Curry meszage, the fact that
he responded to an order given over channel 2 meant that licLain's radio was
not then tuned to channel 1.

The TISCA's resnonse, presented in its final report published on July
29, 1979, simnly dismissed licLain's statements. The Comrittee believed that
Ielzir aay hove heard Curry's order over the radio of cnother meotorcycle
nearhy (as leLain had testified s possible), and sinted that licloin was
girnly mistalcen on the point of his use of his siren, In rejecting Iclain's
clnirs, the 11824 was zloo rejecting the cvidence of itc oun acoustics
exaerts. Dr. Barger had told the Committee that ap-roximately 5 scconds
béfore the first shot was recorded, the noise lcvel of the engine on vhich
the jommed trensmitter ves mounted dromnned apnreciably. This faci alone is
sufficient to preclule lclzin as the officer with the open microphone. He
simnly could not have resched the noint on Houston Street where the first
shoi wes recor-ded, in the four or five seconds availsble to him from the
time he is visible in the lilughes film, if he werc decelerating during that
neriod.

Unfortunately, the H3CA did not conduct o detailed study of the noise
renerated by the engine of the motorcycle with the open microphone. Such a
study was, however, undertalen by Steve Barber, and it forms the basis for
Figure 3. As noted earlier, the relevant photogranhic evidence links the
movnments of Officer Hargis to the recorded cngine sounds much better than
do the movements of iclLain, Indeed, the nhotogranhic svidence shows lcLain
nazsing NHargis' stationary motorcycle mbout 10 seconds after the finsl
shot, which is consistont with lclain's statements to CES.

The testimony of Officer Hargis also highlights the comsistancy of his
actions with the recorded sounds. Hargis, vho was riding zbout 10 feet to
the rear ond immedintely to the left of the nresidential limousine, told
the iarren Commiscion in 1964 that "... I stopned ond mot off my motorcycle
end ren to the right-hond side of the street, behind the light nole.., &nd
I ron un to this kind of a little wall, briclk wall un there to see if I
could et a better look... Then I got back on my motorcycle, vhich wasg otill
running, and rode underncath the firct undermass to losk on the onnosite
side in order to see if I could see anyone running avay from the scene, and
gince I didn't ser anyone coming from that direction I rode under the second
umlnrnnss, vhieh in Stermons T¥nressuay and wenl un araund to see if T conld

oee nnyone coming from occross Stemmons and baelk that uay, and I couldn't
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sce anything that was of 2 suspicious nature, so I came back to the Texas
3choel Bool: Denository... I went to a gap that had not been filled, which
vas at the southwest corner."

The similarity betvecen Hergis' lmowm movements and the sounds on the
channel 1 recording, correlated in Figure 4, are obviously open to other
internretations. It may be argued that Hargis, like FecLain, does not "fit"
the acoustical facts, since he was not in the locations vhere the sounds
of the shots on channel 1 matched the sounds produced during the HSCA's
1978 reconstruction, either. This fact, in addition to the fact thet Hargis
tronsmitted on channel 2 betucen 12:34 and 12:35 (after he arrived at the
Texas School BDoolk Depository), cannot sinnly be dismissced. Nowever, the
weight of the evidence faovouring Hargis rather than licLain, Beilhars, or
any other officer, is such that without a viable zlternative, Hargis must
remzain the 'best case'.
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4. A Worling Hypothesis:

At aprwroximately 12:31 pm on November 22, 1963, exactly 143.62 seconds
after a police motorcycle radio became jammed in the 'transpit!' mode, a
series of impulses were recorded over channel 1 of the DPD radio. Following
a series of exhaustive tests, these impulses ware identified by the 15CA's
acoustic seientists as the radio-iransmitted "fingerprint" of a shot fired
a2t Precident Kennedy's limousine from the Texas School Book Denository. A
second series of imwulses, caused by a second shot from the Book Denository,
was detected on channel 1, 1.6 seconds later. A third shot, which this time
originated from behind the fence at the top of the grassy knoll to the
richt/front of the limousine, was identified 6 seconds later, A fourth and
finzl series of imnulses, again consistant with the acoustic fingernrint of
& gunshot from the Book Denository, was detected 0.7 seconds after the third
shot, a total of 8.3 seconds after the first shot was fired. According to
the results of their tests, the HSCA experts concluded that these four sets
of imnulses had been recorded over the open microphone, which they found
w28 located somevhere in the region of 120 to 160 feet behind the limousine
during the period of the shooting.

The 1982 report of the Ramsey panel cast serious doubt on the findings
of the HSCA acoustics exnerts, however. The panel identified nart of 2
channel 2 transmission by Sheriff Bill Decker in the midst of the static on
channel 1, just 1.15 seconds prior to the third series of imvulses said by
the II5CA's experts to renresent a shot. As discussed in section 3.3,
Declzer's order to "Hold everything secure" was in fact transmitted over
channel 2 some 109 seconds after the final shot was fired. Therefore, since
the Ramsey nanel proved conclusively that the Decker message was recorded
simultaneously on both channels, the two sets of scientific conclusions
vere mutually incomnatible. Either the HiCA's experts wvore correct or the
Remsey neanel's experts wvere correct; both could not b correct. This conlict,
apparently irreconcilable; and physically imnossible, is tcbulated below in
Table B:

Table D: H3CA and Ramsey Panel Findings

Time in
seconds Erent
0.00 Pirst shot, as detected by HS5CA
1.60 Second shot, as detected by H3CA
6.45 Decker message, as detected by Ramsey
7+60 Third shot, as detected by HSCA
8.30 Fourth shot, as detected by H3CA

Ve have already seen that there are a number of cuestions resarding
the authenticity of the currently existing channel 1 dictabelts. le have
2lso seen that there is evidence to suggest that the dictabelts nroduced
on lovember 22, 1963, were copied on one or more occasions in 1962/4. In
section 3,2 we saw a possible reesson for such conying - the removal of one
or more embarassing references to a telephone call or series of czlls,
involving UPD Officers R.C. Nelson and J.D. Tippit. The Ramsey ponel
considered, and rejected, the hypothesis that Decker's order was superimnosed
over the shot sound immulses on the channel 1 dictabelt. Por some unlnmowm
reason, however, the panel did not look at the possibility that the shots
were over-recorded onto the segment of the dictabelt wvhich contained the
Declzer message.

Since publication of the Remsey renort, I have devoted o considerable
cdeal of thought to noscible methods of sunerimposing the chot sounds over
the Uecker message, However, since I have been unable to imnrove on it, the
metihod nronoged by Paul lHoch in o letier to Dr. Barger of DN on Februnry
27, 1982 remnine the most like, and as such is »rezented here.
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A prerequisite of the Hoch scenario is that, whatever it was that had
to be deleted from the dictabelt, it occurred somewvhere in the neriod
between the first shot and the Decker transmission, an elansed time of 117
seconds.

Tro Dictaphone machines would be necessary: one for playback, and one
for re-recording. The recording machine could not simvnly be made to pause
vhile meking the copy, since this would remove the offending material but
2lso leave the resulting output belt too short. Therefore, a full outnut
belt could be made by simply turning the nlayback volume dowm completely
- or by removing the connecting cable - once it neared the offending part
of the belt, and then turning it back up again, in time to pick up the
Decker message., This would nroduce a full output dictabelt, but the belt
vould have an obvious gan where nothing was recorded. In doing this, it is
ouite possible that the shot sound imnulses (recorded on the original belt

but inaudable to the unaided ear) might not be on the duplicate dictabelt.

How should the gap in the output dictabelt be filled, to make it sound
like the surrounding segment of the original belt? Zou better than to fill
it with a copy of what was recorded just prior to the offending materinl -
just radio static, to the casual listener?

The playback Dictaphone is positioned prior to the offending material,
and the recording Dictaphone is positioned at the start of the gan on the
copy belt. Then, the "static" is recorded until the receiving dictabelt has
gone past the end of the gap. This in turn will mean that a portion of the
output dictabelt has been recorded on twice, but since the intention is to
create a "elean" output recording, such over-recording is of no conseguence.
If one assumes that the recording is allowed to continue to 2 later point
during this copying sten than occurred in the first sten — in other words,
this time it goes past the shot sounds - then ouite by chance the shots
have been deleted from their original nosition on the dictabelt, and have
now been overlaid on the Decker message. All that remains, then, is to make
a copy of the outnut dictabelt so thet no physical trace of the overlay
exists, The stages in this copy operation are diagrammed below:

i . "
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Original 1 I .

Dictabelt

Copy belt, ——

after step 1 —=GAF T
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Final copy - .

nev 'original' i ! t W §
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As Poul Hoch nointed out, this narticular hypothesis can be tested
relatively easily. Some mnterial nrier to the time of the shots would anpaar
twice on the new "original" dictabelt, but since thic material nrobably
consists of no more than the irregular '"blerps' coused by other radioc
irying to oceupy the channel, it would neced very careful study in order o
deteet such dnplicntion,

The itamzey nonel ezomined the "aripinal® dictalielt vhiel 1hey olitained
from the Juntice Denartment, and confirmed that thers vere no naysienl nirm
ol oyer-reoariling. nsuever, vilh 4he hypolhesis onllined thove, 1here vonli
be no such indicationca, ‘Therefore, vhile the Romsey nonel did net rely
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entirely on the absence of »hysical signs of over-recording to conclude
that it did not talte place, it was certainly a contributing factor in that
conclusion.

There is confirmation of the viability of such a scenario from the
Dictanhone Cornporation itself, In October 1981, Paul Toch and his fellorw
researcher Robert Ranftel visited 1:ith Bill Icllilliape of the Customer
Service denartment of the Oallland office of the Dictanhone Corporation. Ir.
I'eiiiliiams told thenm thot the original information con survive vhen a
dictabelt iz over-recordsd, and the result typically sounds "mixed" -
exnctly vhat cam be heard on the extont dictabelt. Indeed, the entire coy
nrocess described earlier, +ith its resulting mixture of shots nnd the
Declor mescnge, is totally consistont with the resulis nredicted by 1r.
I'elilliams. Therefore, whether it hanvened or not, the foregoing seennrio
is technically noscible, vhich iz curely an essential rcauirement of its
accentance as 2 possibility.

Like Pzul lloch, I do not feel particularly comSforiable with such
cpeculative onalysis and hynothesising. lowever, as in the case of Officer
largis and the onen micronhone, in the zbsence of a betier ezplanation the
one offered here must suffice, at least for the precent time.
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In the course of this paper, much of the non-scientific evidence
regarding the DPD chennel 1 dictabelts has been examined in some detail,
As for the scientific evidence itself, I leave anclyses of that to those
more aualified than I, in the belief that such analyses will sunport nmy
oun findings. In nartiecular, I believe that 2 review of the scientific
evidence based on the assumntion that Officer icLain was not the nolice
motoreyelist with the onen microphone would, even at this late stage, be
mont apnropriate.

Hith reference to the evidence examined here, we have seen that there

are cueries regarding the bnsic facts of the recording process emnloyed by
the DPD on Hovember 22, 1963 in renpect of the channel 1 dictnbelts. lere
they of 15 or 30 minutes duration each? Yas channel 1 recorded continuously
or by voice activation? vhat is the significance of the dismuted 51 second
ga2p in the recording, allegedly found by Jerome Wlkind of the Ramsey panel?
These queries also have serious repercussions, in that the results of any
study of the dictabelts could be significantly imnacted by éifferent
ansvers to these questions.

e

These issues apart, the chain of possession of the dietabelts is less
than satisfactory in terms of comnleteness. (mite simnly, there are too
many missing links in that chain for comfort. \le know that the belts were
out of the possession of the DPD within a few days of the assassination,
and remained so for a number of days. The official copies of the dictabelts
made by the Secret Service for their own use, and made by the DPD for the
TFLI, cannot now be found, although at least one of these four copies vas
deposited in the lational Archives for safe keeving. Additionally, there is
vhat I referred to as the “documented inacecuracy” of the chain of possession
while the evidence was being obtained and subsecuently used by the H3CA. In
particular, there are a number of contradictory zccounts of the dzte and
content of the meterial obtained from Pzul I.cCaghren and handed over to lr.
Darger, wuestions can 2lso be reasonably asked about the H3CA's inability
of simnle failure to document the comnlete chain of nossession, =nd the
committee's amparent sstisfaoction with the chain vhich they did doocunent.
Tinally, there is the -ossibility that both the FBI (in early larch) and
the Secret Service in liay or June, had further unconfirmed sccess to the
dictabelts in 1G64.

The physical evidence of the dictabelts themselves noses still further
auestions., First, there is the 57 versus 60 Hz hur nroblem, iith the
recultant discrepancy vhereby the recording is simultaneously 5  +too fazt
and 5. too slow, a discrenancy which in turn »roves the dictabelts to be
dunlicates. Secondly, there are the differing start times for the crucial
dictabelt, apnarently arising in the neriod botween Larch and July 1964.
Thirdly, there are auestions about the condition of the dictabelts, which
again seem to have talen plzce in the same Earch/Jnly period. lourthly, a
number of cuestions exist with respect to the handvriting on the belts. l=.
Schvartsz wrote some of it, but someone else a-parently wrote a considerable
amount more. /e still do not know exactly vhen lis. Schwartz urote on the
belts, vhich in itself is very imnortant, but perhans even more significant
iz the Tzet that we do not lmow who else wrote on those belts, or when they
did so.
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The evidence summarised thus far points to the fact that the channel 1
dictabelts which currently exist are not the ones vhich were ecreated on
lovemher 22, 1963. e cannol account for the vhereabouts of the helts ot
211 times since they were created, nor ean we ectablish the date and B
circustznces surrovnding each and every nccess to ther. ‘e connot reconcile 2
the oaparent snomolies resarding the time at vhich the eruciazl brlt bernn,
sl tln duration -of {hat belt, nor ctn we elaim 1o Tind the aniden drtrrior-
ntion in the condition of the belts srticfnetary. hen ihese mnneets are
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considered in conjunction with the inconsistant nowver hum issue, they form
a2 sound basis on which to conclude that the exisiing belts are not the
original recordings.

In drawving such 2 significant conclusion, one must be avare of the
need to provide o snitable zlternative to the nresently held beliefs. If,
as the evidence so clearly surrests, the dictabelts are dunlicates rather
than the originals, cnswers to some other cuestions must be offered,

khy would anyone want to duplicate the channel 1 dictabelis? The most
likely, and simnle, explanation is that they were copied in order {o snve
the oripinals from undue wear znd tear, and to provide bockuns for use in
the ongoing investigation. This explanation would apnenr reasonable, until
one considers the very strange anomolies in the transcripts, particularly
with reference to Officer J.D. Tipnit, the second murder victim that day in
Dallas.

There are serious implications arising from the fact that 2 radio call,
ordering Tinpit into the erea in vhich he would later be shot, apnears on a
DFD produced channel 2 transcript, when that message was undoubtedly
trensmitted over channel 1, Bven if one were to accent the unlikely theory
that two DPD officers were prevaring channel 1 and channel 2 transcrints in
the same room at the same iime, is it even remotely possible that they were
‘both at the same point in their transcrintion at precisely the same time?
The only other exnlanation thai apoears to make any sonse is that copies of
both channel's recordings were being mede in the same room at the same time,
and the channel 2 cony somehow managed to pick up that channel 1 order to
Tipnit. Bven this explanation presents problems, however, in thet it does not
exnlain vhy that message to Tipnit - and that message alone - was recorded
onto the wrong channel., This in itself raises the possibility if not indeed
the nrobnbility that the Tinnit message enomoly is nroof of a further cony
of the dictabelts being made nrior to liarch 1964, snd nrobably in December
1963,

- As discussed in detail in section 3.2, it is my belief that 2 series
of radio transmissions, nrobably relating to one or more telephone calls
involving Officers Tin-~it and Nelson, were edited out of the original DFD
recordings, vrobably vithin a few wecks of the assessination. The facts
4+hat the channel 1 dissatcher referred to Tin»it and an incorrect address
for the scene of the crime before henring the details from the citizen vho
first renorted the chooting of Tipnit, and the inztruction to Officer Drock
to be available "for call” immediately beforchand, counpled vith trock's
alrost instantaneous response to the shooting, are all indicaiive of some
advonce !mowledge on the nart of the dispatcher. Since that nouvledge did
not anparently reach him by means of the radio vhich he was manning, one must
assume that either he left his post in the radio room or the transmissions
containing the crucial information have been removed from the recording. The
latter poscibility would spoear the most likely, =and since it is ouwite
nossible that the relevant messages did not relate to the President's murder,
their removal cannot be held to constitute wilfull tamsering with material
cvidence, or its deliberate destruction.

The evidencn rrviered in this naner also points %o errors in the
official ovaluation of the extent data, particularly in resnect of the HiCA
and Hlamsey penel's identifications of the officer rith the open micronhoae,
The siren and motorcycle engine noises identified in the recordings are not
cornstible tdith the !Morn and nrojected movements of Officer lclain, Oflicer
Beilhnrz, or aaysne elzo located near the Trade I'nrt, just off the Strpmons
Freeuny, The siren sounds are also incansistont with the reasonably nsoumed
sveed of the limousine on the frantic journey to the hosnitnl, if theyr were
rocorded over the radios of icLain, 3eilherz, or another offieer nt the
Ueealp | art. Murthernore, the shotorzashic evidener raises auesiions aver
the i15CA's identiTicntion of 1c¢Lair vhich cnnnot he sntizfnetorily anouered.
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Heving dismissed lecLain, Beilharz, and Bowles' unnamed "susvpect" in
the vicinity of the Trade lart, it is almost inmmerative that a vi-'
alternative be nroposed. As reviewed in section 3.4 in some detail, i
aveilable evidence fends to indicate that there ic at least = strong
possibility that Officer llargis was the motorcycle rider with the jemmed
radio microphone. The siren and detectable engine noises, along with the
indenendent photographic evidence which was reviewed neither by the I5CA
nor the Hamsey panel, points more clearly to Hargis than to any other nolice
motorcyclist, Therefore, unless one wants to totally disregard the acoustic
evidence vhich so clearly estnblishes that the micronhone was in Dealey
Flaza during the President's assassination, ilargis must remain the most
likely candidate for the dubious distinction of being the officer in the
DFD who ultimately led to the rejection of the Uarren Commission's casze.

There are questions sbout the Hargis issue which deserve further
investigation, if not indeed official explanation, The Harpgis trensmission
on channel 2 which was recorded in nart on channel 1 wvas strongely missing
from the 1964 FBI transcrint. MNost peculiar of all, however, must be the
contradictory evidence regarding the two Hargis interviews with the H3CA.
These facts must surely raise guestions in any onen mind zbout rhether or
not they are all purely coincidental. It is, of course, all nossible - but
is it likely?

Until a more nlausible exnlanation is forthecoming, Paul Hoch's theory
about the method used to dunlicate the channel 1 dictabelts remains, like
llargis, the "best bet" currently available. It at least nrovides us with a
hynothesis which is nmerfectly nossible, but even more imnortantly, it mnles
sense of the apparently irreconcilable differences between the scientific
findings of the H5CA ond the Ramoey nanel. liith the iloch scenario, there is
a result vhich gives erual credibility to both sets of contradictory data,
and sllows both sets of findings to be correct.

The evidence discussed in this paper appears to nrovide grounds for
the claim that the DPD channel 1 dictabelts for November 22, 1963 were
copied. They were possibly copied twice at least; once in December 1963,
and again sometime between llarch and July 1964. The belts were perhaps
copied to protect them from undue use; there would appear to be evidence,
hovever, which could be used to support the claim that the belts were copied
in order to excises nossibly embarassing references to Officers Tippit,
feleon, and PBrock. If so, the DPFD must be the most likely culprits; if not,
then both the Secret Service and the FBI had the means and the onnortunity
io copy the belts, zlthough neither apparently had a motive.

As a result of these copies, it is most unlikely that the currently
existing channel 1 dictabelts are the original belis produced on November
22, 1963. As o further result of these copies being made, there are two sets
of conflicting scientific findings, one of which clearly indicates the
existance of a consniracy, the other which equally clearly disnroves it.

Presented here is the evidence that such copies were made. However,
also nresented here is a conying hynothesis which apnarently allows these
contradictory findings to be reconciled, with the result that both could -
in their ovm sphere — be correct. In so doing, we can retain the probability
that the assassination resulted from a conspiracy, while at the same time
allowing both sets of scientists to save face, at least. lie have also secen
that there is evidence of a substantial nature which mnoints to Officer B,!.
Hargis as the source of the omen microphone transmissions, an identification
which can be fully resolved and which uarrants further investigation.

The nucecstion of conspiracy in the Kennedy assnssination stands or falls
on the authenticity of the acoustics evidence, in the eyes of the authorities
at least. lany feecl that other areas of research might be more fruitfully
mursued, but it is my firm belief that, if the acoustics evidence can be
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rejected, no further official interest will be taken in the truth about the
assassination. It therefore seems imnerative that the basis for any
scientific analyses chould be conclusively established, In view of the
serious ouestions raised about the authenticity of the extont dictnbeltis in
this paper, such a basis has not as yet been established. If these belts

are not the original ones, =s the evidence indicates, then it secms only
reasonable that every possible offort should be mede to locate the originals
or to cuentify the possible differences which have been carried forward to
the current dictabelts. Such is beyond my oim resources - the resnonsibility
can, however, be laid squarely on the Justice lepartment, who are currently
reviewing the cvidence. iuch of the data discussed in this paper hes

already been made available to the Justice Department; perhaps the best ue
cen now do is to ensure that it is mcted unon before zny further decisions
are iaken.
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