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Dear Jim,

I think we are all in ebttoyoumd%nforargﬁngandargxﬂngpersmivelym
suocennfully to filc the Reply Brief, By and large it is an exzcellent jobe The only
gomient I have noé Pelato to court argument, not eriticism, Soms are intended for your
conaideration in other such ypapere. One is the sequence of arguments. I think that arguing
first that sciontific tost and this scientific test in particular and any vork done for
the President or the Comnigsion does not qualify for the exzenpidlon should have come earller,
possibly Tirsty to avpid vhat a hasty reuding cen suest, that there is taclt concession
that 1%t coan be. In court, I think this should b the beginning, and that Hoover should
be wuoted more fully, for in the quote I gave Bud he is specificin saying much more than
this, that the FBI had no jurisdiction at all,

On pege 2, #2, and II, you should be prepared (and 1t would have becn Weiter ¢o have

inoluded here) fhr the language of the guidelines, sceret processes. *1is aleo involves
no secret process. ‘ ; : C - :

Asyoumhum.mxohofthiaisnotnawtame'andisinthammsl prepereds That
nay be true of what I say here, But if I am repetitious, i% 4is becausell think we ought
be better prepoxed to srgues ‘ :

0n pe4, &t the end of the governmert's argunanss guope, this is a correct statemeut,
ut & deliberately deceptive ome, and the words lelt out axe what is the kaye It 18
"bayond question® that tho seoptro is part of the Fd's dnvestigation. But that
investigation was a) for the President and b) for the Comuission neither, as you say
alpowhere, having clw-enforgement purposes ox suthority. I think the amphasig on the
deceptions hy the government, especially in today's ocontext, can be imporbant.

6, pemlt ¥ine, I think there snould be a distinction prepaved to fase and argue,
that of gemiina or real law-enforoement purposes, not those coutrived (Ray conspirecy
indictment as an exampls) or invented, as in this case, I think we will be stronger if we
appear. not to claim that all FBI investigatory reports ought bo available. It is in thété
part that I think the above misreading because of soguence might follow overwhasty readings

But in this conuccticn, you kight elso wunt to bear in mihd that the Dopartment bas
identified informanta(we will not do it in pitlic for them although they applied no
restrictions) s0 even their argument on informante is not oonsistemt.

10, middle and 12, XII: What Curry published was also publishad by the Comriaslon,
Tide is a paragrruse, and that in itselff:ought make American Mall more operative.

11 Why did you omit Wellfoxd?

IV, and conclusiont another slternative is that tho spectrographic analyses excuipate
Osweld, and I would not be reluctant to include tids third consideration in courte 1
believe this is the quiy reason they are withhold.

17. Ballagher wns the specirogropher in this case, even 4L h» was asked no questions
about ite That ic in Frasier's testimony. o

10, top Iiue, nct "of" but on or add"in parapkrase®, They , that is the court,
mey say thet if Cwrry publiched it we ocught bz satdafied fo guoto kim, Top of 19, 1
think it would have helped and you should be ready to point out in court thnt the spectros-
are dene by FBI experts in FBIiabs, by them alone, there alone, period.




This is much too understated. This Williams affidavit is a deliberat fraud upon the
court, by Williams, who has to lnov botter, and by the lawyer, who had to know better.
I think that in court t:dis poikt above all muat be made with vigore I will take an -
exceptl nally gorrupt judge to git still for this gross and deliberate miarcpresentation
of what a specirographio snalysis is. It mat bo in every agont's training, It is in the
average scientific dictionery, perhps the uwnabridged, I think that properly used this alone
ought be enough %o swing a bad court, for this ig a serious traunsgressions

21 On tie Comdssion's examination of the FBI evidence, this iwcant two things: the .
evidence developed by the FBI after Presidentisl order and that eveloped as tho mejor
Investigative amm of the Comnission, For court I think this should be mads c¢lear, for
& Judge lockdng for an out could misinterpret this language as quoted. Here again I
would sue thet part of Hoover's testimony of which I zave Bud a photocopy, I think it is
SHOB-0, where he explains »ith are that o had no a uthority to do enything at all until
the President nade up his limited suthority to report to the Presidents jjere the papers
of that perloed might be helpful to have, for they make 1t cleur, pre~Comdasion, that what
Hoover told the Comtmlaaion is prec:!.aely accuratae I thirk i3 &s nice to have Hoover agauing
againat "oovar. ,

2% Ms q\mtat:.on fmn the Housme Re;port muri.nds me thet it goaa into the dispoaiﬁ.on
of government to misrepresent to withhold and supprews about three $imes in that “national
- interest" Jazs, which cculd, in.this context, be effective, ~

ﬁ.xtmmm.mxmmmmw. Ithir.kinthadmftofthe
Comploint, than that the Cormission used t.¢ speotros, They are haslc o the conclusions .
of 1 e Comudssion -eny conalusion, and they are not in the Comrission's files. Let the
governnent argue tha the Commission didn ¢ want theml, Here agsin also the possibility
I beliove to be the corteindy, that the afectros will establish Oswald's :inuocence, Bub
I would argue that since they are not investigmiive zeports for law enforcement, siange the
rrooe:s is not secret, since they are required to be avollable under the lawy even if
none of thls were true, why should the govermment be so amxious to suppress what would
prove Oswald the lono assassin, 4f these spectros are actuslly consistent vith the
FBI's repregemtation of them in paraphrage? And I tbiuk the polnt at the end of the firstd
mm«mmm%m'smw,wwrmtmuwmm »
‘enforcement purpose, Na tederal ou:d.m wag inwolved. :

cantharebeabetmrexperf-wt)ﬂ.s tlmnﬁoover?



