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Ecss7t. Griffin and £lawson and I raise questions coverin 
to pal:my:int which Lt. Day of the Della; :olice 	 tc‘tis.. 

!Lod he lifted from the une.arside of the bzrrol of the 	rifle 
on- Xoycabor 22, 19a. 2hat azary it sot forth on pager: 7-10 of zna 

• proper:0d final draft of Cht?ter III o2 the itsporc, copies of wnic.4 . 
,• are attached. • . 

We suzgest that additional investi:;ation be conducted oat 
• :determine with creator certain:7 that the pa:m?rint was actually 

lifted from the rifle as Lt. Day has testified. .5:be only evidence 
▪ We prateatly have on that pric.t is the testimony of Lt. Lay 11:.maelir. 

.4.41:4 has stated that. althoush he lifte(! tha ?alm;vr.int on Xovomber 

1903, he did no: provide c. cc...y of tho lift to the n1 unt::.1 

▪ Nova:4:er 25, 196: (9 r 250-61). Xe :;:so tostificZ that ..:ter the. 
ht 	still saw =Q.:Jo of the 2:::.nt un6e: the barrel an4 

Was coin to try to use photozraphy to-hrinz off or hrinz cat 

!:batter print." Yr. Leto= of the 7L2 testified wit% respect to 
• the lift of the palmprint, that "evic:ently the liftinz had bean 40  
cc lorethat there was nothir.2 le:: to show any marinc on the guI. 
itself as to the existence of such--even an attempt to 	pi.rt ca: 
Layout mite to process the rifle" (M. at 24). 

prOblems are raised by the fact that: 
• 

1) Xr. ?,atom.. tes:ifiod that the poor finish of the 
rifle mcdo it easorboat &CC: not conducive to gettin; a good pr - , 

' 2) None of the other prints on the rifle could be identifLe4 
bac:Luso they were of such poor quality; 

• 

'41.2 ‘17C.: W:1070 e:10 als:.print had boon lifted wee not, ovn.-.. 
3) The other prints on the rifle were protected by ceIlokh-o.e 

thou;h La. D.ay testifiee that after the lift the ".5a1n7 prini 
CWA vac that= bbor., still :::::M imed on there." 

1ho4 not 	,cated the lift to the 1TZI on Novaizhav 22. 19. Oil . 
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We should review the above circumstances at our conference 
• Azerttloat0;AD and Ir.sr.ector Malley. The confir,,ura•.ion of the 
'palm print should W.:reviewed to cletcrinine, if pos 	whether 
or not it•was removed from a cylir.drical surface. The poLsih:lity 
• the paim print Or.oviclence of the lift was ar.stroyecl while :he 

	 r 

rifle was in transit should be reviewed wit:c. them. The cx.act 
condition.oi 	rifle at the :lino it was turned ovc...r to the FD.I 
Dallas office should be ascertained. .itg.r.t Latona should be asked 
if ho can think of anY explanation for the apparent conflict in the 
above testirnoay. 

• 
We should also: 

1). Determine 'whether or r.ot .Lt. Day had assistance wkian 
worked with the prints on the rifle. U tie did, we 

should obtain statements front those who assisted 'him.. 

• 2) Lt.vay snoulo be asked why he preserved the fingerpriraa. 
on the Tif.11::, which were not sufficiently clear to rnaLlus 

positive 	 and yet ctd not preserve the paIm print, Which 
was clear enough for that purpose.. 

3) Lt. Day should also be asked w:-.y ha remove:: only the 
print Cale. thou Id be guest: ohe d 	coneer:.ing, 

recollection that he saw the palm print still on the rifle after he 
raad.-... :he 	 

4) L:. Day • should be asked if he took any photoirar..hs of 
the palm Taint on the rifle af -..e:r the lift. He may hs.ve 

done so, once be tii4 ?hol.o:;raph the less valuable f.irtzervzialta, and 
«IQ pan print on the rifle, accordin;., to his testimony, 	 f.:1■14 

"best bet" for idar.tiiioa:ion... I:.is also significant that Lr. Day s•,.sAas.1 
that he was going to attempt to get ti better print through use of 
photogra-,:hy. 

Wesley 3. ;.,iebeler 
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