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Dr., John K., Lattimers

Depariuent of Erodosy

College o1’ Fhysicians and Surgeons of Columbis University
620 W 168 st.,

Hew Iar.k' H-yf. 10032

Dm Dr, Lattim")

Your great coup in getiing to sec with withheld evidence of the Eonnedy as:zassination
and the varjous reports attributed to you interest o so greatly I write you immediately
although 1 shoul not be using the typwriter, having suffered @ painful aecident saturdsy,
in which i almost lost a thumb. as Poi may recall, i have done a considerable amouat of
work with other smdrelated evidence, have writien more extensively on the subject than
any other and plan more writing., in this writing i would like, of course. io quote you
accurately. one of the reasons for haste in writing is because 1 am now writing on just
this evidence, I hope you will be able %o regpond promptly,

First of all, i am fascinated that & urclogist rather than a forensic pathologist
was given such a clean scoop in accees when the contract, with which you may not be
familiar, specifies pathologists. Can thds be st tributed to personsl frisndships? It
can't be o priority in application, for I did that the day the transfer was announced,
Have you any explanation ror your selection to be the first, if not the only one? I
thinkyoucumsnaddedralmmainthisqueaﬂonwhmyouunderatand that you
alone among those who ap:lied have agreed publicly with the conclusiona of the Cosandssion,

I am fawmiliar with your writing on the single-bullet theory, althougzh it has been
some time mince I read it. Therefore, first I adiress what I recall of your last night's
appearance om CBS-TV, There you gaid that ths reer, non-fatal wound was higher. How ocan
you account for your placing it higher than both the Commdmsion and its numerous medical
witnesses, sll those used as observers, and the (lark pauel, with whose work L presume
you are familiar, If, indecd, it was higher, and the Warren Con:ission wes correct in
its Ruport, does not locating it higher discredit the Commiscion? Can both of you be
correet in t licing about the flight of a single bullet?

You said you round a path through the body for this bullet, 1I'd like to know how,
in what pictures or X-rays. L have the identirications itemized by the panal and will
be able to identdfy from this inventory. It is wy impression that no track was ever
actually traced by disseetion, hence I canot understand the existence of any film
showing it. Horeover, you reiered to several bullet fragments in the body, From my
understanding, with all the medieal experts without any exception having sworn that the
fragnentsthqmw&mmmtmhmmtmunimgfmmet% i
refarence to thewe f agments, I am, naturally, wondering hew you find this authenticates
the Report and how you can say these fragnents came from that bullet and no other,

Your references to the wrist wound were slight, but if you plen sny writing, may
I sugiest that you consult the testluony of the Dallas doctors who saw and debrided it?
Unless they have told you other than they swore to, it is their testinony that in the
wrist sloue more fragments were deposited than can be account as missing from 399. You
referred to having interviewed thece doctorss I tidnk gll of w writing in thisg field
would welcome any new information from them,
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Tou said it was 399, not'an:.r other bullet or fragment of bullet that caused the
wound in Covarnor Connally's thigh, If you can establish this you have indeed cade &
siggificant comtribution. lLowever, all the considerable evidence I have gathered is
uniform in establishing this a= en, imposgibility. 1 would therefore particularly
welcoms proof of this. I also have ; allas doctors, not ca:c of wiom said thice
And, naturally, I aa interested in how you determined tids fyom that of which you were
tollsing, the evidence to which you nad just been granted access.

Tou seem to have made no reforenco to the so-called fatal wound. Theve are differences
in location aud measurement relatdng to both this wound and the other rear one. If you may
find these difierences slight, sy iloterest is in the wost ezact location and desori tion
possible, so I would be infercatsd if you were able to reconcile the differonces between
the autopsy/Comdission descriptions and those of tle panel.

Your pinpointing of what you describe as the exit wound in the front of the neck,
on QB3 ami to Fred uUraham, lead th these queationst how could you fdentify it as an exit
wound rather, say, than onc of entrance after the tracheostomy, and on what ploture or
plctures did you see it% I found no single refercmce to any plcture of the front of the necik,

With reference to the head, were you able to prove that all the damage was done by
& single bullet and were you able to estavlizh that it was a full-jocicoted mdlitary
bullet? Did yeu find an evidence inconsistont with either a single shot or thia ammo?
Tou secm to have done considerable work with ammo, Putiing this another way, did you
find anything to iudicate thalt perhaps & diffvurent ikind of ammo sy have been used?
I preaume that if there is such evidence, it would be in the Xerays. Which reminds ne,
were you able to establish that these arv all tho A-rays taken and that all remadn in
perfect condition? I belleve you did not sec all the Z-rays taken, Had you the kmowledge
or uweans to check thig, to establish it cither way? Please do not infer wiat I do not
intend, the suggestion that you deliberately wupiressed., I mu aware fhat what you said
may not have been used or guoted, pertiowlarly when TV permids such short sxcerpting.
Even in a long newa story, thu roporder can't possdbly include everything, Howover, I
hope yuu ocan understand that others then you have an interest in this, snd I would be
hesitant to believe you were glven access to this avidence, publie :Lnfamaﬂm, on an
exclusive baals, that 1t becomes your property and that of no others. n the osher
hand, £f you so underastood 1t or if this was the adituption, L fhink it should bz clear.

bid you find any evidence of any other wounds or any reason to suspect any? I
have in my possession certain evidence that while not beyomd reassonable question can
be so interpreted. Jo, this ia not an idle quesilon.

What Mr, Grgham quotes of the brace and bandsge inturssts ue beosuse 1 have had a
back injurt sioce 19%39. I have, intecwittontly, worn a variety of such braces. L have
never worn or speen onz “hat would permdt altting and oprsclude falling overs lorsover, I
have never gesn or heerd of oné not egulpped with straps to preveny riding up, hence I
can't follow the alleged use of the beandsge for this purpose. I can come=ive thwmi the
bandage was used to confort an areas not protected by the brace, below it, but not that
this also could preclude falling overs I reslize this is consistent with what you love
written earlier, that the President was prevented from falling, but did you find any
proof of this in what you saw? If you understand tbat I have fallen when so Liuced you
can, perhaps, better understand this question, Nor was I ever prevented fren wibiing,

Fred Graham quotes you as saylng that what you have now secn and it zlone "eliminutea
eawpzakedky ony doubt completely that Oswald glone "fared all the shots that struck the
Freosident." I ask what you saw that can in any way prove who filred what shots and with
whate I can understand that giher evidence can lesd to this belief, but this is not how
you ars quoted, nor is it the way 1 think you were on CBS laat night. Nor, presumably,

t.@ reagon you were permitied to see this evidence. iy bewildorment is compunded by the
interview 1 have just seen on the CBS IV morning news, in which you conceded that 399



could have struck Co.nally alone. Uo you not realize that this, in itself, is total

refutation of the Warren Repert? On this, you ssy you could not see how & bullet like this
395 could have been recovered in such perfoct condition., With what you have earliecr
written sbout your own extensive work with bullets frankly, thds ostounds me. If you
would lie %o see not one but more, please be uy guest, Ous was done for me by a rank
amateur, 1t is identidal armo. ind I have still another, found in Dealey Plaga. iurther
on this, Urahwi quotes you as saying that only one whole tullet was recovered, Did you
not see or sask to ses the second? Did you not lmow of it? Did you see the spectro-
graghde analyses of the bullets and various fragments? If you uskod, were you denied?

If you did not see this, how can you validate any abngle one of your coments? And if

you d@id :ot ask to or did not know of it, does this not characterize all of your efiort?

Greham quotes you as having seen a total of 65 pieces of various Tilm, Is this
the accurate total, of all or both lcinds? Hic only reference ias to color transparencies.
Didl you sec any color printe?

Graham gquotes you sa saying nobody on the Comudssion ever saw any of the film?
Is this accurate? If so, what is your source. My infomation is to the contrary. If you
are not prepared to cihlisnge or disprove my statement, how does this iafluence what
you said, if it dovs? Let me Lr frank eau tell you that such stabemecnts make ue doubt
the extent of your scholarship and r-search, so L ask the oxient to widch you have
studied the published and unpublished evidence, my point being that since you were
selected to be the single one to sec this evidencs, and Hr. liarshell is quoted as
saying that your known position in support os the ofrficial explanatlon hed notiing to
W do with your selection, do you, in fact, qualify as a yenuine expert, especlally when
i compared with others.

e In a way this leads to your comment on the drawing and your siatement that it
= makes it seem that the bullet was travelling aluost parellel with the grouade Can it
i be that you are this unfamiliar with whut the Yewssuion really said? %y handicap
precludes getling you the precise reference, but whea the dacline in the girect, wiich
you seem to have ignored, was added, I think the Uomaission gave the angle as about 17
degrees, which is hardly parallel with the ground. Jr, are you unfamiliar with ihe
Rublished reconstiuction pictures, with the car, where again perallel would appesr to
be one of the less apulicable descriptions? '

You are quoted as saying that anyone firing [rom the front would have had to
have been squatting in the car, How did you eliminate the possibility of froat entrance?
You said on CBS this morning that you actmpally saw the track ol & siagle bullet, souething
no other expert has said and all gho have been directly gquoted bave denied, lucluding
those who did the autopsy. How have you eliminated the possildlity of, say, a bullet
entering the front and being deflected tu elsewhere in lhe body? Did you see full body
Z~rays? Yfou do have fregments to account for, and the Comuission did say, as did the autopsy,
that 599 atruck no bone in the President's body. Do you dispute tiis? If you do, how
can you be interpreted as valideting the Report?

¥rom what you say, you bave to have seen a picture of the anterior neck wound, Ihe
inventory L have lists not onme. Did you? Does it show the presence or abscuce of "a circular
bruise" such ac you describe on the back? If you did not see such a pédture, head on, how
con you justify the quotes as a sclentific observation, the presumed purposs oi your access?
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Your denial of any iiring frow %ihe fronis proapis the question, how did you establish
no smore than e single head wound, as a watter of sclence, vased on what you saw, as distinguished
from your well-kmown opinion? Kspecially with zn explosion tihere? and is what you saw of
the head wounds exactly as the Comnission seid, what the autopsy says?



Grahem says you exauined the clothing, Does it ghed any 1ight on ths other uvidence?
Does it dispute auy of i¥% Is it iu vristine condition? Is your scholarship such tiut you
feel you can have an opinios on these thingss? DAd you have any reason to belicve it has
or can have any meaning other than atiributed to it by the vurdious official reporis?

bo you feel that punetration of 47 inches of pinece, wiich I preosume comes from your
personal work, is a fair equivalent of the history stiributed to 5997 Are you aware that
when Ci5 duplicated this nistory, awi then eliminated anything to repluce the Vonnally
rib, vhey found no single buliet capable ol that penetration?

Returming to the Uraham quotes and your today's ap earance ou UBS, I ask again how
anything you saw could in any way address Oswald as eitber an assassin or the only one?
You are, of course, entitled to your opinion, But what you heve done is go fartimr,tksk to
glve n pre-exisiing opinion. ¥ou have now said tiat you have secn evidunce proving this,

1 therviore agic whal this evidence is aud bow it proves -hat you have sald, on the basis
of this evidence only, not preconception, the latter belmg your right, but not in the
Present context without supvort in the evidence you have been aliown,

How dil tids ovidence permit you to establish that Bullet 399 had, in fact,
becn in any hunan tiosue, the President®s or the sovernor's? You sald this and at the
same tine today you sald you were your own devil's advocate, You also sudd you had the
poor folks ot the Archives run things back and forth for you. Are you saying that you
are aj an expert ani b) have not seen the Eaprmder and other f£ilm until now? What
else iy thers tlmt thwey could run back and forth for you?

In agidag for ond getting access to this public information, snd some of it
is ofiizial evidcnos, you have waderialkcon n conglderable obligetion I hope you will muat
suarlay, “iis does not and cannot leg=lly become your erclusive proverty. You therefore
have, as I gov it, the obligetion %o make reaporse to susstions asked of ggu about it
and your comment on it. Otherwise, jyou are no botter than a propagandiscts I do not think
you conaider this of yourself and I certaibly do not want to, I will be writing of this
and the very lect thing I would want o say is that you werve given this exclusive access
widle lackin: the proper quelificalions, would not ssy what you saw whon aglced, would
not deseribe or list what you saw, would not face challenge on your interpretations of
wihat you saw or seperate this from your preconcpetions,smd.cthet there is any ressonable
questlon woout your pedng ziven excluzlve access or what you said there fter. in othar
wordg, this 1s not an unfriendly lutier unless you abdicate the very considerable
obligations you undertook, wmleas you answer aevasively or do not answer at all. What you
have said io currently getting enmormous sttention throughout th. world. I think it is,
therefore, incurbant ugon you to mske imuediate rosponse, If writing presents a problam,
would you please use & tape recorder? I will then get the tape transeribed and -rovide
Yyou with a copy.

Sinceraly,

Herold “alsharg




