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Judge Gerherd Cessell
Federal Ulstrict Court
fnghdngton, D. C.

Dear Juwire Gossell:

In my Civil Actisn 250L9-TO you ewarded & zmumnary Judrorant to the Govoprne
rent in all or ia part bassd upon an affidevit by the sAvchivist of the United
Otateg, Dr. James Rhonds., In the pre-court actions 1 allsged perjury to
Dr. Bhoads and charged that the Govermment violated i¢s own regulations 2 1
the law and used both mnd ihe Hennsdy name a8 part of a lsrge conzeien oP

ropaganda, tioe result of which was to deny me ny rights to aang‘franu wf
infornatlan and access to officisl evidence,

When you, the Govermzent and Dr, Rhoads ignored this charpe of perjury, ¥ .ch
s a crime ard netionable, because I am not & lawysr and do not wish do ir ooge

¥ burden upon the court, as a laymon rmy without 8o intending, I presser
hia no further. However, there are recent develonments whick, In my view,
haor dirently upon thie and the denial to me of wmy righte, It is "ﬁutdur
contrived Govermment canpaign of propégznds in which for at least the sccrud
time there wae an exclusive "leak" to the New Yorx Times and one reporier in
particular, Mr. Fred Grahom., I believe this sagain addresses perjury aand ile
intent to perjure in your court, I enclose a copy of Mr. Graham's stoxry of
yesterday. 1 40 not propose to address all the falselood and propopauda i
i, Heuafar, I think you should know that this story was followed by sat a-
tion treatment by the electronic madia.
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One varacraph in poartieculsr sddresses my allegation of perjory, the .enisl
B3 me of wy rignte and what I regerd and hono you will cowe to repard as ca
impositlion apon you andl the processcs of Jjustice. 1 have maried it in rod .
t reads:

"Dr. Lattirer wns allowed to see other items that have been showa o ouly
a Tgw persons but have not [sic] been hidden from nongovernment experts.
These include the President’s bloody and bullet-punctured clothing, thﬂ sule
[sicl] vullet fourd after the 3haoting and *;e President’s bank bLrace.”

You may recall that it 48 for pictures of this clothing that 1 suzd.
The Avchivist swore he was pravented from providing copies under the termm:
of & so-called letier aproemeont that is in evidenece in this cose, C.A250:-79,
28 in his affidavit from which I shall quote. It may help your understoniing
to krow that Dr, Lattimer is a urologist and that the President's wvrine,
urinary troct and anything related to eitber was not & concern of the
Prasident’s Comnission or any of the evidence end is entirely uarelated L.
the essassination or its investigation, Yet he was given exclusive accor.
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to this withheld avidence despite the recorded applicetion of {our gualifisd
wathologiste, which Dr. Lettimer 18 not, Aand oy own 4. ihe vary first reguoest
made the first of Novenmber 1300, more then five years apx, aside from vhobt was
ot igssue in your cours. - -
In the affidavit filed in your court, Dr. Rhoeds Susrs Lo restrictinns

o the inspectlon of o access to said clothiog™ (Paragrash 3). i then noare
Peragrevh 1) that "in lisu of the originals™ and ™n order to presarve these
articles agninst possible damage” thay are o lLe phplographed "Tor BUrROSES
of exaiontion.” He then suore that "I have determined that” thosa qualified
‘rny view photographe of the said erticles of clothing bat say not inspect ov
eramine the articles of cluthing thenselves.” Parvagraph 5 allegns the nes:
ror sirictest observances of the provisions of such contracis for. "io perit
the confidentiel restrictlons to be violated would conplately destroy pubtl e
confidence in the Federal Covernment's ability and willingnass o honor 144
cornitments” else theve Le dire conmsequences, including that "Lhe validity

of the whnle concept of the Nationml Archives aasd Records Sarvice and
Tresidential Litraries will be placed in question”, with "a dryinge ap of

boole resesrch® (1) ' '

In Peregraph T Dr. Rhords swore that 1f he “complies witlh ih
the letler agresment” he way do 80 only by “"the showing of photoy
bz neld to be "sdequnte for resegarch.” He also gives further clles
cation of why he cannot "shiow the clothing iteelf.” tiera thie not encurh. ia
he next perasraph he swesrs that even the taking of pintogrophs for schol s
‘would mexa 1t impossidle for the Natisnal Archives to be sure of praventing

viszlatlon ol the terms of the letter sgresmant." And this conbrsct proviian

(1) (1) that nooe of this raterial “chall be placed on public Jdisplay.”

Aside from federal officials, uader this contract access is to be ofy. red
(o different categories. "Any ssrious scholar or lnvestigator or noatbiers
relating to the death of the lats President, for purposse relevant o hils
stuly thereof, " (1){2)() and carefully described medical eperts, “say
racagnized experd In ithe lleld of pathology or related areas or soienco oy
technolopy”, urnlogy cleavly not fitting this definition. 1t is without
piabe and 1t was not disputed but admitted in your court that I do meet th:
first definition, that of "serious scholar or iavestlirator”. Yet exclusiva
access, which in practical effect mesns & capyripght on pullis information
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aid evidence, wes proated Lo ous motl mesting thesa srerecuisites ud enjor o
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one more congeunial, that of professisual epdlopist for what the Govermmead
wanis belliaved and dif sllecs. I would remind the couri 4hat what was ad
Jivzue Lefore 11 was my 2ceess to public evidense, official exhilbits of oo

affieial preceeding of ;overnment.

11T {1) of this contract further stipulstss thatthe clothing will no
Lz shown, '



The regulations of the National Archives relating to these materinls were
specially drawn. 1 introduced them into evidence after they were denied me
by the Nationel Archives, which later, verbally, confessed to me where it
cuessed I had obtained then, that guess belng correct. They vere misrepre-
sented to this court. OSubseguent to the heering, under date of July T e
they were revised, Appllieable at tue time of the hearing was this language of
Paragraph 5: 'In-the event the esiziing photographs do not meet the .needs of
the researcher additional photographic views will be made. furnished, with
gxtra charges "for unusually difficult or time-consuming photography." After
my suit the following language was added, determining, 1 submit, guilt in
misrepresentatlon to this court: "The clothing of President Kemnedy will not

be shown" (emphasis added) but photopraphs, of which no copies will be suppiied,

will be shown. Authority for this change is again attributed to the much-

belabored contract, five years late.

A% best a laymen can, I feel this warrants the allegation that to the charge
of perjury that of the intent to defraud me of my rights scems not unwarranied.
I think this also represents a further imposition upon thils court and the
processes of justice. And I believe that when the clothing 1tself is made
available to a urologist of all things when copies of pictures cf the official
evidence are denied a qualified researcher under the contract, despite all uhe
swearing before you that this is impossible and precluded and is not and ceanot
be done, there remains no reasonable question of intent.

What could be expected and what was given in return by this person to wion
an exclusive copyright on public property was given is omply illustrated in
Mr. Graham's story, the third paragraph of which reads, in reference ito whes
he had been shown: "..." they "eleminate any doubt completely" ahout the
validity of the Wsrren Commisaion's conclusions that Lee Harvey Oswuald Tiraod
all the shots that struck the President”.

Palpably, nothing shown Dr. Lattimer could by any stretch of the imoglnation
do this. No autopsy pictures and X-rays, no clothing, including back brace and
Ace elastic bandase, even if "tightly wrapped” in a "figure & through "the
President's "croitch and around back of his buttocks, can in any way prove o
fired what or how many shots. This is propaganda, the guid pro guo the
exclusive, of the violation of law, regulation end contract, the purpose of
what I think ere the perjury and fraud of vhich I was victim, to make this
evidence first available to an apologist,

Were this not enough recowpense, there remain such things as the unspe:utable
obscenity, the utterly false charge theat the Kemnedy famlily denied the fili: o
the "members and staff officials of the Warren Commission.” This is to viciimize
the innocent survivors of the innocent victim of the monstrous crime, as I charged
in the pre-hearing papers, but another and no less dJesplcable misuse of thn
Kennedy nsme.



I apologize for this new teking of your time. Huwever; I do believe wu
crime or crimes were committed, before your court, that I am among the

vieting, and 1 do hope you will find some means of detlermining for yourself

whether or not this crime or these crimes are the legal fact,

More than ever now do I went to appeal your decision., You told me the
court above would provide help. It hase not and I cannot learn why. I did

- Tile an affidavit in forma pauperis and all other papers that wvere sent no,

all promptly.

Sineerely,

Harold Wailsberg

ccer  Mssrs Rhoads, Marsball, Mariia




