11/4/69
Dear Howard,

Lest night * reed the memoredns I copled yesterdsv morning. Here
are p few brief commente,

Without my heving reed it, it turns out our discussion emounts to
a T4irly full one on your "Concerning tue Trejectories of Fossible rHesd Shots",
There i: tuis swdditionel point., On the charts, coneult WWII end leern which
you used es toe basis. The romd-stripes ere different in the different versions.
OUne plet hes 12, the other 1% stripes, as 1 recsll it. You weuld heve to use
the earlier plet to use the stripes, and then you should compsre with pictures
taken es close to 11/22/63 es possible, for there is nn resson to npresume the
coumplete sccurscy of the earlier plet, especislly since tne FBI immediste re de
their own version from z tracing.
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Your Dickey interview: Pp. 2-3, the "sighted in" pert,ies importeant to
understend (this deals with lower velocity, which + presume you hsve sbandoned).
The oversll point is thst 2 bullet signted in with sny given rifle sdde certein
cherscteristics to the sighting-in process, ss Dick csn exnlain to vou much
better then I. But if this rifle hed bren ®éghted in with bullets of e certsin
welght, propelled by s certein cherge, end then bullets of snother weignt, pro-
rellec by = different cherge, were fired, the performsnce of the rifle would

be differsnt. To s degree, thies is slso trye of different renges. ‘his is not
criticism, it is explsnstion, for your understanding.
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On pege 9 you get to what 1 acked you to csrry further. "Dickey:

Well, it wouldn'i bresk spert" ss well se "Vell, I'd expebt 1t to Lresk spart,
but 1t mizht not." Three specifics are missing here, one perisps necessarily,
if &n expert cemnot sccuretely give it (pettern of broken-off pieces), Thése 5
ere this expecteble size of the pieces tust bresk off, the degree of bresking
gpert snd the menner in which the broken=-of{ pieces might bte expected to e
distributed (exsmple, slong the line of the tre jectory, or the initiasl force of

the bullet, or diffused, st the point of explosion). This kind of bullet is desipgned
to resist breeking epert. Therefore, it is important to understend whether or

not the sterdlike particles sre consistent with, even possible with, a8 hardened-
Jacketed militsry projectile. I believe this is not ennsistent, not eceording to
desien, end 1 em certsin Dick egrees, Liis basis is scieniific, mine is logliesl,

as I expleined it to you. Mow in the specific cese, we have to adccount Tor both 3
kinds of btresking up, into the lerge perticles in the car snd the minute particles o
in the X-reys. #ithout feeding him without runnings the risk of getting either o
fesdbeck or pro-wC propegends, try snd elicit the kihd of breskup he would H
eppect, knowing the kind of bullet snd its design cherscteristics. for this

purpose 1 suggest & general ‘uestion, as we discuscsed it. There mey well be en

enswer in the aveilsble literature or the non-secret tests he mey heve on file.

Uversll comment on the interview: Your cuestions cre to- long, 1oo axplain’
ed. In your coming interview, svoid this. They emplicste the reply, giw +he kind &
of men you will be seeing the excuse he ne eds to seize on the pert he dislikes B
leest for lengthy, pointless expocition end you'll not get 8 resl enswer. He is
informed, therefore, m:ke your questione breif end specifie, with few perts. lore

fuestions cen get eround the multipert problem, where vou consider each part of ﬁ
8 multiple question importent. Begin, ss we diecu=sed, by esking him to meske the E
genersl, oversll statement, then have short, direct questions. It is the essence i
of the method of the evesive lewyer to expound st grest snd seemingly erudite i

lengthy on the irrelevent end immaterisl. I've been through it. They ere skilled in
gradudlly shifting fro whst begins es seeming responesiveness to something entirely &
idfferent. You have to b pretty sherp to cetch it sometimes. Gled to have i

met you. Good luck, oincerely,
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