12/4/89

Dear Lowerd,

ﬁi S~rry sbout delays in responses. Been busy getting ready to xerox

i COUF edd (done todsy) snd we're both rather tired,

o Tae picture is welpful. 1'1l not return it lerewith because Bud 1is

ﬂ coming up Saturday. If you do not get 1t in the first latter postmarked therefsr,
plesse remind me. ihen you csn meke me & copy, I'd rether have that for now. I

ﬂ meen no point in mercaing with flegs in modern bnttle.

There sre new tainps I cennot® communicate except in persen., But
there is no doubt of the ¢nrrsctness of +tha begin-ins of your 11/26/69. L hawe

it from g bettar s~urce and aquite direetly. hen next you ars hare, T'11 shnw it
ta wvou,

-leturs agein: i've not spellea this out to Dick. 1 want bis mind to
bloe :ponteneously. 1 apprsciste your offer, and 1'd spprociste ssversl difterent
ones if you cea vary centrsst, ste.

=

riEEEE—

‘n your 11/28 you retracted needlessly, . cslled this to Lick's st tention
some time ago in & longs éxchenge we,bad on this. The essence of his testinony (wuich
is not unequivocul) ic thet be didn ¢t hotice sny murkings outside the cap. Dick hesm
been doing fine work on thie. 1'1} file this with Frazier, =0 when I zet around to
tyoing my botes on his Na.0yp teat _eomoe written, =ome on tape) T'11 be reminded to
send you more.,The key 1s semsntics.

There 1g nothing on the wiping of 399 of which I know, [razier's test (WQ)
is 211 taere ie on taie, «& went iuto slsn 1in Nefa I also do in P, 1f you recall,
g There was no need to wips it. I+t wasn't used,

fne movinr the eye when operatin the bolt: inevitably. It is not alonje
@ frezier snd not sl+ne tust rifle. Diek can explain this betier then 1. Ve ted the

(i 8id of & resl expert tuis summer when Die was here snd .e told ug, in advence of
& firing, tlet 0a'd have to. “nly the 4Cwasn't iuterested. -nd the mester's didn't
ﬁ duplicated wust was sattributed tn L0 with it,

Flesse exese tne Laste. “nevitably woen 1 hsve to concentrate on nne
¥ taing (iu tols esse Coup adi) others suffer.

I'm not godaz to try ond keen you up tn date en 21l things bedause
thst would be plecemeal snd I tain% you'll be here ¢gain. Lowever, I do tell you
l there is no ‘rehives ariginal Zor supplementsry sutopsy report, na iistribution
| recnrds, no notes or backing of sny kind, I'11 be cartyitg thie » bit furtler. Yeu
undarstond one o the thinks 1 ssek selde from szcnerslities, The Archives "priginsl”
1= a photngraphic negative of = xerex! :

i I think you will be mhlde to understend thie @llipsis, ani if you do, wyou
’ must mske no mention or vees under snycircumstances. You will recall soms things I :
i showad you in two versions, one publig tue other 1 smoked out, You will then reesll '
| win was toe suthor of wost -ppesrs in but one version. 4+ bBave tue most ueflinitive

frowm aim now snd not from our cowmon source. 1t is as explicit and unequivocsl as

1t csn possibly be snd is spelled out ss it 1= on ons of the peges 1 suowed you

when you were here. “ere I mesn s cl ose to exsctly identiesl as it can be, L&m

1t 12 possible otners mey not understund thst < understend or thst taey msy not,

on their own, unuerstsnd; so 1 never mention this. .hat you saw nere was backed

up, even if we had no prior '‘mowledge of that,

Best,



11/28/69
Dear Harold,

I jurt got a reply from liirk Zekhoff on the pleturs of the
| 399 base you wanted me to order. He says it will be §1.25 for
1 each 5X7 I order. That's highway robbery! I think the 8X 10's
cost just as much. If I remember correctly, you told me that
the 5X7's were cheaper.

Here is what I'd like to do if it's Q.K. with you. I have a
very good negative of the 399 base from m§ picture. I can make up
i as many prints as you want from that. I'm enclosing one print
f which 1= the only one I have and is somewhat out of focus because
| of the proceszor. Now I develop my own stuff and can xet the focus
sharp like it should be. I can also control the amouny of contrast
in the picture. If you want to get your 5X7's this way, I'd be
more than happy to do it at no cost. If you still want it from the
. Archives, I'll write and order. Am waiting to hear from you before
I do anything.

In 1t I outline the case for perjury and its subornation against
Shaneyfelt and Specter., I suppose the NO testimony of Shaneyfelt

} will help but the WC record is already enough. The full inpact
of hls perjury just recently hlit me but I suppose I should not

| be shocked. About all of them are psrjurors in onz way or the

! other and if they're not quite that, then their other insldious
deeds render them tantamount to criminals in my opinion.

1 I am now writing the draft of my chapter on the first shot.

/
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f% /@f My analysis of the Frazier NO testimony continues still. I
| !’}) think I already sent you a note about the tie nick. There is
!\ m: ﬁ;ﬁ more, Whether it 1s actual perjury or merely contradiction,
wk /4£I cannot say. On page 31, he testified that he comparsd marks from
/F J o the firing pin and the bolt face on the thres cartridgs cases,
| F{ﬁi n his We tasst., at 3H423, he inplies that he did not look for
' thal bolt faceédmarks. Then, at 116 to 117, he says (or seems tobe
i saying at from his examination of the films, Connally was sested
- more to the Teft than directly in front of the Prss. This does
contradict his WC testimony on 5H171-172 where he is extremely
cautious to avold saying this. He says that the films, being only
two dimentional, did not reveal to him anything about the
relative positions other than that JC was in front of JFK.

Is there any reference where one of the Hospital people who
handled 399 wiped 1t clean? This keeps coming into my mind and
I can't seem to find any such thing.

One of the lmportant things to come out of the Frazier NO
test. 1s the admission that he had t> move his eye away from the
telescople sight to work thes bolt. Add this to reaiming and see
1f the time between shots becomes any longer. The whole thidz is
getting so ridiculous that I don't see how sven the master ¥
rifleman were able to do it for the WC.

Write soon. (Belated Happy Thankssiving).

8t111,

ornnd_
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11/26/69
To Harold and Dick:

At page 107(and in numsrous other places) of the NO testimony,
Frazier says that the whitz chalk mark on the back of thes Pras,
stand-in was mads accordinz to the autopsy measur:ments. [ had
always been undsr the imprassion that this was done accordinz to
the position of the holes in the Jacket. I checked the 26 volumess
and found that the NO testimony is rizht. At 5H166, Frazisr says
that the mark was mads according to tha autopsy measursm=nts. This
1s quite a startling piswe of informantion.

It seems from the NO test. that Frazier made a big stink
about the plcturs of the stand-in distributed by UFI which shows
the bull=t hole way down on ths back. Therefore, [ will r2fa2r to
of ficial WC doecumants for my followin. coxnents, Cbviously, frazier
can't dispute them.

I have photographs from some of the reconstruction picturas
throush the rifls scope. You can make out tha HEX¥ mark on the
coat in what the WC printed but it is clear as day on ths actual
photo. I'll r=fer to the photo through the scope for Frame 225,
There is no doubt about it--the mark falls on the back. I would
estimate that it corresponds to a position exactly above the first
rib in back right up next to the spine. I doubt very much whether
this would indicate a position much lower into the back which
would involve hitting bonz or penetrating the lunz. At any rate,
that mark is nowhere near the neck. It is damned close to the mark
which Boswell put on the autopsy facs she=t, y

Obvlously this does not agree with the drawings submitted
to the WC by Humes for his testimony. I muess this can be explained
away by the fact that the drawing was Prepared without photos, esct.
Just like they explained away the mark on the face sheet, Well, let
them explain this away! Here is an official Photograph accompanyinzg
sworn testimony that this is the position of the back wound as
indicated by the autopsy measurements. Conclusive proof that the
Commission knew about the real position despite the obfuscation of
the drawings.

There 1s more significancs to this than what L just pointed
out. Wotice that a bullet entering this low on a downward angle would
surely have penetrated at least into the top of the right lung
1f it made any substantial penetration into the upper thorax at all.
Hdumes' testimony that the lunz was not pierced is explicit. This is
in my opinion stark corroboration for the theory that a bullet penetrated
a very short distancs into the baclk.

There is probably other significancs which I have missed at

the time bsing,
i&
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