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If at such bearing the judge dat*zained that the 
vitrass is r:tariaI and necessary, t. at it vill not 
cause u=due hardship to the witness to be co:Telled 
to attend oi.d testify in the prozocution or a grand 
jury investigation in the other State, and that tha 

of tha State in which the prosecution is pandinS1  or grand jury investigation has cor.manced or is about 
to cor.:eance oni of cry other State through vbich the 
witness r.ry ht reciuircd to pens by ordinary cosrte of 
travel, will give to him protection froA attest and 
the service Cs' civil and crir:rh 	process . . . . 
[23 D.C. Code Suction 502.3 

Dr. Rho:Ids res2eatfully opposes the issuance of a su=ons 

requiring his appearance in Louisiana upon the grounds that he 

has no personal hacxrledgo of the facts relnting to the assassina-

tion cf President Remedy; that the specific provisions of 44 

U.S.C. 397 preclude disclosure of the photographs end X-roys identi-

fied in the certificate filed in support of the request; that the 

doctr;na of fe,:teral swercigaty precludes requiring the 7=chivist 

to appar_r as c witness in a state court where the only tests for 

such appearance is his alleged custody of archival Ilateriele; that 

the so-called Cut-of-State Vitnass Act, 23 D.C. Cede 801, et seo., 

does not extend to the production of the photezraphs enA X-rays; 

that tL Court in this preceeding lacks jurisdiction to ccntrcl 

effici:1 acts of the Lrehivist of the United Sz.41tos; and that to 

reTairJ: tr. Eheads' attendance would cause undue hardship. 

The Court is respectfully referred to the affidavit of Dr. 

Rhonda attached hereto end sale a pert hereof. fro :7, this ar:21.- 

davit, it clearly appears thct Tr. Rhoads has no personal bnowlcdge 

of the m,:tters relating to the assassination of -.resident 1:e7nlady 

and that the phote,.raphs and X-rays referred to 	the certificate 

cannot be node avhlal,le by him. Accordingly, r. su,lurashould 

be issued under the- provisior.o of 23 D.C. Code S ction 802. 

Facts 

Dr. Jamas B. Rhonda has custody of the mate%ials requested in 

- 2- 



his official civecity as Archivist of the United Seetes, purcunnt 

to a letter agree :lent entered into by the legal representative 

of the Executors cf the estate of John F. Kennedy and the Aktini-

stratcr of General Services on October.  29, 19E5. The letter 

agreement is atteched to Dr. Rhoedst  affidavit. It prcvides in 

pertinent part: 

The femily desires to prevent the uniienified or 
sensaticeal use of these veterials (such as public 
display) or any other use which would tens in any vay 
to dishonor the meooey of the late Preeident cr cause 
unacceeeary grief or suffering to the =there of his 
family and those closely essocinted with him. We huov 
the Governeent respects these desires. 

Accordingly, pursunat to the provisions of 44 U.S.C. 
397(e)(1), the executers of the estate of the late Presi-
dent John F. Kennedy hereby transfer to the Administrator 
of General Ssrvicee, ecting for and on behalf of the United 
States of Aearice, for depoeit in the Eetional Archives 
of the United States, all or their rieht, title, end 
interest in all of tha parsonnl clothing of the late 
President ucw in the posseosion of the Uaited States 
Governmeut and identified in Appendix A, and in certain 
X-rays and photoereele connected with the autopsy of the 
late President referred to iu Appendix t, end the 
Administrator accepts the stele, for aedin the met of 
the United Se tee, for deposit in the 17etionel Archives 
of the United States, subject to the followieg reetrie-
tions, which shell ccntinue in effect during the lives of 
the late Fret/deals vidow, deuehter, son, parent, 
brothers and sisters, or any of then: 

II 

* * * 

1/ 
(2) Access to the . . . mnterials shall be permitted 

only i to: 

(a) Any person authorized to act for a comeitteo 
of the eoegress, for a Presideetial cornittoe or cowaissica, 
or for any other official egeacy of the Ueieed States; Goe:ero-
meat, bevies tethority to investeeate natters relating to 
the death of the late President, for perpoees vithin the 
investigative jurisdiction of such melittec-, coyelission or 
agency. 

(1,) . . . no resew . . . shell t-e. authoeieed 
until five yeeea after the Cate of this eeeccmeut eecept vith 
the consent of the Kennedy fewily repreeeneeeive designated 

1/ The mateeials referred to era specified in epeedix t to the letcer ezreement. The Appendix Fi materials incleele teoze.enenereted in 
17%,:i.Xty IS certifeete. 
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VI 

The amiuistrator shall irose such othar restric-
tions on access to and inspection of the materiels trans-
fcvred thereunder, oral take sochfurtber actions es he 
doe:-,1 necessary end appropriate (including referral to 
the Departmnt of Justice for appropriate legal ectiou), 
to fulfill the chjectives of this cgree::ent cud his statu-
tory responsibility under the rod oral F:c?o::ty 
LOnlinistrativo Service Act of 190, as ev-audnd, to provide 
for the pronervation, arreiger.eut end use of materials 
trnnsferred to his custody for erchivnl administration. V 

For the reasons given below, the Lschivist of the United 

States subvits that the Court should not reluire him to attend 

the Louisieus proceedings. 

ARGUIlizr 

I. TO Y4:07ISIC.IS OF 44 U. S. C. 391 PRDOL1Ff2 
DISCLOSU3E 	PEOTO:311.P.PCS 1..15;) X-It 

In TI17 C7iTIVICATZ. 

No suggestion has been redo thnt Dr. Rhos Les cry personal 

kne',71c4„e with respect to the:matters in trial in Louisiana and 

his affidavit establishes that be has nena. The sole basis indi-

cated iu Judge Paggerty's certificate for su.reenin Dr. Rhoads is 

that ho hes pessession of the phocographn end X-reys held under 

agreemeat pvrsuant to the provinic;an of 44 U.S.C. 397. 

Section 397 of 44 U.S.O. previdas in partinott pert: 

(e) The Advinistrator is authorised . . . to 
accept for de....osit-- 

(1) the mars and other historical water/els 
of any President or forasr President of the United 
States, or of any other official or forrzr 
of the Go:creq.,?.nt, ond other pelota relating to and 
contompmery with any President or Corar Fresiat.mt 
of the lltited States; subject to rastricticns e;,,ree-
able to the Adviriatratoz as to their use; and 

2./ The 4:lehivilt Las been dale-gated all renpsv.s!.bility for the case 
end custoay of down:mut& and articles in the Lrchives. GSA Order 
No. ID P5450.39  (Mrpter E, Fara. 1(a)(3)), data' 	5, 1954. Para- 
graph VII of Lhe 1..tter agrec::_ent authorized tha td;.inistrato: of 
Generd Services to delegate his authority thersot%ler to the Archivist. 
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(f)(3) 	. . 	 or Co',-1::r historical 
rate iris accented at;. 	 se)7nctio7. (el 
of tllis 	and this av%sac.L1, 	rh.:',70 he hlld ..'?jeer  
to vvch 	 rud 
u,,e an 	np2cifie 	 by t;`_ donors ordeposi- 
tors, 	

deposi- 
tors, innleZ,in;,, the re:t., 	tl_rt they °h .L1 be hew.: 
in 	 En4  
ties s'of,11.Lo v%speetod 	cc lc 	ejr.,afic5 an_r4;a1L1.-.ve 
be 	 are,reed  0-4 
hy_th-3 dn=s 	 oe bv 147rsenn le::a17y evAqified 
to ire?' on the:;r 	respo:t th=cto: [Tflphenis 
added.] 	 TT 

It is clear that Co.Kiress is otipowered to proiide by legisla- 

tion for the accept:I:Ice of gifts subject to coilditions and restric-

tions specified by a donor, and that such conditions will be 

respected by the courts, Story v. Lyder, 184 r.2d 454, 456 
3/ 

(C.L.D.C., 1550), cert. denied, 340 U.S. 855. 

In the cane at bar, purswnt to 44 U.S.C. 397, the X-rays and 

photozraphs env:iterated rare accepted sul$ject to litItatious. The 

letter agreement provides: 

. . . no access to the Appen.li:%-  B c?.terials Nbich 
include the X-rays photozraphs] pursuant to this 
pars”raph II(2)(i,) 417.11 be cuthwied until five 
years after the &to. of this azvezent exc.Tt vith 
the consent of the Kennedy faraily represent:'-tt5ve 
desiEnsted. . 

Ihis.limitatioa forbade access to the naturists until five: years 

after the date of this azreevent except with the consent of the 

rennedy fapily represeutntive dosiLnatcd. There is no suinestion 

that the tenaedy fa.O.ly representative hascensented to the dis-

closure of the X-rays and photographs in question, sued, accondinsly, 

the Archivist bee r) authority to produce th 	enurqerated 

in the certific•lte, 

As noted by Dr. Rhonda' affidavit, the evth•rfty of the 

vatioaal Archivesead Rc7.ords Service to accept gifts of papers 

3/ Even in the abet:nue c.*_: a statute berrinz ecc.7es the Go?err.Tient bee 
a privileta to ref=es access to raterials rucelv,d in cohfideace. 
rchinv. 7nc:art, 316 F.2et 335 O.C. WT. 153): cert. Ocultd, 375 U.S. 
8`.'5; 	 tVe..C.ICI.Ce, Cara. V. v,itc-atc2, 157 F. sup, 
939 (Ct. Cl. 195); rree--.a  v. 	 ckecider d ..Tvae 28, 

• 
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and other erticlea su5ject to whatever conditions of lilated 

access ray be requested by the donor ensures that during the 

period when a degree of sensitivity attaches to discussion of 

events and personalities, the rights of privacy of the donor and 

of persons discussed in the papers are fully protected. It also 

ensures that valuable collections of papers will be saved, and 

with the passage of an appropriate period of time willbe wade 

available to writers, scholars, cud other interested parsons for 

research use. If this protection is rewoved by order of court or 

otherwise, the public confidence in the Federal Government to ' 

honor its commitments to such donors will be destroyed. 

Public figures, no longer assured that their interests will 

be protected when their papers are deposited in public institutions, 

will cease to place imoortEnt and sensitive pnparsin such insti-

tutions. The result will be a drying-up of basic research in 

history, economics, public administration, and the social sciences 

generally. 

The letter" agreement, page 1, provides that it is expressly 

entered into "pursuant to the provisions of 44 U.S.C. 397(0(1)." 

It is clear from the statutory provisions recited above that this 

agreement is "subject to restrictions agreeable to the Administrator 

as to their use." The statute's legisletive history dispels any 

possible doubt that the restriction in the present case is within 

3/ (cont'd) 1950, 	20470). In addition to thl foregoing, the 
papers, production of which is sought hare, relate to the Presidency, 
the essence of the It<ecutive Branch. Under the tenstitutional doetrine 
of separation of pc.,ers, the judicial trench nay not intrude upon the 
papers of the PresCency without the consent of the Fy.ecutive Branch. 
Cf. nirblD: v. 1!:-.,.1:-;cn, I CLaccb. 137. Accordingly, the docuents 

' here souLht are pro:;ected from production not duly by the statutory 
authority but also by the constitutional principles of sovereign 

separation of powers, and eventually exeeutive privilege. 
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the terms and purposes of tee statute. The Hoese Report affirms; 

[Such materials are to be held] subject to such 
restrictions respecting their use as ray be specified 
in writing by the donors or depositors, including the 
restrictions that they shall be kept in a Presidential 
archival depository, and to enforce such restrictions 
for so long a period as shall have been specified, or 
until they are revolted or terminated by the donors or 
depositors or by persons legally qualified to act an 
their behalf with respect thereto. These provisions 
male it clear that the AdrInistretor, once having 
to agreement with the doater on restrictions as to use, 
in accordance with subsection (e), has the authority 
to enforce such restrictions. Authority to eeree to, 
and to enforce, certain rectrictions as to access and 
use is essential if private papers are to ccee into 
public custody at all. [House Report 993, 84th Cong., 
1st Sess., p. 6.] 

II. TUE DOCTaINE OF FEDERAL SOVEREICRTY 
PRECLUDES MUIR= TEL ARCHIVIST 
TO APPEAR AS A WITeESS IN A STATE 
COURT WHERE THE OITLY BASIS FOR SUCH 
APPEARANCE IS HIS ALLEGED CUSTODY 
OF ARCHIVAL PATERIALS. 

By these proceedings the Stete of Louisiana is seeking access 

to materials delivered to the National Archives under assurances 

that access to the materials would be restricted. The Federal 

Governnent lies lawfully entrusted the Archivist of the United 

States with responsibility for the materiale. He is obligated as 

part of his responsibilities to respect the letter eereemant pro-

visions maintaining the. confidentiality of the materials. 

No state authority can interfere with the official actions 

of a federal officer. "[H]is conduct can be controlled only by 

the power that created hire". yLi Clune v. Silliren 6 Wheat. (19 U.S.) 

593, 605. Thus, federal officers are free to provide for shipment 

of Goverment ompleyeeat  geode without coopIyine with state regu-

lations, United Seetes v. Georyia Public Service Csenission 371 

U.S. 285 (1953); ely determine whether a statute giving a state 

lands 'ho longer useded" includes lands obtained by the United States 

through-purchase ce7 gift without entitling the seeee to judicially 
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question such decision, Evicii v. Cordon. 373 U.S. 57 (1903); and 

can contract with private parsons, state limitations cn the pri-

vate persons' right to contract notwithstanding, Inslie Miller, 

Inc. v. Arkansas, 352 U.S. 187 (1956). State courts mindful of 
the separate sovereignty of the federal Government will not atter,pt 

to intrude upon the province of the federel authorities by the 

ankirg of an order to divulze such confidential information. * * * 

[such an order] would be a rare futility." 7cebv v. Delfiner, 

51 N.y.S.2d 478, 479, 103 Nisc. 280 (Sup. Ct. 1944), affirmd, 

63 N.Y.S.2d 833, 270 App. Div. 1014. 

The basis of this rule is that "It is elementary that the 

Federal Government in all its activities is independent of state 

control. This rule is broadly applied." Javhird Yinire  Ca. v. 

nix, 271 U.S. 609, 613 (1920). Thus, state judicial processes 

are ineffectual to divert property in the certody of a federal 

officer fro,* the place where the officer holds it. Buchen-ft v. 

Alin:ander, 4 Eau. (45 U.S.) 19. As in United St=lte,A v. Nlett,  
a state ney not interfere 

. . . with the proper governmental function of the 
United States of Americc. The complete immunity of a 
federal agency from state interference is well estab- 
lished. .. 	This principle of 13:7.urtity frem state 
control or interference applies to official papers 
and records of the United States of America, . . . and 
prevents a state from Ostructing or interfering with 
employees of the United States of America in the dis- 
charge of their officiil duties, whether or not there 
is any expressed statutory provision for Immunity. 
[United States v. Nlett 15 F. Supp. 736 04.D. Pa., States  - 1936).]  

The rule was early summeritcd by the Suprere Court as follows; 

[T]hesphere of action appropriate to the United States 
is as far beyond the reach of the judicial preeess 
issued by a Sate Judea or a State court, as if the 
line of div"-.Ze.oawzIs trted by lencLAeks 	noun :ants 
visible to t1111 eye. [Ableman v. booth, 21 }ow. (62 
U.S.) 506, 516.1 
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Louisiana's attempt to use its cast's proceedings to retch 

a federal officer muse fail since "that authority which is 

supreme must 'control, not yield to that over which it is supreme." 

VaCtilloeh v. Maryland, 4 Wall. (17 U.S.) 315, 424; United States  

v. licIeod 385 F.2d 734, 751-2 (C.A. 5, 1967). 

III. TEE OUT-OF-STATE WITNESS ACT, 23 D.C. 
CODE 801, PT STia., DOES riOT APTLY TO 
ARTICLES SUCH AS ARE INVOLVED IN TUTS 
CASE. 

Paragraph 2 of the certificate states that the only reason 

for requiring Dr. Rhonda to testify in Louisiana is to compel him 

to produce materials in his custody. The Out-of-State Witness 

Act (23 D.C. Coda 801, et seq..) authorines this Court to ". . . 

issue a summons 	. . directins the witness to attend and testify 

in the court where the prosecution is pending. . ." 23 D.C. Code 

802(b). 

Nowhere does the Act rake provision for the production of 

documents or other articles. In re Crothe, 203 V.E.2d 581 (D.C. ? 

App. Ct. 1565), the court's veil-reasoned analysis co,....2els the con-

elusion thnt doCuf:ents in a parson's custody vsy not be obtnined 

under such an Act: 

We are also of the opinion that the trial court 
exceeded its statutory authority when it ordered 
respondent to produce documents in his custody. The 
definition of "summons" as used in the set includes 
"a subpoena, order or other notice yLivirir::_thc. re-
pearnce  of n •.2itnass." [Emphasis supplied.) Ill. 
Rcv. Stat. ch. 30 e 155-1. This is lungunse which i5 
tailored rather erectly to describe a subpoena ad 
teatificandum, end dozy not include the characteristics of a subpoena duces tecm. It uould hzve be en simple, 
indeed, for t1 9 statute to vahe it clear th - t both 
types of subp-ena uore covered, if this had bean the 
intention cf the legislature. 

Other thtn by what vbc cnsider to he E. e clear 
reaming 	legusee oployod, we are a].$.° i7c..,Lessad 
by the feet that the statutory protection from arrest 
and the service of civil and criDinal proces is for 
the benefit e. the witeass only end does not extend to 
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any dectuants which he might have in his custody. 
Then, as in the instant case, the docur:ants are not 
the property of the respondent, they night be trken 
from him by civil process or he right be ordered to 
turn themCcver to a court or grand jury. Such a 
result would be so msnifestly inconuistent with tLe 
general purpose of the statute that we consider it 
to fortify our conclusion that a ticInnons in the 
nature of a subpoena ducts tccu. was nct contelapleted. 

On this point we sre avare cf the fact that a 
yew Jersey court worthy of the highest respect has 
reached the opposite conclusion. In re &tperstein, 
30 N.J. Super. 373, IC's A. 2d 842, S45. We are, of 
course, not restricted in our deliberation by the 
background of local case law, cited in the Eew Jersey 
opinion, which appears to hnve influenced that court's 
decision. Nor do we seem to employ the say= general 
approach in construing the statute. As stated near 
the beginning of our opinion, we believe that this 
Lytle of legislative enactment cells for strict 
construction. flu re Crothe, smA, at p. 586.] 

For the cogent reasons expressed in the Crothe ease, Dr. 

Rhonda should not be compelled to attend in a 1,0-Asians court 

where the only alleged basis for such attendance is his possession 

of photographs and x-rays, 

IV. Th13COURT 	JMISDICTION TO CONTaOL 
TEE OFFICIAL ACTS OF TEE IncnvisT Cr? 
TE.s. Liam STATES.. 

The Out-of-State Witness Act (23 D.C. Code 801, et lac •.} dyes 

not grant jurisdiction to coaipal the attendance of witnesses in 

violation of specific statutes such as 44 U.S.C. 397. In En3.tcd 

States v. Elttch, 337 U.S. 346, at 359 (1949), the Supreme Court 

recognized that gantral acts of Congress do not impose limitations 

upon the Covarrimant itself,.without a clear provision doing so. 

In the Vf,ttek case, the District of 	 Pont Act 

was held not applicable to the United States as landlord. In the 

present case, the general rule relating to witnfssos, of course, 

cannot override a clear conressieral directive. •. 
The courts of the District of Colusr.bin have recognized a dis-

tinction between the functions of the District of Columbia and the 
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Government. Sea United Stntns  v. Mills, 11 Apn.D.C. 500 (D.C. 

Ct. App. 1897); 	v. United States,  103 A.2d 347 (D.C. 

Men. Ct. App. 1954). In the Mills case, the Court said: 

. . . And when we conside.: the impropriety of the 
interference of such an officer as a United States 
Commissione:with the well-defined and specific 
sentence of a judicial tribunal, and the class of 
offenders and offences cozmisahle in the Police 
Court, we can not think that it was at all the in-
tention of COTIVOSS in any runner to autho:rize 
such interference with the sentences of the Police 
Court of thu District of Colus5ia . . . . [P. 509.] 

Moreover, the regulations relating to the use of records in 

the Archives which ere binding upca Dr. Rhoads specifically for-

bid the use of material except ". . . subject to all conditions 

specified by the donor or transferor of such retoriels. . . ." 

33 F.R. 447 Subpart 105-61.202(n) incorporated in Section 105-60. 

7012(b) and 60.702(a) (33 F.R. 4484-5). 

It is entirely clear that courts lack jurisdiction to.require 
4/ 

the disclosure of docuT:=ts in violation of such regulations. 

See Touhv v. tn.en 340 U.S. 462 (1951); Saundere  v. Great Western 

Smgo., 396 F.2d 794 (C.A. 10, 1968); Perth Carolina v. Carr, 

264 F. Supp. 75 (D.C. W.D. N.C., 1957), appeal disoissed, 386 Fad 

129. 

The District of Colu.7,:aie Court of General Sessions is a court 

of limited jurisdiction charged with responsibility subject to the 

statutes of the U-..ited States. 

V. TO REQUIRE TEE ARCEIVIST OF TEE =TED 
STATrS TO ATTEIM PROCEEDIrGS 11 LataglArt 
UOULD  RESULT  IN UUDEB wr-Dsralo. 

4/ Indeed custody of the raterial sovzht prope,ly reposing in the 
representative of the federal sovereign, any sul.t to direct the 
activities of the representative or to colvel rAesse of the materials 
is a suit agen7.t the United States to sthieh it has not consented. 
No court bas subjest ratter jurisdiction over.srch a suit. Vavnii v. 
Gordon,373 U.S. 57 (1963). 



Dr. Rhcadc attests in his affidavit that it would be an un-

due hardship on him and would hinder perforrnnee of his official 

duties if beware required to leave his post on short notice and 

attend prozeedings in Louisiana. To require a witness to attend 

a hearing in Louisiana in the circurstances bare present is not 

only inconsistent with the purposes of the Out-of-State Witness 

Act (see United States ex rel. Pennsylvania  v. McDevitt, 194 A.2d 

740 (D.C. Ct. Nun. App. 1963); In re rnyers, 169 N.Y.S. 2d 839 

(N.Y. Ct. of Gen. Sass. 1957)) but veuld also raise the constitu-

tional questions which the dissenting judges adverted to in New 

York v. O'Neill, 359 U.S. 1, at 12. Under the 'Jaffa= Witness 

Act as enacted in the District of Coles bin, the court must deter-

mine for itself whether "undue hardship" would be caused by grant-

ing the relief sought by the moving party. 23 D.C. Code 802. 

Where undue hardship is present, es in the instant proceeding, 

the statute requires the Court to refuse the compulsory order 

sought. Uaited Stets:., ex re!. Pennsylvania v. NoPevitt, 195 A.2d 

740 (D.C. Ct. Nun. App. 1963). 

Although, for the reasons heretofore stated the Archivist 

cannot lawfully be required to furnish to the Louisiaun State court 

the desired photographs and X-rays, counsel for the defendiaL.A41- 

the interest of justice, is able to report to this Court and to 

all interested parties the availability of certain information con-

cerning the nature and contents of the photographs and X-rays as 

follows: 

Pursuant to prragraph II(2) of the letter a,matracnt between 

the Adtanistrator 	Ccaeral Servicer and the 1a..;a1 representetive 

of the execetoro. o the estate of the late President, John P. 

Kennedy, the X-raya and photographs referred to in these proceedings 



were, at the direction of the Attorney General, officially cNamined 

by tho autopsy surgeons on the 26th 	day of January 1957. 

These dectore vere: 

Dr. Janes J. WE2.9 
22101 Noross Road 
Detroit, Michip,an 

Dr. J. Thornton Boswell 
11134 Stephalee Lane 
Rockville, Xsryland 

Dr. Pierre 	Finek 
7541 14th Street, N. H. 
Washington, D. C. 

These doctors node a report of their findings, a copy of which 

is attAched hereto. 

To further assure the preservation of a record concerning the 

nature and contents of the X-rays and photographs, particularly 

in the light of the restrictions ecatained in the letter agree-

went, and at the written suggestion of Dr. Doswell (see ettechod 

letter dated J:'.7tuAry 26, 1953) 	the Attorney Corinna, as pro- 

vided by the letter erweelLent, constituted e panel cf three pathol" 
ozisto and *au radiologist, nominated in the first instance by the 

presidents of three vajor universities sad by the president of 

the Collc:Le of AT.etican Pathologists. This pnnol consisted of: 

Dr. Alan R. Norita 
2040 Adelhort Road 
Cleveland, Ohio 

Dr. Rvasoll H. Vbhian 
Chief of Rediolca 
Johns Hopkins University 
Beltimx.e, ntrylaud 

Dr. Russell S. Fisher 
litdis1 Exaniner 
700 Plc,: Street 
Baltinoa,Narylend 

Dr. Vi7.7in Carmi.s 
Utah University nedical Center 
Salt Lake City, Utah 
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A lawyer, Bruce Bromley, 1 Chase Eanhattan Plaza, New York 

City, nominated by the President of the toericen Bar Association, 

was designated by the Attorney General to aszist the panel in 

the preparation of a report of their findings and conclusions. 

No maw: of.this panel hod any connection with the autopsy or 

with the Varrun Conmission. 

Their exandmatitm of the X-rays and photographs was nade on 

February 26 and 27, 1968, and a copy of their findings is attached 

hereto. 

CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, the Court is respectfully requested 

to infuse to com2e1 Dr. Rhoads to attend proceedings in Louisiana. 

EDWIN L. VEISL, JR. 
Assistant Attorney General 

DAVID G. TaLSS 
thited States Attorney 

JOSt?,1 M. M310A 
Assistant Vaited States Attorney 

JEF2REY F. AXCITAD 

Attorneys, Dapertment of Justice 

•• 
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