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:Iim. notes on your verision of my affidavib, by page and graf

235 and Williasma 4: this digproves, utterly and completely, if no% parjurious, the
Danaher invention of a law-enforcement purpose in Texms, & point you have missed. Or,
in graspingfor e straw, the decision is in direct contradiction to what Yansher and
themajority sey is the only evidence before them, Ingtesd of "meny" say "thousands of"
or "thousands of pages of™ for I can take one full filedrawer in to the court that is
of t ose I haven t even read and filed. “ske the offex?

This is intAnded to have tho broader meaning Dansher gave it. Since he xhrkemim
strotchod so hard and so far, why don't I make a simple comsent like Shade of Watergate!
215 calling this simple false is too tame, Hit the bastards hard, but leave them an
out, save thoir faocss. Like it i3 a deliberate falsehood if not porjury to misrepresent
to this court, successfully doceiving it from its deciasion, that" etc. it is, in faot,
incredible that it would be alleged even if not under oathe

2-3:T I think it is important to begin by saying that I have asked for nothing that

cen be described as "raw data from investigative ifiles." 4n fact, the raw data would
be incomprehensible for me. I want the results. You seem to be avpiding use of the word
"perjury” but this is at least a deliberate misrepresentation to the court. Remember.
this 1s me saying it and not you and I have already charged it to the AG, so that

won;t be new,

3:8 Add at the end a strong statament along the line that disclosure of the results of
the analyses camnot possible disclose any secret process, techmique, investigative
tool or source of information of any kind or discription. A11 it cen disclose is the
results of a well-lmown, non-secrvet and largely outdated scientific tegt,

3: 9 Begin "In 1967 or 1968. “efore I go into a specific correction, and we'll have to
moke this more relevant that it apjears at the beginning, I want to note a different
kind of faking that can make current headlines, where Jaworski is suong those conned,
I have corrected the text. The other faking is quite relevant o what you have omitted
for reasons I do not understand, tho falce claim bamed on no evidence that lanaher
mekes, of assistance o local lawlenforcement officials. When Rankin learned that
Texme had reports that OswaJ.d was an agent, he arranged a fake "heaering" at which two
members of the Texas group, torey and Vade, told me what would have been obvious in
any event, that they thought it was an executive session ol which a transcript was made.
There was none and the court reportords records show there was none. Instead, the
Texais people, whose chief investigator a. "special counsel" was Jaworski, turned the
report over to the federals so the federals could investigate themselves.

In general I think you have leaned ove: too far to keep Bud happy and the resul
is a less substmhtial affidavit than is easily justified, I'm not going to reread what
I wrote before. I'm going to rereed Williams now and make a few notes on each of his
grafs. 1 begin with the strong belief that we must oall this perjurious, with tae
intent to deceive the court successful. I think this is overdue, needed and now serves
the edded and also-—-essential purpose of giving the probably emberrassed judges an oute
Also 8irica if there ever is a remand,

1, That he is an official with access to the records is not enough, They can use
and should have used the agent who performed the {ests.

2. Yo gvades, for the iscue is the results not what he seys he reviewed.

3« If this is anything but a deception of the court he is saying that they kmow
there was a conspiracy, the case ie open, and it can t be for any other reason. There
is no point in repeating the law-enforcement thing I believe should be attacked, I have
other notes on that,aside from the only ones that were ignoreds

4 Mgkes a deliberate liar out of Dansher or a perjurer of Williams, .onfront them
mh b it 1t can_t be both, not possibly, and if the other julges were intimidated or

W gets his back up, this helps and gives what they nead, an oute

is a deliberate lie as I can prove because Hoover perscnally lesked these
thinks, and I have that under oath, and the papers of the day and the numerous
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inveastigations of "leaks" prove ite The Commission held a hearing on the leaking
of the first paper they got bofore they got it! I have this.

Aftor Watergate this just ought not be let alone, Thrist! A1l those memos of
what should be leaked and all that raw stuff given to the convieted who had no
federal conucction, by high officils, tooe Allege it strongly! lMeke them confront
the Danaher invention and they'll have to confront him. “e can,t survive it with them.
They tock his word, Make him have to defend it to them. he deserves it and 1% is so
terribly false the papers may go for ite t should be in what goes tu the |upreme Court
anyvaye

5 1 think we should include a treatment of this as the rdidicuwlousness it is,
as other decisions do politely. What is in these files is uttorly irrelevantie They
can put used toilet naper in what they later call an investigative file. But I have
not asked for used toidet vaper. I have asked for no more asnd no less than the results
of & non~sccret test that never had or could have had any law-enicrcement purpose. One
wasn ¢ even made wntil more than a half-year after Oswald was dead. Bu:t there is
deliberate misrppresentation here, which is reasan for remand, so the court can
take evidence on it, what I have been denied.

I think you chould include here or in an ergument what will be obvious to the
other judges, that Pancher had invented vwhat he wants to overcome the deficiencies
.of the governmcnt's argument, We did ask what law was being enforcede The government
when asked to strte what is not true did not mako the false statement he nukes for it
about lawenforfement purpose. Quote Werdig's deathless words, for they should be
isolated for the papers and -the Supreme Courte I think it is important to simow that
Danaper is an adversary not a judge and I believe this is comprohensible proof of ite

Besides, vwhat 1s rMlevant in this graf is included in the exemptions whoemsas

what I seek isn _t, therefore his daliberate deceptions of wiich the tricky language
here used is a somples I would press this because hf they overrule Weliford the

ader people ca go back to federal court in “altimore and might tear this whole thing
up pretty publisly, That iy, they may have the chance and may vant lt. Untested it

has the practical effect anyway.

I think the attuck on this graf should be much si-onger, much more specific and
in terms of open ridiculs.

This gives me an idea for the future. We have a spectro made and wave it around
in court and ask if the FBL is about %o crumble,

In summary, much too teme and not as good 8 record as shovld and oan be made
for any further court or other use,

However, I can think of a compromisee Hake the charges strong emugh:ri inc}t:ge

enough so there seems to te a basls, and then file & supplementary affidal wi
i OM.

m”?ixiﬁ"im we should say hore thet the sumaries are released publicly (t}:e{ﬁ
did in the Hap ®rowvn case, and I mean Boover, personally,did end I have a coga:‘ 8
releasod telegrome So all I am asking is for the resulfcs and if they substmn tru:
the rolesse, there is no reason to dery ite If a1l Wiliiems allegations w;z;em(lsnoe
ingteadof deceptions, they apply equally to what was released, which is .
L4 also is pert of that file and bears tho file identification on it GED?



