Dr. John HNichols 49 the ﬁan who suspected Prezident “ennedy had bzen

e vietim of iddison's disease. He investigsted, established the fact, proved

thet it wa- improperly suoppressed !E;ow the sutn-sy, 2ni remained with nopeing

doudbts about the remeinder of thet repert. Decsuse ﬁe is a8 quelified, cortified
F_____%Aw@aéf% rethologist, & wrofessor of panuology at toe University of ilansas

Medical Center,. Kanaaa City Kensas, and taag¢m¢;e&ex patholagist 'for tast metro-

politan eres, he is in a unique poaition to do work end understand thne indico—

logal requirementa others of us researching in the field cannot. He hzs hed

long experience i n sutopsies in crimes of violence going hack 1o his post-

graduate days, v

_ldaéﬂeu And withell he hes a corpetence in ballistics, having been a8 life-long
" "

‘rifle buff end a member of his college rifle’ team 8s en undergraduata. he has
designed end performed en extensive #nd complex series of tests snd expeflemhts
with duplicafe! ‘'of tne Mannlichar—CarcanB rifle allesedly used in the asaaaaina—

tionj They convince him thet the medico—legal "explanation?of the Pre=ident 8

murder is false end untensble. '

When the government denied him access to the vital evidsnce of the
him to mske end have made the teats
murder, mede it 1mpoasible formakecknz iawrwihsisustn the SQVnrnment had aVn1dad.

refused him vermission to mske ® personsl st dy of that evidencp he is =0
' : on January 17, 1969, .
aMelified to examine and evaluﬁte (EE—TTTEE—Eﬁlt in fadaral district court,

‘opeks, Xanses. ¥ '_ . s Lo

Oh liareh 21, W alting until loné after the end of tte suit in the
'Gburt of General Sessions in Weshington, the government made response. five‘
‘ federsl sttorneys signed end were pert of it: the United States Atto:ney ..
'for‘that district snd his assistant, an Assiataﬁt At torney Genéral of'the .

_ United States and two Dopartmant of Justice staff attornays. If these legal
v t’(lﬁ
ae als ﬁere earljsr uneware of it, the 7V .ashiugton proceodings and decision

informed them better snd other then they sllege in their motion ®nd ergument.

)
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fpa-of them, [Jeffrey F, Axelred (rirht ), worked on that case aﬁd el gned

the government's briefgin it, I

‘ 48 in the Jashington case,‘the government's legal pleedingx in

response to tie Nichols suit is s mesterpiece of sementics, where the

skilled use of words daceiveé énd ist intendes to-deceive those not having the
most intricate krowledge of the fects, made more complex then necesséry by

the mzxix unendiug'anﬁ utterly insppropriste federsl dis;emﬁling. If_mis-
reprasunts in & way that cannot be accidentsl, 1s besed upon false statements
and inadequate and knowingly 1nadaquata ones, contrives unraalities snd presents
them ss feet end by the trickiest eelection of worda avoids what it cennot

get around in eny other way._Aa it is 8 mesterpiece of aamentics, it is 8lso
of diseembling, for the'government does not eschew pretending it enectsd non-
existent lews ;o cover the points in question, is not reluctant to ﬁrasent
'aworn ststﬂﬂggg-hy the wrong witnoases, addressed to the wrong points, saying
the wrong things snd omitting those thet sre right, sll to deny the plaintiff '
.and through him ‘the paanle of the United Stetes those suppressed ani entirely
'mierenresentad racts of the murder of the Treeident without which the
government could not heve fashicned snd foisted off the falae solution to the
erime of the century, the essessination of the Presidﬂnt._

So bankrupt is tne government's legsl posture thet it without shame
proclaims it lacks the besic evidence without which there.esn be no possible
scceptance of the Warren l-“m:mz_'_i'..‘Yat in meking thialahocking edmission, carefully
.misrepresented so the resder will not recognize its tfue_aigniticange, the

] government is no leas carefullfd mske inedequate feaponqe in 8 menner no lawyer
or judge, including the most skilied end the canniest, is likely to detect,

The form of the government's raaponée is 8 motion to dismiss the
Kichols suit or, as an &l ternetive, a request Tor a summery judgement against

him. The very first pﬂrégraph of the body if this brief'begina with two

deceptive impositions on the trust o the court, two exasmples of the sementics



substituted =f for lsw end fect that emount to oub right lies:

An affidavit executed by Jemes B, Rhosds, the Archivist of the
United States, hes been filed in support of this motion which showa that
the elothing, X-rzys snd photographs sought are gpecificslly exemnted
from disclosure by stetute end that Verren Commission Exhiblts Nos., 299,

573, 842, 843, aend BGS6 may be viewed but their relesse frommhis chstody
is precluded by statute.

ipn each case, there is no,auchllaw, to the knowledg~ of the
government. In each case the government makes the false pretenéa to
sccomplish qith the misuse of words what cannot be schieved by other means.
Vere therexs auop a'law, it w0uid not be neceseary to say thet the
affidsvit of & non-lawyer "shows thﬁt“ the.items's;ught "aré.apecifically
zxyind axempféd from diaclbsura by statute". _War; there such e law, its exsct
lengusge would be cited b; the signestory federal sttorneys in their own

naméa, on their own suthority. .

It 18 not customary for non—laWyers, agspecislly in the govarnment
to prepera 1egal documenta~ it is custoﬂey for tha large staff of fddersl
'attorneys to perform this function. 1t is reasonsble to'gresume thet Dr.
fhoads did not deéi@e what should be included in hie affidevit and what léft
‘ out, thet he Zwxidws is expert in end sware of the d;tails end intricecies of

the enormoua volume of the law.’ It 1s reasonsble to sssums thst tle federsl
attorneya, wno sre the exparts, mﬂde these decisions, hed this knowledge, end
drafted the affidevit to whi;h the Archiviat of th; united States swore And
affixed his signeture. )

Now this presentation by the Department of Justica in toe Kensas
court, the .same epartment of Justica whose function it io to enforce the
lews of tne Uinited Statea, to prosecute thoae who violate ths lews, to
set an example of probity ell others should follow~, actually sgys"that
the clothings" worn by the Preaident when ha wes murdered and the "X-rays end

Vphoto ‘raphs" of the autopsy "are sgecificallz exempted from disclosure by
stetute”. This is to'sey thet Congrees enected & lew thet ssys the clothing,

¥-reys and photographs must not be disclosed, under sny circumstsnces. Thet is

entirely false. There is no such -law. "hen, leter, “here is citation, it is



of & lew having to do with Fresidential librsries end toings like thst, ons

' enacted before the erime, one that éakes not the slighest reference to
these items of evidence, ﬁot by tﬁe greatest, most rumofa indirection. ind
g8 will bte seen, that law 13 at best inspflicable.'especially to the film.

The simple truth is what the guvarnment darex not pdmit. 1t is
that there is rothing 1t will not do to pravent any 1mpartial competent,
scientific exominetion of thie basie evidence of tle murder of the Preaideﬁt
because its contrived officisl explanatifn of that murder canno% withstand
examinetion of tkxxmixzxreprezs this seme basic ;videncelthe saée federai govarn-
ment do thoroughly miainte;?reted end misrepresented,

The test srgument thé gdvaﬁnment‘can make is insuffiecient, hot nearly
strongz enoug,. ?berefbrb, 1; resorts to'-samantics 8s & substitute for lsw. Tne
truth is that hhe government intafpreta en inspplicable law to give it the’
right to enéege in what 'smounts to 8 rrauduient contraet and that in tois
contract conditions c;n be stipulated'that give 1t the right to withhold the

1 evidence of the President's_murder‘from eny noﬁ-govarnméntal exemination. The

iaw cited by the Yhoads affidavit is "section 509(e)(1) of thé Federal Frorerty -

end Administrative Services Act of 1049 (44 WEX. U.S.C. 397 (e}(l)". The Rhoads
affidevit is in a Beparata document filed by the ssme crew of feueral &t tor=-

' neys. But the "fine print" is overwhelmingly clear. the bongreas did not in
1949 visualize thet JohN Kennedy would bacome President of the Uhited States
twelve years later, that three years after that he would. be murdarad and that
als clothing would be "given" to the govarhment of the nited States, together
with the pictures and X-reys of hise esutopsy, three years after tﬁat. ﬁot te
Qiaeat, most foresighted Congress in Américan history could so cleariy foresee
17 vears into the future and "specificia}ly" exémpt the vital evidence of the

‘cuming murder from sny unofficisl exeminstion. It 11kef;isa could not &nd did
Hot know that the murder would be by gunshot snd thet the exhibits in the

! proceeding in’
coming investigation not by a court of lew but of a rare Presidential Commission

would be numbered ?399,573,842,843, and 858", Nelther itxawrxwmpxmiiksr

Ad 1949 Congrasn nne ane othnr "precludedt by stoetute" the exsmination of thisz



thenenone non-esitent e;idence of 8 non-existent and unpredictoble murder of
en unelected President. The twh truth is es sinple ss it is uncongenisl to
the ;rbitraryrdeciaion'of the government to prevent such exeminatlion., It is that
the covarmment intargrets its rights under the spurious contract under the
inapplicable law to gi?e it the pover to precluﬁe such exsmination.

The.cantfact is ) letter of agreemant between the government snd
the representative of them exascutors of the estaste of tna‘murderod President.
?t wes executed by both perties October 29, 1966. A copy is nppended to the
Hnosds effidavit. It is referred to es the imixxx "letter agraémant".

This federal contrivence is. regulerly incented by the govearmment

througnout its pleadings.

Undaa'the euphemism of serious intent, "Facts" beginninz on page 3-
. Yl
of tfa the ﬁl-psge "memorandun in sup ?rt" of its motion, on that puge 1t is
end fifth sndpsrt of the sixth pages are
twice alluded to. The entire fourth mazexix devoted to cuotetions from it.

"+t is, in adaition, twice 1nvoxad on the sixth T880.

A section entitled "Argument"begin on pege 7 whers it agein is cited.

.Undér other headingq this is repaated PEXFIXXEXRF in various ‘forms sml formu-

) words of prespntation of page 21, -

, letions on pages 9,10,11,12,13 14,15 16,17, 18 19, and 20, There are but 9

In short, the erux of the government's ergument is this letter sgreement,
which i=s eited on almost every mpage o7 the legsl papers in ona way or more, snd

the law under which it was 'executed, 44 U.5:0, 337. I&—&*—#hxx—by—thia_au_“ani_y
g 80d4-pBges—Sy4y 9510514712413, 14,15,16,17,19

th___;uL*_nnﬁnJLaxsna5,_as_inFpaaegfyn&rfr1rr‘tﬁ**ﬂﬁ““a“‘Fr‘tdav&$¥_—page_3,nf

|
tha_mamonsadumpdesupper$1 _
It is by this suthority alome, the government argues, ﬁhat the "clothing, x-rays
end photograths were trensferred to the Unoted States of Americe" {paragreph 3
of “hosds affidsvit snd pege 3 of the memorsndum of support for the motion". In
short, the governmenf cleims thet x¥xw by this esrgeement; uﬁder'ﬂs cited law,
this property became government property. Other citations ere péges 3.?29,10,

11,12,13, 18,15,16,17 and 19 of the memorsddum, parogreph 9'of the aflidsvit,



"Ehibit "EZxhibit B" and
appended "Exhiblt C", x lettem from former Archivist Rabert H, Bshmer tn "iconls,
This meanz thet the items of evidence sought were tiue property of t.e allegod
donor, that the al leged donor hed thﬂ.lagal right to give this preperty to
the govérnment Pf the United utates. “hile ths gov: roment prefers to end does
describe the al@ged donor es "the Kennedy family", tuis, technically. is not
the case. 1t may, politiéally und?,;blicvrelatigna sense, ba expadient to
use this description, but in actuality the slleged donor is the executor n®
the estate of the latex Fresident. The agreement was signed bty Burke Mershsll,

former Assistent Attorney Gemersl of the United Stateé, as the representgtive

But I
- of these exceutors. zmixzixpumxpeimt in the ﬁm-v mamorandum on ﬁg;ortg\tha

redundantly

" govermment states axplicitly "the meterials" were "property of the estste of

(
John F, Kenre dy". at the aame'point it repestes itself, saying "the originel

ownership of the meterials as belng‘in the Xennedy estste”.

Ig ei ther formulastion, this is {ggsehoodflmeithsr as "the originel
ownership” nor as the "property of tpe estate"™ were the bicfurag and X-rays of
the autonsy‘gxgé_hart of the esteté o?‘?he murdered Prezident. iz better then
enyone else the Yevartment of Justice knows, the estate of the daseszed is
fiiéd 8t the mom:nt of death. The pictureé and Y+rays did not then exist.

Moreover, lsw end reguletion determined that they were thes property

.of the United States “overnment. The sutopay was performed in's government

institution. The law is that whoever purchasea the unéiposed film remains the

.

owner of the exposed film. As layme may have hed experience in these matters 4**1 u”*“f
Vi &

when X-rays sra teken, they do not become %Jauproperty vays for the

X=roying.Further, Navel reguletions controlling autopeles recuire toat they

remein in permsnent Navy file.(Navy SF-523; Maﬁual of ths Medical Depsriment,

~ U.3.Navy, Chepter 17, -persgraph 18(4). The stendard teat in the field is tve

"Hospital Lew Menusl", by the Lealth Law Center of tis Graduste School of
public Heslth, University of Pittsburgh. In the "Administrator's Yolume",on
pege 11, under "Ownership and control of the Reenrd” it is stated;™X :

It is the consensus thet the records of the hospitsl including
the medicel records sre ths property of the hospital



So, in sny form, under any formulation, tﬁa "oriéinnl-ownarship"
or the "property”, those plctures end X-rays of the sutopsy were =nd remained
the proverty of the :nited Stetes uovarnﬁent. There is no meens by which t:ey
could be given to enyone. #ho ever did, did so illegelly. Thoever eccepnted them
likeweie likewise dig so outaide the law. ‘herever they were, in whos waastever
custody they mey h:zve teen, they remuined the property of the Government of the
“nited States. “o one knows this better then the lawyers of the leapriment of

-
ustice,
2 A

In its vafioua representetions end misrepresentations, tna government

. i
is ceareful not to 1lset it be known how, when snd under what eircumstsnces this

V

property of the govermment passed into other hands, how it got into the phy-
sieal noasassion.of the executors of the ?resident‘s eatate, even whether thare
were coples an‘ vhather it is the originals or cnpias thet the exacutors held.,

Tpis is @ significant question, ss was involuntarily disclosed in & report by
:ﬁ:ﬁecial panel convoked by Attormey Gen=ral Clark for a limited evsluntion
of a limited selection of sone of the Butopsy evidence, On pagiﬂ}zbrafers to
"a memorandum of trensfer, located in the Nationel Arcuives, dnd dated

April 26, 1985", b

Now it hoppens thet the irchives hed repeated essured =e thet I had

had access to all the aveilable docﬂmentu end evid ence relating the to sutopay.
This asd never been shown me., Its exiatence had never bean scknowledgad, off ficielly

garough
or by these officiels with whom I dealt, from the Archivist perscnelly down/the

_ table of organization.

L1

It also heppens I was not without unofficial knowledge of this

transfer. \

| .
In late 1988, Richnrd J. fhalen, author of the beat-selling biography
- "The F ounding Iather"
"of Joseth P, Khnuedy{waa working on en article on thé autopsy for the
"Seturday Ivening Post". Dick had run 1nto some problems that even en exnerienced

Ainvestigatuve réportar cnuld nof gurmount in seversl months of diligent in-

vastiration end research, * help d him with his plece. Dick wes then with the

. 5 &
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Center for Strategle “tudies of Georpetown “niversity, in Viashington. 1o
gddition to his own good connactfons.an those of his influentiel msgszine,

he wes able to draw upon end did uee the influsnce of his university
sssocistes. ‘hus h» wes seen end epoken to ﬁy govermment. officiels Qho

would not respond to other writers snd investigstors.

Diek told me that the pictures send K-fﬁya of the sutopsy remdd ned
in gnverhment possessinﬁ until Avril 26, 1965. He added thst his source nof
1nrormafion wAs 8n undersacretarf of the.Trégsury. To this I add thet the
Secret Serviece, which immediateiy got pogsession of this film, is_part of the
Treasury snd under an gssistent secretary. It thus would be 8 most remar{abla
ﬂxtxzxﬂxnrnxtfxtxxxuxxntxﬁl:nxnnxxxixtxthnxiiimxnsxxpxxxnmxtmtnxixxxtxnznxxf
ZoREEne. ToxzaeiedzrithxtjexeonedyxZamily
"coincidence"if the memorandum of trensfer dated April 26, 1965 end rel=ting to
‘the pictures end iOraya of the John Xennedy eutépsy did not cover the turning
over of exactly this film on axactly that date of el1 the days in history to
aomaone connseted with the Zennedy family.
There is also significence in the date. It e ang that, for more tnen

e yesr after the iarren “ommission éompletad its sutopsy testimony these film
go essentisl to it end entirely unused in i% remsined in government possession.
}t means thet for seven m&ntﬁsto the déy after the Varren “ommission ended ;ta
offiecial existence with the issuance of its Report the same conditions obtained.
14 therefore slso weans taet Robert 7emnddy could not heve denied that Com-
mission sccess to this evidenfe, as officisl and unnfricisl gcverﬁment spoXes-
men have d1lig¢nt1v snd endleasly ennoﬁﬁced as justificstion of the failure’
of the Commiesion andiits expert witnesees to use this suppressed evider e

so vital ot its conside stions, that evidence defined by leawyers as‘“bast evidence’
Furthermore, we ners have confirmetion of the fa‘ct that all a.pplicable regula=
tions, laws snd practises were violated until tzzzféexe and that on that date -

the illagalify of letting federsl property pess out or_federel hends was con-.

summated.



~fficial
Onece 1 discovered thi: until-then unknown fect of tho existence of

the officisl memorasndum of trensfer I reauasted 1f of the Netional rchives.
i[ﬁ s been consistent in suprressinr such evidance, hence I anticiratod the
request would te rejected. I therefore aged that if it were denled, I be
" given the resson or reasons inwriting. Yhis wes promised me by derion Y ohnson,
the men in jimmediste charge of thet archiﬁe snd the esuthor of those letters Tiled
in the Topéka court under the signsture of the Archivist. I phoned him.from
Mgw Orleans the afternoon of Janusry 22, k969.
Vhen I resd the pessage fronm the pr'nel report end asked for that
memo, °ohnson hed replied, "Oksy; I'11 see whet I cen do ebout it.” This was
to say less then thet he would'aupply it. I ssked if the memo were claessified.
whs men in immediste cherge, the msn who should know,'saia only, "I don't knowl.
It wes this formulstion of his enswef that promp?ed'me to ssy, "I presum if
I em-danied it I will De ;old in writing why," to whicih hs had enswered that
I would be. l | |
.,I wesn't. Time péssad end I sﬁqke 4o him by phone end in.ferson. without
direct response, without getting.the document. I sew the Archivist personslly
‘#n court in washington Friday, February 14 eni ssked him why‘I had not had
Bn Answer. hq content himself with aﬁying 1 would, mon. Seversl times thereaftar
I »rote him, without ﬁnswer; . -
The vefy day this is baiﬁg writteﬁ, 1 aid get a letter from him. Under
date of April 4. This is the operative partt ; | |
Althougn left at the Archives buildiﬁg for safekerping, the memorsndum
is & private paper which is not the property of the Ynited Ststes. 1t belongs
tn the Kennedy family, end recuests for permission to see 1% should be mada to
tue Honorsble Burke lMarshell, 0ld Orcherd Rosd, Armonk, New York 10504.X
This 1is prapoatarous,noﬁsenae. As I t;ld him the govafnmsnt executed

PP A Al

the memorendum end kept 8 cop



It certainly 4idn't take thd erudite Archivist of tiue United “tntes
29 deys tn learn who owned the riece of maper "left" with him eo & n"min"lv‘
casuzlly, so h=phszardly, "for safekaspin . Haw tha Xennedys mno safes, no
tanks, no lawyers who csn be trusted = no hannedy “ibraryi Cen it be b 'leved
that thia \:ealtn;f})PO‘::erful, S0 well—c'onnected e family, including the ks jority
"hip of tze United Stetes Senate and the United Stotes /mbsszador to Iaris st
thot moment, hed to leave 8 piece nf pesper "fpr safékeéping“? Or thet if
they did just "leave" it £hera, it wps-got in th; Archive to the Trezident,
but just somewhera, desn't meke any differenée.where, "in the Arcﬁivea building"?
‘This i exsctly what the Arbhiviet of the United States seys, "left at the
" Archives building for safskaéping"_ I
This is no easier to believe thet thet for the taree months he snd
his suoordinates kept promiaing me either a copy of th7Aemo or 8 writ ten
explsnation for denyinr it he didn"t know, if it was, that thlie was the “rivste
pro'erty 6" the Kennedy femily. ‘
*n response I @lso reminded him that I ned been sssured by th= hesd
of the,Secret “ervice that he had glven the Archives everything he hed on the
‘asssssingtion. I asked for a Zecret Service copy of éhe.mbmo 1ﬁstéfld nf the
"private property" ona. ﬂhﬂ, I said, with government property thus héinv.disﬁosad
of in-en spperently illergsel menner, 1'd like cépiea o; sll tne memos on this,
citations of tane lew imvoked for the spperent crime, who mede the decision, etc.
Regardless of this frivolity with history andfavi§qpee of » ﬁras;dantial
murder, the 51mple, inescepable fact is that at‘no time did this film of the
Fresident's sutonsy ever cesse being the property of the govprnmenf. Giving it
away was like sweeping the;{irt under the rug. That‘ﬂo more cbnnged.the owgerghip
than steaiing 8 cer does. It isAthe same Départmanttm*of Just ce th:t enforces
the laws sgeinst stedlinr cars tﬂst here argues theft chenges ownershig and

is legal. And, setting such high standards of respect for the law, Qphdera

aloud sbout the marked increese in Erime in the mastion.
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Robert Kennedy, who had been Attorney Genéral of the United Ststes,

wes then the recognized head of the Hbﬁnedy fomily. Can it b2 argued t.ot

tha Attorney Genaral is ignorant of the law? He was party to the 1llegslity of
) this improper diaposing of government property. lig ean no lenger explein 1t.

Thie, of course, is to assume he was swWare of it. The tragedy of the importent

who tecsme ensnored in the improprieties end illegalities of tne murder and

its investigatign is that each had to accept on trust wﬁat he wés told by

others. Esch slso hed to sssumed he was informed of wggt ne should neve Xnown.
_ There i= no reeson to bélieva‘the underlings knew sll ;he fact‘to repert, knew
whet wes true and whet wes not, ané reported everything that should have been.
- If this may explaiu how such a tnansaction couls have been mede %' tnout the
u kno”ledge of sny Kennedy, it does not justify it, for 8ll subsequently became
swere of it when this film so imp;onerly in their possessinn was returned to
the govermnment. At *he't +ime esch hed to know sbout the "diel " f&r i* 8 return.

Vhen thisras e young end weak country it went to war not to ray tribute
tn the Barbsry pirstes. “heh.it beceme *he mostlpgwerful country in history it -
made dishonorable "deals" to recaptura'1t3 pictures end X-rays of the gutopay
of a murdered Pre=idant' Imagine that! Try end baliéve-it‘
‘ This is what the "axplanation" of the government, in: the T.peks court

‘as everywhere else, recuires us to believe. ' = A

It is 8 felsehood so demeaning 1% would insult the intslligsnce of

a pre-puberty child to conceive it.
The truth is thset the whole things wea engineered by the government,
including its trgding o£ the ennedy naime, for & single purpose. That purpose
‘Waa to contrive the desl. VWithout thié fiction of a8 fraudulent "contract” under
the law permitting sccepting papers for Fresidentisl Archives - = law that
does mot visualiza Preaident murders or th« its misuse for the éequestering of
evidence - thera was no wsy on sarﬂ|the government could hide, totally suppress,

the esszentisle eviéénce of thP murder of the President snd 4% with it praserve

the false accoynt of that murder it had prefsbricated, far whetever yurprse.



1l

These film disprove tan entire "solution" of the crime. In thk doinz
they ulso prove misrepresentstion, diatortion end sssor .ted other improprieties
ana illegelities by gov-rnment employees, including perjury snd the subornstion
of perjury. Thus_we find axplsnatiop for the illegality of :iving away tie
cgseentisl evidence of then murder end for the disgrsceful cheap conspirscy by
which it wee retrieved unier the onlv possible device for continuins to hide
it, to deny it to the peonle, -to keep it frpm teing used to dem;lish the
fictitious "solution™ of the Erime o the century; At the time the Tilm wss
. returned, the Ten-edys were unde: a;ch mablic pressure they-cpuld nn longer
b2 used to hide the film, Their interest in keefling it sec“et wBs personal,
not eri=insl., They wunted mo mora :uflering, nothing tﬁsy.might considgr
undignified, no sensationsl use of the film,{which iz unierstendsble. But
by the first of “dvamber 1966, go much *weesure'had tuilt up behind asttacks J

on the Tarren HeporI‘the Rennedy=-{amily position hed become intolnrable with their

-~

possession of this purloined avidance.
. Nowhere 1 n the world was the complete illegelity of this =mtirexx

xeEpy Aesopison _ 1nte£pretati;n of "law" snd "contrect” better understood thenl

in the Derertment of Justice which; in the Topeks court es it hed in vashington,

invoked its own eriminslity es s dofense egainst 1t, .

‘,ut-hr—hhts'-,—mmse against the Nichols sult falls abert.
m;wwﬁmnmmﬁrﬂm? with wiich the comrt
wes abu-ed—mnst—bE'HuﬁIyiﬁﬁ_Eﬁﬁnzﬁﬁﬁﬁad. . |

At no time wastthia same annrtment of Justice, including two of tle
signetories to the response to the Hichols suit, more wware of this then in the
time they were prepering thet snswer, for it was precisely then thet s court
of proper jurisdiction in Washinston rules on just thie issue. It ruled sgainst
the povernment and ordered éhat the pictures ﬁnd.“-}eyslbe mede availeblg for
examination by 8 competent pafhoiogiat s0 he could ¥aat1fy in the then ongoing
trial in New Urleens. ?ha gov-rnment's sppesl, :8 it well kmew, wouid render this

decision moot. But the decision remeins, not overturned. The goveroment does
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not hrve the rights snd power it here clhims.
14 doew have the power to toy with the lew, to exploit the aveilnble

devices to frustrate the lew snd court decisions. VWhile it was eleborately

going throurh the motions of "deliberating " whether or nédt it would
epreal Judge Halleck's decisinn in "ashington, 5 pretense by which it wasted a
few more days of precious-time, rade it more impossible for the péitures sund
<-rzys to be exsmined and crpss-exﬁmined ;n 8 court of law in ;ouisiana,
it wa:, clandestinely, erranging what wes necesszery for this epresl pehind te
scenes. The clerk of the Yourt of Appeals told me thst for several weeks the
“epsrtment’s iawyers,}én'thg'q.y., hed been ﬁarnin; him to be prepared for

.. their spvesl. , "

0né;_izz:a;;;;;;;;;;;zmﬁﬂax2thnznzxazE?Gdge Helleck ruled, whether or
not againet the rovernmant, ¢s he did, thers was'no way this film could be
produced in court. Tha govs:nmeu* bad so maeny devices for delay availablp to it
the Louisisna trisl could not posshbly last that long. If by sny remot= chnnce
the Apprels “Yourt could have decided while thst trisl was 8till in process, tke
Government need on1§ éppeal sgein, to the Supreme Court, if nacessary. It.will‘
continue tolfrustrqteo by whatever proper or improper meens &% hsnd, =ny
effort to have tnis essentisl evidence of the murder exemined by T’Epartial
experts.llta 1ilagslities end improperties have éucceeded for mors than five
) . vy :
yesrs. The national interest requires that this come tq sn end. The imﬂediata
mmssibility it in this suit by o competent fore-esic pathologist.
Yhet examination of this film will show is no longer secrat, for in
jefending the action in Judge Hplleck's court the gOVernment:had to disclose
" & resding of what it there said was tﬂis precise film. Thnet evidence, without
any possibility of doubtt, establishes, smong others, these t;o things:
I There was parjury in the testiﬁony ebout the film. ;
It preserved evidence wxx contrary to'the offfgial represantation

J
made of tust evidence.

In short, the President was shot othar then where the gov rmment
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spy he wes chot and he was not wounded as the government says he wss weunied,
Tya reading of the film by'ths government's hired p:rtisens in i‘self desztroys
the government's integrity esnd the eﬁtire prefabr{catad official "eolution”
to the crimea.

"ith this, toe entire defense against the [ichols suit falls spart.

However, the remeining contrivances with whiéh the court snd the
lsw sre sbused must be snalyzed sand exposed. Ench is,invelid, éach a facile
atdempt to further delay tﬁa éfficial disproo?; in n coyrt of law, of the
falacy of the federel explansetion of the mJger ol te 'President.

Not thtt the governmentbs misues of tm freudulent contract in its 1
responsa has baeﬁ exhausted ébove. It is stili the insppropriste basis of
other pleadings, 1ncluding the dafenée.or theft end tacit acknowledgemoent thst

‘there wos what emount to theff, asnd openly arguing egeinst the cleer netionsl

interest snd requirement ,




The claime  purpose of "preserving” the evidence intact is defested,
not furthered, bty denying it to tae paopie, especislly thoee in & pozltion to
evelurte it. The government visuslizes #n unreslity, thet tberpreservation of the
evidence consider=d ty the Commission will in itself supportfthe conclusions
allegedly besed on tiat evidence. It cites the House Committee repert of fugust
19, 1965 ss recommending thst "these ¢ Titicel exhibits" considered by the Commission
7shall te permenently retsined so thet "allegations snd theories concerning Fresi=
dent "enpedy essassinetion” thet "might serve to encoursge irresponsible ruvors
underminine public confidence in the wor'c of the Trezident's Commission”™ =wpuld
not be “encou;azad”. Freserving this evidence end making in entirely uravailable
in eny mesnpirgful wey, some of it, the most crucisl, in no menner et &l, does\ﬁ%y-
thing but inspire confidence in tinoséwno deny acczess %o the svidence. Rather it
does "enocursge" »the "undermining o public confidence in the work of the
President's Commis:jon”. If the evidence supports the conclusions asllegedly
beged upon it, confidence in those concluslons reruires that those knowledgeable
by givuh,not denied, eccess to that evidence. Feilure- in this case, refussl to
the point of contefits#ing in court - to permit experts to see thet evidence,
verssudes only thet the evidence does not suppot support the conclusions snd that
the covernment is only too well sware of it.

In the brief, the conclusion of the govermment is that the bouse
Committee which wented to stifle "rumors" wented to "exempt" from exsminstion

(.

thst evidence



