MEMORANDUM

FOR FILE

August 27, 1998
Written By:

Doug Home, Supervisory Analyst

Subj:

Unanswered Questions Raised by the HSCA’s Analysis and Conclusions
Regarding the Camera Identified by the Navy and the Department
of Defense as the Camera Used at President Kennedy’s Autopsy

1.
As part of its efforts to authenticate the autopsy photographs of President
Kennedy, the House Select Committee on Assassinations (HSCA) went to considerable
effort to obtain from the Navy, through the Department of Defense, the camera used to
take the official photographs at President Kennedy’s autopsy, conducted at Bethesda
NNh4C on November 22-23, 1963. By having a commissioned panel of photographic
experts examine the camera, and compare its physical and optical characteristics to the
official JFK autopsy photographs in the Deed-of-Gift Collection at the National Archives,
the HSCA hoped to be able to use scientific techniques to render judgmentsand reach
conclusions regarding the authenticity of the autopsy photographs of President Kennedy.
2.
In 1996 the author discovered an important entry in one of the supplementary
volumes accompanying the HSCA’s Report--- namely, footnote number 1 on page 226 of
HSCA Volume 6, to wit: “Because the Department of Defense was unable to locate the
camera and lens that were used to take these [autopsy] photographs, the [photographic]
panel was unable to engage in an analysis similar to the one undertaken with the Oswald
backyard pictures that was designed to determine whether a particular camera in issue had
been used to take the photographs that were the subject of inquiry.” Initially, the facts of
this entry were not questioned by anyone on the ARRB st& and as a result the Review
Board staff asked Bethesda NNMC to search anew for the 4” X 5” view camera
purportedly used to take the photographs at President Kennedy’s autopsy. It was felt that
if “the” camera referenced in 1978, or a different (but authenticated) camera could be
found, the ARRB could commission an authenticity study of its own by asking an
independent third party to compare the empirical characteristics of any camera found with
the autopsy images in the National Archives. Ultimately, the stti at Bethesda NNMC
could find no 4” X 5” view camera, and reported this negative result to the ARRB in
writing. l
Following the discovery of this footnote in 1996, the “autopsy camera” became an
3.
ongoing “back-burner” issue, and the author was on the lookout for any and all documents
related to this subject during the remainder of 1996 and 1997. From time to time,
documents relating to this subject were found in various HSCA files. At one point during
1996 or 1997, the contents of footnote number 1 on page 226 of HSCA Volume 6 were

‘See ARRB’s “Compliance File” on Bethesda NNMC.
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shared with the ARRB’s Head of Research and Analysis, T. Jeremy GUM, who seemed to
exhibit an amount of interest in the subject equal to the author’s, Meanwhile, the ARRB
staff was pursuing potential digitization enhancement, and informal authenticity studies of
the JFK autopsy images with Eastman Kodak.2
4.
By late 1997, enough related documents had been located and assembled by the
author to bring into serious doubt the accuracy of the HSCA’s conclusion (see paragraph
2 above) that “.. .the Department of Defense was unable to locate the camera and
lens.. .used to take., .[the autopsy] photographs.” If the HSCA was incorrect in its
conclusion that the camera it examined was not the autopsy camera., the implications for
what may have happened on November 22-23,1963 are considerable. In paragraph 5
below, a timeline has been constructed of HSCA activities in the autopsy camera area,
referencing appropriate documents assembled by the author, that will explain why a
reasonable student of the assassination might conclude that the HSCA reached the wrong
conclusion regarding the autopsy camera. [Appropriate documents are attached to this
memo as enclosures.] Implications of the HSCA’s possibly incorrect analysis of the
situation are explored in paragraph 6 below.
5.
Timelme of HSCA actions and conclusions regarding the camera used to
photograph President Kennedy’s autopsy:
D&%7&Z
Robert Blakey (Chief Counsel and Director, HSCA) wrote DOD to
request access to the camera used to take the autopsy pictures of President Kennedy. (See
enclosure 1, page 3.)
&I 16.1978: Harvey J. Wilcox, Acting General Counsel for the Department of
the Navy, wrote a letter to Mr. Robert T. Andrews (Senior Advisor to DOD General
Counsel Deanne Siemer), transmitting to the Department of Defense OGC both one
4” X 5” Graphic View Camera, and a crucial BUMED Memorandum of the same
date from LCDR Robert E. Broach, JAGC, USN, addressed to Department of the
Navy Associate General Counsel---a memo providing critically important identifiers for
the camera such as purchase date of camera body (1945) and its serial number; brand and

2Eastman Kodak, in Rochester, eventually performed a considerable amount ofpro bono
work for the ARRB with the autopsy images in November 1997, in Rochester, N.Y. An
ARRB stafFMeeting Report was written on these events by the author, and Kodak
subsequently produced a technical report on these events that is now in the JFK
Collection. Although officially, the work performed by Eastman Kodak was limited to (a)
the digitization all original autopsy images; (b) the digital enhancement of selected,
representative images; and (c) the visual examination of selected JFK autopsy x-rays---an
unofficial goal of both the author and Mr. GUM was to determine whether there was any
evidence whatsoever of inauthenticity in the collection of official autopsy images, No
such evidence was noted, either by the Eastman Kodak imaging experts involved in the
project, or by the author.
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focal length of lens and its serial number; and assurance that this camera was the only
one of its type in use at Bethesda NNMC in November 1963. (Note: There is no
documentary indication that the HSCA staff ever saw this Harvey Wilcox letter or its
attached BUMED memo from LCDR Broach.)3 (See enclosure 2.)
Jan 24, 1978: HSCA’s James Wolf called Bob Andrews (of DOD OGC)
concerning “the January 18 119781 letter requesting the camera at the autopsy.” (Note:
this implies a second HSCA letter was written, but the author could not find a copy.)
“Andrews stated that the camera was in his office and there would be no problem for us to
obtain it from 2/10/78-2/12/78. He stated that we should send a messenger over on
2/9/78 to pick up the camera and that the messenger would have to sign a receipt for the
camera.” (See enclosure 1, page 4.)
Feb 1, 1978: HSCA’s Wolf called DOD’s Bob Andrews. Andrews told Wolf:
“Deanne Siemer is concerned about the security of the camera.” Andrews requested the
[photographic1 panel come to the Pentagon to examine the camera instead of having a
messenger pick it up. (See enclosure 1,page 4.)
Feb 8, 1978: HSCA’s Blakey called DOD’s Bob Andrews, and expressed the need
for the camera during the upcoming weekend (of February 10-12, 1978, inclusive)* and
“...stated it was unconscionable not to bring the camera to the panel.” Blakey expressed
the opinion that DOD’s reluctance to relinquish the camera to the HSCA was impeding
the HSCA’s work. (See enclosure 1, page 5.)
Feb 8, 1978: DOD General Counsel Deanne Siemer wrote the HSCA’s Robert
Blakey a letter reiterating DOD’s new position that the camera was available for
inspection, but ordy within the Pentagon. (See enclosure 3 $
Feb 10, 1978: HSCA Chief Counsel Blakey wrote a letter of complaint to
Secretary of Defense Harold Brown complaining about lack of cooperation between the
DOD OGC and the HSCA staff on two major issues: requests for information, and access
to the JFK autopsy camera. Specifically mentioned was Siemer’s letter of February 8, to
wit: ‘The Committee’s [photographic1 panel is meeting this weekend, but due to the
uncooperative attitude of the General Counsel’s office, thepanel will be unable to inspect
the camera when it convenes.” (See enclosure 4.)
Feb 77, 1978: The HSCA Chairman, Congressman Louis Stokes, signed out a
letter to Secretary of Defense Harold Brown complaining about two issues: the need to
release all military personnel who were at the JFK autopsy from the formal oaths of silence

3This letter (and attached memo) was f&ec.fiom the Navy.tothe ARRB’s Compliance
Official, Mr. Ron Haron, on September 8, 1997; Mr. Haron, in tuq passed it to Jeremy
Gunn on November 5, 1997, who in turn passed it to the author in Rochester, N.Y. later
that day during the ongoing Eastman Kodak digitization work with the autopsy images.
3

imposed upon them shortly after the conclusion of the autopsy, and the need to deliver the
autopsy camera to the HSCA on March 8, 1978, “for examination by the Committee‘s
experts from March 8th through 1 lth.” (See enclosure 5, page 5.)
HSCA Chief Counsel Robert Blakey signed a letter to
Mar 27.1978:
Secretary of Defense Harold Brown that confirmed a Graphic View Camera possibly used
to take the JFK autopsy photographs was indeed loaned to the HSCA on March 8, 1978?
and was still in the Committee’s possession. The letter goes on to say:
“After examining the camera and comparing its features with characteristics
noted on the autopsy photographs, our photographic experts have
determined that this camera, or at least the particular lens and shutter
attached to it, could not have been used to take the autopsy pictures.”
The letter continues by requesting that the Navy search for records indicating whether *or
not the lens may have been changed subsequent to November, 1963---and also search for
the film holders used at the autopsy. Blakey’s letter indicates the HSCA st$ had
possession of the camera at this point. (See enclosure 6.)
1978: John G. Kester, Assistant to Secretary of Defense Brown for
HSCA-related matters, appointed in the wake of Chairman Stokes’ February 27, 1978
letter of complaint, signed out a letter to Robert Blakey on April 20, 1978 forwarding two
fact sheets in response to HSCA questions. The second item, entitled “Fact Sheet on
March 27, 1978 Letter,” is in response to the HSCA’s continued concerns regarding the
autopsy camera provided for examination by DOD. This fact sheet strongly reiterates the
Navy’s position that the camera provided to the HSCA was indeed the camera used at the
autopsy on President Kennedy. Partial quotes follow:
“It is presumed that the camera previously provided to the committee was
the camera used at the autopsy; the camera was described in a previous Committee
request as a 4” X 5” Graphic View type, and the camera provided to the Committee
was the only one of that description in use at the National Naval Medical Center in
1963...aIthough other lenses were also in use at the Medical Center during that time
they have been replaced. Furthermore, no records have been located that indicate
specifically which lens was used during the autopsy, nor does the Navy hold any
records pertaining to the fdm holders used for the autopsy photographs. It is likely
that those holders have been replaced due to normal wear and tear.” (See enclosure
7.)4

4Unfortunately, this document, as well as the Jan 16, 1978 Wilcox memo originally
transmitting the camera to DOD OGC, were both discovered well after the ARAB
deposition of autopsy photographer-of-record John T. Stringer, Jr. on July 16, 1996.
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March, 1979: The HSCA published its conclusion, in Volume 6, that “. .the
Department of Defense was unable to locate the camera.” (See enclosure 8.)
6.

Unanswered questions and implications:

(1) The author could find no records or working notes within the HSCA’s
files that recorded the basis upon which the HSCA’s photographic expert panel concluded
that the camera provided by DOD was not the camera used to create the autopsy images;
(2) The author could find no records or working notes within the HSCA’s
files that indicated whether or not the camera provided for examination by DOD was ever
returned to DOD by the HSCA. Although asked to search for it by the ARAB stae
neitherB~NNMCnorRUMEDcnllld~~thecRmeraloaned.ta~HSCAin
1978. It is unknown whether it has been “surveyed (i.e., officially destroyed or abandoned
by the Navy),” or whether it remains in secure storage somewhere within the Pentagon, or
some House of Representatives office building. The camera would have fallen into the
category of what the Navy calls “controlled equipage,” which means it would be highly
unlikely that any individual would have been able to just “walk off with it,” had it been
returned to the Navy by the DOD Office of General Counsel. “Controlled equipage”
items have to be signed for whenever checked out, and are reinventoried annually. On the
other hand, the disposition instructions for controlled equipage and “survey” records
called for retention for only 3 years.
(b) Implications: If the Navy was correct in saying (in enclosures 2 and 6) that the
camera they provided to DOD OGC was indeed the camera used at the autopsy, then
there are two major, and contradictory, possible implications:
(1) Either a benign but unknown explanation exists for why the HSCA
photographic experts believed the autopsy photographs could not have been taken by the
camera they examined, such as, perhaps, use during the autopsy of a different lens than the
135 mm Zeiss Jena Tessar provided by DOD to the HSCA for examination---and all the
photogrqhs in the collection were indeed taken by John Stringer;5
(2) Or many or all of the official photographs of President Kennedy’s
autopsy now in the National Archives were taken by a photographer dfferent than John
Stringer, and John Stringer ‘sphotographs (taken with the Navy camera provided by
DOD for examination by the HSCA) were removedfrom the official collection prior to

5Supportive of this possibility is Stringer’s testimony to the ARRB on page 45, line 7 of
his ARAB sworn testimony of July 16, 1996 that he thought a lens of about 50 millimeters
focal length would have been used with a large format view camera in shooting an
autopsy.
5

its transmission from the U.S. Secret Service to the Kennedy family on April 26, 1965.6
If this is the case, it could explain why many photographs that autopsy participants
remember being taken are not in the official collection at the Archives.7 Further support
for more than one photographer at the President’s autopsy is found in the ARRB
interviews of Navy photography technicians Vincent Madonia and Saundra Spencer; in the
ARRB deposition of Saundra Spencer; and in the HSCA deposition of former White
House photographer and Navy Chief Robert Knudsen---all of whom recalled seeing with
their own eyes, on the weekend of the assassination, 4” X 5” coZor negatives from the
President’s autopsy, whereas only 4” X 5” color-positive transparencies have been in the
official collection since April 1965. This possible “culling” of the collection---switching
out John Stringer’s photos for someone else’s, or even selectively mixing two separate
collections--could also explain why so many autopsy participants have stated on so many
occasions that on November 22-23, 1963, they saw &r&ant
damage to the occipital
region of the President’s head, yet the only photographs of the back of the head in the
official collection appear to show the hands of medical personnel holding flaccid scalp in
place over the back of the head, or stretching what appears to be loose scalp over a
“cavity” (possible area of missing bone) in the occipital region. One disturbing implication
of the very real possibility that many, or all, of the photographs in the official collection
are not those taken by John Stringer, is that in this scenario Mr. Stringer would surely be a
person who has not revealed all he /rzz.sknown about the official collection of autopsy
photographs in the National Archives; and indeed, there are just such hints in his two

%‘hite House photographer Navy Chief Petty Officer Robert L. Knudsen told his family
for years that he photographed what he believed was President Kennedy’s autopsy, and
that it was “the hardest thing he had ever had to do in his life.” Similarly, Petty Officer
Floyd A. Riebe, assisting Mr. Stringer in the morgue the night of the autopsy, insists he
took many photographs (although Mr. Stringer says Riebe did not). IfRobert L. Knudsen
did take photographs at the autopsy, and they made their way into the official collection in
lieu of many (or all) of Mr. Stringer’s photographs, it could explain why many normal
autopsy photographic procedures were not followed (see Meeting Report of ARRB staff
interview of former Bethesda medical photographer Earl MacDonald), and why the
HSCA., in Volume 7, expressed the written opinion that many of the autopsy images are
rather poor in quality: that is, Chief Knudsen was proficient in shooting official
ceremonies, family photography, and portraits, but was not trained in shooting medical
surgical procedures or autopsies---“macro” work.
7Such as photogr ap hs of the large bruise atop the apical portion of the President’s right
lung, described by Dr. Humes to the Warren Commission and ARRB under oath; the
inside and outside of the entry wound in the bone of the posterior skull (with scalp
reflected on the outside and the remnants of the brain remoued from the intesia of the
cranium) described by Dr. Finck to the HSCA and the ARRB; photographs of probes in
the body described by Dr. Kamei to the HSCA stafFand the ARRB staff, and by Chief
Knudsen under oath to the HSCA; and photographs of the President’s body “sitting up”
(i.e., being propped up)> remembered by both Floyd Riebe and John Stringer in their
ARRB depositions.
6

interviews with the HSCA staff, and in his single ARAB interview and subsequent ARRB
deposition.
Looking at this problem from another viewpoint, the HSCA report writers
resumably Blakey, Comwell and Billings) might just as well have said. after receiving
John Kester’s letter of April 20, 1978, “Because the Navy didprovide the camera used at
the autopsy, through DOD, for our examination--and our experts have concluded it could
not have been used to take the autopsy pictures--the Committee therefore concludes that
the official autopsy photographs in the collection at the National Archives were taken by
someone other than John Stringer, and that John Stringer’s photographs were removed
from the collection prior to April 26, 1965.” But instead of openly pointing out, in its
written report, the possibility of either conclusion being correct, the HSCA apparently
assumed the photographs were Stringer’s without guestion, and therefore concluded that
the Navy and DOD must have provided the wrong camera to the Committee, in spite of
the strong assurances of the Department of Defense that the Graphic View Camera
provided for examination in 1978 was the only one used at Bethesda in November, 1963.
Perhaps worst of all, the document that would have cast doubt on the seeming certainty of
the HSCA’s conclusion regarding the camera, the John Kester letter of April 20, 1978,
was apparently sealed for 50 years by someone on the HSCA staff In light of the
HSCA’s deposition of Robert L. Knudsen in August, 1978, in which he indicated with
great certainty that he had developed color negatives (vice color positive transparencies)
from the autopsy, and aj%n pack of black-and-white negatives (vice black-and-white
negatives fi-om a duplexfilm holder), and the Committee staff’s subsequent decision not to
publish or even mention his testimony in its final report, and to seal it for 50 years, one
cannot wonder whether some important, high-ranking members of the HSCA staff had a
strong disposition against accepting, at face value, indications that there may have been
chain-of-custody or authenticity problems with key photographic evidence in the Kennedy
assassination, and a predilection in favor of benign explanations for apparent
discrepancies in the photographic evidence.

Home: File 4.0.2 (JFK Medical); and 4.0.4 (Research Proiects)
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HIGHLIGHT CHRONOLOGICALSUMMARY

Date
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.
_

0/2/A

Q-/77

g/9/77

-.

g/10/77
9/ 16/77
-..

-.

_.. _.

:

9/u/77
-

g/20/77

.

First written request to'Defense Department
: asking for all information
on Lee Oswald and.
. .t+e assassination
investigation
of the Navkil
Investigative
f+vice.
__ t -.
::. -_.
.. . .
. ..
-Staff contacted people present at autopsy of
the President.
Persons cited the order of . . . -- -.
'silence as the reason for not resppnding to
..
staff inquiries. .
'.
-.
'Called
Admiral Horgan's office.
Admiral.Horgan
.is Commanding
Officer,
National Naval Medical
center.
Inquired about the procedure.by
which
:
we could get. the order of silence rescinded.We were referred to Captain Miller,‘
Capt'ain,'
-' .
Medical Service Corps ., U- S. Navy, Director,
Administrative
Services.‘
.
. . .. - .
Spoke'with Captain Miller and &sked 'that the
--order of silence be rescinded.
.. ,
mkfd Captain Miller for cop~ of memo written
by
silence.
-al
&!rgan"req!?s.ting
that
the
order
of
.
,.
_
_ :I&y~f-.&cfi~&~~ ~~~!.:~
: ;:.:
Admiral Borgan's memo to the Chief 'of the Bureau
of Mediche and Surgery regarding our request that
tie order be rescinded.
Memo states I)...it
is
suggested that the verbal order'of, the Surgeon
General be rescinded or modified.,,so
that any
'of the aforementioned members (present at the
autopsy) .,-may provide such information'as
may
be requested by the Committee."
. *
We were contacted by Commander Averna regarding
our request.
Commander Averna requested that Mr.
Blakey direct a letter
formalizing
our request'
that.the
order be rescinded and listing
our other
prevlol;zS requests to Admiral George E. R. Kinnear
II, Chief of Legislative
Affairs,
Office of Legis;=tive Affairs,
Department of the Navy.
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Chronological

Summary
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10/4/77
:

lb/IO/77

Letter sent in accordance with
Averna's request. . :

Informed Mike Andxicos; Office of Legislative
'Affairs
at the Defense Department would handle
all Committee requests for information.
. ..

c

\

._

Commander

.

.

10/13/77

‘Andricos was .called to ask status of our request,‘
Andricosinformedus
he believed order would be
able to be rescinded within the ne)rt full working
day or so-

10/1?/77

.Andridos
.probably

10/'18/77
10/25/77

said rescision
of order was delayed, but
would be done within two or three days,
_
Andricos said Secretary of'Navy Personnel would
It would.go to the Secretary for
formal
approval of rescission.
.
.
. .
Andricos said matter is still
being discussed
at General Counsel and Public Affairs
Department.
Does-not understand why order has not yet been
f. .
rescinded.

-aAnan

.:..---*1

r’. i : : <r -.. ,

Stokes wrote. the tionorable W, Grayham
Clayton, Jr., Secretary of the-Navy, and detailed
committee attempts,to
rescind the order.
The
letter
stated that "There would seem to be no
reason why a request of this nature-by the Select
Committee could not be handled expeditiously
by
the Department of the Navy. I request that you
take all necessary measures to insure that this
order is rescinded without.further
delay."

11/3/77

( ./

Letter'received
from Deanne Siemer, General
Counsel of Defense Department stating
1) Defense .Department has no documents in
its possession relating
to the autopsy since
they were delivered to Admiral Burkley and
2) The order of silence will not be rescinded,

.
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11/7/77

Blakey called Siemer regarding Siemer's
3 letter,.
Asked Siemer to resolve.
issae.without
furthex delay.
Simmer sazd she
wduld.call
back tke next. day.
N0vmber

11/B/77

11/10/77
11/G/77

Blakey met. with kiemer at the Defense Department-:
-Agreement reached to give Committee access to
personnel.
Issue on Committee use of autopsy
materials
left unresolved.
Blakey asked for all
original
negatives of photographs of Deafy Plazaon November 22, 1963.
_ -.D
B&key vote
letter
confirming
ll)B meeting. *
Blakey sent Simmer a letter
requesting
that
staff have access to specified
Navy personnel."

1216177

Blakey wrote to confirm
graphs of James Powell.

oral

12/7/77

Blakey wrote to request
pictures.

camera used to take

12/6/77

request

for
-

-

.-.

..

photo--

autopsy

.Blakey spoke with Deanne Simmer on the phone-ISheIs,ated,regprdiug
the.November 16 letter,
. ..
it--isrstill
-'in pro&ss."
Chairman Stokes
of the National
to information
network in the

_

- -.m.

wrote Vice Admiral Inman, Director
Security Agency, requesting
access .
concerning the Cuban Intelligence
.
U.S.
.
Deanne Siemer wrote Blakey responding to
letter
of November 10 and December 6. She iniormed
him that no photographs had been located that
were taken by military
intelligence
in Dallas.
She informed him that the Powell picture
was in
Mr. Powell's personal possession and not taken
while he was on duty.
Blakey spoke with Siemer on the phone:
She
informed him of the contents of the letter
of
12/20.

.--

_..__ ..-_

.

.

-.
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_ .
:

Blakey &rote Deanne Skier
on 7 individuals.

12/27/77

Bl&ey wrote De&k
-- on 16 individuals.

l/%9/78

.

1120178

.

l/24/78

information

requesting
.

Siemer reques&ig

.

..

_
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:

_.
_.-.

.

James Wolf spoke to Frank Foster,
-- Congressional
Congressional
Liaison of $he National Security Agency
regarding
Agency
regarding
Chai
Stokqs' letter
of December
16,
er
16, 1977.
1977.
Poster said he sent our letter
to Deanne
Siemer
Deanne
Siemqr
prior'to
Christmas and he could not
give
us
any.
ot
give
us
any.
i&oxmation
without her approval,
He--suggested
contacting
Si'emer or Bob Andrews,..Special
Assistan
-Special Assistan
----I
to Siemer,

it

WolfcalledBob
Andrews concerniag+the January 18 Wolf cal
letter
requesting the camera at the autopsy.
1 -Andrews stated that the camera was in his office
and
would
ana there
-Se
WOUld be
bc no problem for us to obtain
2/12/78.
He stated that we
it from 2/10/78 -' 2/l
should send a messenger over on 2/9/78 to pick up
the camera
cam6 and that the messenger would have to
receipt for th
the camera.
sign a recexpt
.

.

Blakey sent letter to Deanne Siemer requesting
inforxna+on.-,on
42.,ind;ividuals;
docuplents or
_2;:
~,. Lr<-*-:;-A>.:i&..
. *
. rt+egories.

*l/26/78

2/l/78

Wolf called Bob Andrews to see whether &em
No,-42 in letter
of January 26, 1978 could be.
available

d

photograph

-

prior

to 2/9/78

(Item

No. 42 is

_

.

. .

a-

of Lee Harvey Oswald).
Andrews responded
1). address all letters
to the Secretary of Defense,
not Deanne Siemer,
'2) Deanne Simmer is concerned about the security
.
of the camera.
He wanted the panel to come to the Pentagon
view the camera instead of having a messenger
pick it up.
3). Deanne Siemer had prepared a response to
Blakey's

letter

of l/26/78,

The response

was

in front of him but had not been signed.
stated the thrust of the response was that He
they

-.

-
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.

2/7/78
.

2/8/78

were being asked to provide too much
:information,
They wanted the relevance
. of some people requested to'our investigation
and other people were not sufficiently
identified..
He a&so wanted to how if this _
. tifd&ation
was already included in the
Warren report and if.we had access to such
information.
Wolf told them-we'had access
to Warren Commission informatlton but needed
Department of Defense files directly
both
to evaluate the performance of the Warren
Commission and to pursue our individual
investigation.
He reiterated
that there were __
problems with our request letter.
He also
stated that Department of Defense had prepared
the information
for the Warren Commission in
a rush, and that maybe some information
not
sent to the Warren Commission could now be
_
locdted.
.
.
Blakey's secretaryrequested
appointment' for Dlakey
to-see- Deanne Siemer on.Tuesday or Thursday of
this ,w,e_+k.~.Stated 'it-isurgent
.he see her this
we&r -Siemer's secretary called back to state
'
could not see him this week but could see him next
Tuesday, Pebruary 14. Blakey's secretary
confirmed
this appointment,
Biakey called Bob Andrews. Expressed need for
came.ra,this weekend and stated it was unconscionable
not to bring the camera to the panel.
Andrews states
that Siemer thinks this is a "grand issue",
He will
take it up again.
Blakey toldihim
they are impeding
our work. Also informed him that the Church Committee
did not have any problems with Department of Defense.
Blakey said no reason why we are having all these
problems.'

’

.

._

.

&Ye purchased
vu8 the only
me at the National

by the U-S. Navy in
a & th.~i..G~i3~
Graphic View camera of this typg-""'ii? -:z?
--.-=3
Naval Medical Center in Novembq l$r$~-~~..
-,:.$!.$g
3. When the House Select Cmmittee
on Assassinations
&:'-yT&
ournpltied
its use of this camera and lens, it is request&..
:sfl
that they be returned
to the Bureau of Medicine and
.(Attn:
LCDR R. E- BROACH, telephone 2M-4388) -

=hna,,
camKa

, r-t.
-_
; ,. ,_
+PP

very

rcsp+ctfully,

6pwial

General

for

GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

00515:

WASHtNG7ON,D.C20301

February

8, 1978

G. Robert Blakey, Esq.
Chief Counsel and Director
~
Select Committee on Assassinations
U.S. House of Representatives
3331 House Office Building,
Annex 2
Washington, D.C. 20515'
* Dear Mr. Blakey:
We have received your very extensive
remst
dated
January 26, 1978. With respect to this and any future
requests,
we believe it is appropriate
that you include
in yourtransmittal
letter
an affirmation
that you have
a reasonable basis for believing
that the information
requested is necessary for the conduct of the Committee's
current investigation.
I would appreciate
receiving
that
confirmation
before I request any of our components to
begin the very substantial
amount of work this request
will entail.

We will make available
the camera you.have requested
and will
supply whatever you need, within
reason, by
of-quarters
or facilities.is-the
Pentagon in which to way
inspect or test it;
.
If we can be of further
assistance,
please let us
know.
Sincerely,

L

Deanne C. Siemer

Enclosure 3

February

10,

1978

The Honorable Harold Brown
Secretary of Defense
The Pentagon
Room 3B880
' Washington, D.C. 20301
**

Dear Mr. Secretary:

Regrettably,
I have enclosed two letters
this
received from your General Counsel's office
afternoon,
which illustrate
the necessity
for my
letter
to you of this morning.
I have discussed the
enclosed two letters
with the Chairman, and he asked
me to express his.opinion
that it is unreasonable
for
a congressional
committee to have to affirm in a letter
that there is a reasonable basis for believing
the
information
we request is necessary for the conduct of
the Committee's investigation.
I would think
it reasonable
to assume that a formal request from a congressional
committee for information
in the, Defense Department would
.doncern information.that
the Committee needed.
Furthermore,
given the extensive delays that have already occurred in
the processing
of our requests for information,
I believe
it unconscionable
that your General Counsel were to request
confirmation
that we have a need for this information
before the Department of Defense would even begin the
processing
of our requests.
Your General Counsel's office,
by the letter
dated February 9, 1978, informed this Committee that the
camera we had requested to inspect would only be available
for inspection
within the Pentagon.
This information
is
informed
by
directly
contrary to what we were verbally
Mr. Bob Andrews of the General Counsels
office
when the
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10,

1976

-2camera was first
located.
Mr. Andrews knew that this
Committee had assembled a panel of approximately
20
consultants
who were convening on the weekend of'February
lo-12 to view the photographic
evidence relative
to the
assassination
of President Kennedy.
The camera in the
possession of the Defense Department is needed to authenticate
some of the photographs
that were taken..
On January 24,
1978, Mr. Andrews was informed of this fact and assured us
that there was no problem to have this ctiera
delivered
to
the Committee's offices
for the weekend of February 10 - 12.
Subsequently,
he did inform us by telephone that your
General Counsel did not want the camera removed from the
premises of the Pentagon.
I informed him that I thought
this was an unreasonable
imposition
and hindrance to the
effective
work of the Committee.
The Committee's panel
is meeting this weekend, but due to the uncooperative
attitude
of the General Counsel's office,
the panel will
be unable to inspect the camera when it convenes.
As I stated to you in my letter
this morning,
time is of the essence for our Committee's investigation.
I.,trust
you will t.ake..nogeI.of the enclosed two letters
as
.an,illuafrationt_o%-'~e~--unfortunate
relationship
'this
Committee and your &era1
Counsel's office
has had in the
past.
I do lbok forward with every expectation
to a good
working relationship
with you and your personal representatives
in the future.
Sincerely,

A?*-@+
G. Robert Blakev
GRB:jwc
cc: Ms. Deanne C. Siemer

Chief

Counsel

aid Director

BAND DELIVER

The Honorable
Harold Brown
Secretary
of Defense
Washington,
D.C. 20301
Attention:
Dear Mr.

Mr. John G. Kester
Special
Assistant
to the

Secretary

-

Secretary:

In connection
with our investigation
into
the
assassination
of President
John F. Kennedy,
the Select
Committee requests
that you issue an order releasing
all military
personnel
who were present
at the autopsy
of the President
from the order of silence
which was
placed upon them.
In addition,
the Committee
requests
delivery
on March 8, 1978 of the camera used to take the
photographs
at the autopsy.
As Mr. Blakey,
the Committee's
Chief Counsel,
indicated
in his letter
to you of February
10,
1978, the recission
of the order was a priority
request
of
the.Committee.
As is explained.in.the
text of this
letter,
-the,Comt&ttee
has set March-fO.th' as the date by which the
order should be rescinded.
The Committee is mandated by H. Res. 222 to
conduct "a full
and complete
investigation
and study"
of the circumstances
surrounding
the assassination
of
President
Kennedy.
Obviously,
an inquiry
into the autopsy
perfarmed
on the President
is necessary
to fulfill
the
Committee's
mandate.
As was detailed
in Mr. Blakey's
letter,
the order
of silence
has been cited by military
personnel
contacted
by our staff
as the basis for their
refusal
to provide
information
pertinent
to our inquiry
into the circumstances
surrounding
the autopsy.
Illustrative
of the issues
on
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which these individuals
may have information
are the
autopsy preparation,
supervision
and direction
of personnel,
quality
of photograph
and X-ray techniques,
disposition
of
films,
wound descriptions,
exploration
of and observations
regarding
the origin,
number and paths of bullets,
and detailed
descriptions
of the autopsy itself.
The order of silence
has affirmatively
hindered
our ability
to investigate
these issues;
its continuance
will
frustrate
a duly authorized
congressionaL$nvestigation.
Furthermore,
the order will
needlessly
intensify
the doubts
which the public
feels about the performance
of military
personnel
during
the autopsy and will
further
call
into
question
the significance
of any autopsy findings.
As I am
sure you can understand,
the autopsy findings
are a crucial
element in our investigation
into President
Kennedy's
assassination.

.

To place our priority
request
that this order be
rescinded
in proper context,
I remind you that this Committee
has attempted
since September to get the order rescinded.
On September 16, 1977, in response to one of our requests
to get the order rescinded,
Admiral
Horgan wrote a memorandum
th the,Chief
of-the..Bureau
of.Medicine
and Surgery.suggesting
.- that the verbal‘&&&
be-rescinded
or modified.
A copy of
this memorandum was enclosed with Mr. Blakey's
February
10th
letter.
We also wrote the Chief of Legislative
Affairs
for
the Department
of the Navy on October 4 and requested
the order
be rescinded.
Due to the failure
of the bepmtment
of Defense
to take action
to rescind
the order,
I personally
wrote
the Secretary
of the Navy, the Honorable
W. Grayham Claytor,
Jr. on November 2, 1977.
I expressed
dismay over the inexcusable
delay in the Department
of Defense to cooperate
with the
Committee's
request
that the order be rescinded,
and I requested
that the Secretary
take "all
the necessary
measures to insure
that the order is rescinded
without
further
delay."
On
November 3, the Committee received
a letter
frbm your General
Counsel,
Dienne Siemer, which stated
that the order would not
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be rescinded.
Subsequent discussions
with Ms. Siemer concerning
the rescission
of the order proved fruitless,
and
our Chief Counsel wrote you on February
10 stafinn
fh@
'- --"2
---rescission
of the order was a priority
reques t.
I write
this
final
letter
requesting
that the order be immediately
rescinded
only as an accommodation
to the anticipated
new spirit
of cooperation
reflected
in Mr. Blakey's
letter
of February
10th.
The failure
of the Department
of
Defense to respond to our prior
requests
is frankly
unconscionable
----The following
are the individuals
;ko were present
at the autopsy and subject
to the order of silence
that we
request
be released
from the order:

..

1.

Major Samuel Bird (USA)
8230 Brookhollow
Street
Wichita,
Kansas 67206

2.

Dr. J/Thornton
Boswell
(USN)
National
Orthopaedic
Hospital
2455 Army Navy Drive
Arlington,
Virginia

._3.
.

Mr. ChesterLBoyersRte.. 1, BOX 447
Smithfield,
Virginia

I
I

I

.

(804 357-5582)tUSN)
23430

4.

Mrs. Elsie
B. Clossen
(GS-9)
-as of 12/27/65:
7310 Mill
Rain Drive
Derwood, Mary1an.d 20752

5.

Mr. Gregory H. Cross (USN)
Chief of Surgery
Portsmouth
Naval Hospital
(804 488-9590;
(0) 804 397-6541,
ext. 735)

6.

Mr. Jerrol
F. Custer
(412 493-4031)(USN)
Monitor
Hospital
Saltsberg,
Pennsylvania

.
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7.

Dr. John H. Ebersole
(USN)
1440 Hunsicked Road
Lancaster,
Pennsylvania
17601

8.

Dr. James Joseph Humes (USN)
1336 Lochmoor Boulevard
Grosse Point,
Michigan
48236

9.

Mr. James Curtis
Jenkins
(USN)
-.D
210 Flag Chapel Drive
Jackson, Mississippi
39209

10.

Dr. Robert F. Karnei,
Jr.
1605 Arbor View Road
Wheaton, Maryland 20902

11.

Mr. Richard A. Lipsey
12985 Highland
Road
P. 0. Box 2506
Baton Rouge, Louisiana

(USN)

(USA)

12.

Mr. James E. Metzler
(215 323-5264)(USN)
1325 Sq. Street
: . --:.. -Pdttstiotiin,-PennsylvafiiaIX9464
13.

Mr. Paul K. O'Connor
(USN)
Shady Nook Trailer
Park
-Gainesville,
Florida

14.

Mr. Edward F. Reed, Jr.
54 Blake Avenue
Rockledge,
Pennsylvania

15.

(215 ES9-4140)

(USN)

19111

Mr. Floyd Albert
Riebe (918 247-6616)tUSN)
P. 0. Box 185
Kellyville,
Oklahoma 74104

.
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16.

Mr. Robert W. Rittmeyer
(USN)
427 Seminary Avenue
Woodstock,
Illinois
60801

17.

Ms. Jan Gail Rudnicki
312 Jennings Road
Kensington,
Maryland

18.

Mr. Harold A. Rydberg (USN)
202 Lorain Street
*
Chapel Hill,
North Carolina
Note:
Medical illustrator
for the autopsy.
He was
not present
at autopsy,
but
was placed under the same
order.

19.

Mr. John T. Stringer,
23 Dolphin Drive
Vero Beach, Florida

Ch)
(0)

301 933-6743
3Ol. 587-5633

(USN)

Jr.
32960

On March 10, 1978, we are beginning
an important
weekend meeting
of our medical
consultants
in Washington,
D.C. to .discuss.the
Committee's
-inquiry
into the autopsy.
The people involved
in the autopsy project
are completing
their
investigative
plans and strategy
at that time,
and
I request
that the order be rescinded
prior
to that date
in sufficient
time so that an effort
can be made to interview
the military
personnel
before then.
Fmther,
this Cwmnittee
has formally
requested
that it be given delivery
of the camera used to take the
autopsy photographs.
The prior
requests
concerning
this
issue
are referred
to in Mr. Blakey's
second letter
of February
10th
to you.
It is requested
that the camera be delivered
to
the Committee
for examination
by the Committee's
experts
from March 8th through
11th.
If security
of the camera is
of concern to your staff,
you may have it delivered
by your
staff
and have them stationed
outside
the rooms where the
examination
will
be conducted.
I believe
the latter
procedures
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are unnecessary
from your
extraordinarily
conscious
the Committee would
less,
this fashion.

standpoint,
as the Committee
is
of security
concerns.
Neverthebe glad to accommodate you in

Frankly,
1,am sure you will
understand
the depth
of the Committee's
frustration
in the long delay associated
with these requests
and recognize
that if the order is not
rescinded
by March 10, 1978, and the camera not delivered
on March 8, 1978, the Committee will
be reluctantly
forced
to
pursue other processes
in an effort
to obtaiii-this
information
to fulfill
its legislative
mandate.
I know you share my desire
that it not be necessary
that this latter
alternative
be
taken.

LS:jwc

(202)

ir,i.& %ouseof %prer;en!iltiber;

Us-4624
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MAR211978
The Honorable
Harold Brown
Secretary
of Defense
Washington,
D;C.
20301'
Attention:
Dear Mr.

Mr, John G. Kester
Special
Assistant
to the Secretary
Secretary:

-In connection
with the investigation
by this
Committee
into
the death of President
John F. Kennedy, this will
confirm
a
telephone
conversation
between Donald A. Purdy, Staff
Counsel,
and Judy Miller,
DOD staff
liaison,
March 16, 1978 concerning
a .
Graphic View camera possibly
used to take autopsy photographs
of President
Kennedy in November 1963.
This camera was loaned
to us on March 8 and is still
in the Committee's
possession.

After
examining
the camera and'comparing
its features
with
characteristics
noted on the autopsy photographs,
our photographic
experts
have determined
that this camera, or at least
the
particular
lens. and shutter
attached
to it,
could not have been
used to take the-autopsy.
pictures.
We have.requested
additional
from-.your--records
in an attempt.to,locate
another
__.. information
camera that.might.have
been used and to determine
if the lens
could have been changed subsequent
to November 1963,
Also,
if
the film holders
used in'the
autopsy photographs
have been
retained
by the..Navy,
we would like to obtain
them for examination.
We originally
planned to complete our work and return
camera and equipment
on March 12. However, in light
of our
request
for additional,information,
we would like
to retain
camera in our secure facilities
in case further
examination
necessary.
Your cooperation

in this

matter

is greatly

appreciated.

Sincerely,

GRB:mgm
cc:
Judy Miller

J4dJti%
G. Robert Blakey
Chief Counsel and Director
iv-,
-
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SPECIAL

20,
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ASSISTANT

G. Robert
Blakey,
Esq.
Chief
Counsel
and Director
Select
Committee
on Assassinations
House of Representatives
Washington,
D.C.
20515
Dear

Bob:

Attached
are two fact
sheets
in reply
to your letters
informaof March 13, 1978, and March 27, 1978, concerning
tion
on John David Hurt and the Navy camera used during
the autopsy
of President
Kennedy.

-a

been informed,
all
the
As your office
has previously
information
requested
in fourteen
letters
sent by you
between December 27, 1977 and Apri 1 7, 1978 has been made
available
for review
at this
Depar tment--with
the exception
of a few items where further
information
has been requested
to permit
completion
of the search.
Sincerely,

.

Attachments

assigned to the places he mentions at the times he mentions.
Neither of these avenues of inquiry,
however, would turn
up any new evidence on Mr. Hurt.

L

Enclc

Fact Sheet on John David Hurt Request

In a letter
dated March 13, 1978, the Defense
Department was requested to provide any documents it has
on a Mr. John David Hurt of Raleigh, North Carolina.Subsequently the House Select Committee<t$$iFf.'informed
:.
the Department that Mr. Hurt was a me~~$'$of~~.'t-~~!Army.
Counterintelligence
Corps during World'W$?.II.
-'. :
..
The computerized index to the files
in the National
Personnel Records Center indicates
that a John Davi.d Hurt,
SSN 107-05-5407, born May 12, 1909, River Bend, Colorado,
enlisted
in the Army on November 5, 1942;and was djscharged on December 28, 1945. His Army Service numbe? was
14180986. The personnel file on Mr. Hurt, to which this
index entry pertained,
was destroyed in the July 1973 fire
at the Center that destroyed 16.5 million
files on Army
personnel who served before 1960. The Defense Department
has found no other information
on Mr. Hurt.
If he served
in,Army intelligence,
he would have had an intelligence
dossier on him, but such a file would have been destroyed
before now: files
of this sort containing
derogatory
information
on the subject of the file are destroyed after
25 years; files without derogatory information
are
destroyed after 15 years.
Although the Defense Department has no further
information on Mr. Hurt, it may be able to aid the Committee
in verifying
certain facts concerning Mr. Hurt's service
in the Army. If he served in Army intelligence,
Mr. Hurt
would have been provided a badge number. If he can
remember this number, the Army could search its records
of intelligence
badges issued and try to verify
the fact.
Also, if Mr. Hurt can remember the units to which he was
assigned and the places where he served, Army files
could
be checked to determine whether the units he mentions were
assigned to the places he mentions at the times he mentions.
Neither of these avenues of inquiry,
however, would turn
up any new evidence on Mr. Hurt.
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the Navy camera used during the autopsyI.n'~~~?P:~;a'c-i
Kennedy at the National Naval Medical@
November 1978. Based on informatibn:$'r"iS
Miller
by the Select Committee staff&,,
of Navy documentation pertaining
to' th@;"‘,
P,$36.
Li;-;:.*;~;,;'.rr:l
and lens, a thorough and diligent
se'ar$&y,as;,con
of the files
at the National Naval Medl'cal~~:Celjt~,,,,,.
the Bureau of Medicine and Surgery;
...thes e -'-: .'
Unfortunately,.
ad.ditional
efforts
have failed
to reveal.--&
~..---~
stating
the identity
or location
of the carnir'a-and
leiis.:::",.
--, - 'y,
.,.,. ,I_..v
- .
iW ques,tion.
;
-;:.
.- :q
1-7
.
-2.+$
_.. -' 'ifty.is presumed that the camera previously
provided
&:
3%
the
*.:to;-,the?'committee was the camera used- at the'autopsy;
.-'camera'.%:as described in a previous Committee. request as a
', .y?$yj$jg
. ;;58 & 5:Gyaphic
View type, and the camera provided to the
iI
CommitXke was the only one of that description
in use at
the'Na;t%dnal Naval Medical'C-enter
in 1963. The lens provided toL:.!the Committee is a standard lens that was in use
at the MTe'dical Center in 1963. Although other lenses were
...
also in use at the Medical Center during that time tbev
have been replaced.
.A$$$
Furthermore,
no records have been
located that indicate
specifically
which l-ens was .used
!.e;:T;T
$i$$
during the autopsy, nor does the Navy hold'any records
1
;.:I&*-.
pertaining
to the film holders used for the autopsy
,...-Z&
photographs.
It is likely
that those holders have been,
:
replaced due to normal wear and tear.
.$&+
,.,...
: .
24
-.--
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(518) 2. Right lateral projection of a skull with the same identification symbols.
(519) 3. Left lateral projection of a skull with the same identifimtion symbols.
(520)
4. Three radiographs of three fragments of bone unidentified
by symbols.
(521) 5. An antemposterior
projection of a, chest with the same
identification symbols as Nos. l-3 above. This radiograph was obtained
with the thoraclc cage intact, that is, before autopsy.
(522) 6. An anteroposterior
projection of a chest with the same
identification
as No. 5 above. This radiograph was obtained after
the thorax had been opened and the lungs and mediastinal contents
had been removed.
(d) Procedures
(523) Independent of the panel’s analysis, the photographs and Xrays were reviewed by the three physicians who performed the autopsy, the leader of the X-ray team that took the postmortem X&rays,
and by the photographer who took the autopsy pictures. These individuals indicated that the photographs and X-rays accurately portrayed Kennedy’s various wounds, (197’).
(524) The panel’s board of consulting forensic anthropolo&ts
and
a forensic ondontologist compared the photographs and X-rays with
premortem photographs and X-rays of Kennedy. Premortem materials were studied for the purpose of discerning unique anatomic
features whose presence in the postmortem photographs and X-rays
would verify that the individual depicted was, in fact, Kennedy.
(525) The photographic materials and X-rays were examined visually by the pane1.l This review included both miscroscopic examination and viewing relevant photographs in a stereoscope, a special
device that allows pairs of photographs to be viewed in three dimensions. Because stereoscopy provides an excellent means by which altered or doctored photographs can be detected,2 primary reliance was
placed upon this analytical technique.3
(526) Finally, the autopsy X-rays, in addition to being reviewed
by the panel, were analyzed for evidence of .fakery by a radiologist
who had particular expertise in the area of image enhancement.
(e) Conclusion
(527) 1. The postmortem photographs and X-rays in the custody
of the National Archives purporting to depict Ketinedy do, in fact,
depict him.
‘Because the Department of Defense was unable to locate the camera atid
lens that were used to take these photographs, the panel was unable to engage
in an analysis similar to the one undertaken with the Oswald backyard pictures
that was designed to determine whether a particular camera in issue had been
used to take the photographs that were the subject of inquiry.
: The principle of stereoscopy is discussed in detail in pars. 75-79.434-36 supra.
While several of the autopsy photographs and X-days were enhanced through
the use of digital image processing, the resulting enhanced photographs and
X-rays were used exclusively by the autopsy panel for determining the nature
and cause of wounds. They were found to be unnecessaryin the analysis to detect
possible fakery, since the original materials, when viewed stereoscopically, were
of sufficient quality to resolve this issue.

