Dear Jim (ake "Welletailored Southern Gentleman®) 4/25/76

I started %o read Rho:ds Answers to Interrogatories Nos 26ff yeuterday in the
doctor's office. Before picidng up with it now and stopping almost immediately to
take u walk before it rains I want to introduce & new thought.

- I have aveided involving Howard in any of this by even referving any coples %o
him because his law education has to be his firs$ priority. He is net in school this
semester and thus far has had no appearances to make on his reissued book. Aside from
his excelient kmowledge of the subject and judgement on it he now hes had some law
traindng, Thers will not be #ime for him to do anything before we have to file answers
in some form unless thers is a delay. S0, I'm suggesting thot we send meroxes of the
lddnds of things they do with Rbaads and ®ilty o him for eny suggestions he may make.
4f there is no delay both cases certainly will go farthur without what there now is
no basis for expecting, capitulation. I'11 send him a carbon of this for whatever ik

(f*--i,t can mean. He'll know form this that if his circumstances preclude it we'll expect
|( nothing from him. There will be & by-product i sny event, informing him for the future.

| _ .
{1 26,28 Ehoads objects $o this on the ground that 1% calls for s conciusion of law, his
i medn words of Appll 16, Yet 4n what follows and the Rhoads affidavit of March 29
\-attached to the Covernment's Opposition te our Motdon to Compsd Answers to Interrogas

toxiss thers 3= en ghundance of points at which all Rhoads does when it is convenient

for purposes of continuing improper witbholding in which he offers nothing but
(7Pfoanclusiong) of law" and other conculory opinions as a substitute for fact and dn
|| vholation of facts - 4 -' :

i

28 Is the firet occasion. Instead of giving what is called for and iz proper, a

| ._simple "yes" or "no" answer to whether "fhe Warren Coumission [had] authority to =

"~ eclaseify documents Top Seorel Pursuant to Szeoutive Srder 10%01% he tried o sugzest i3
had this authority when 4% dod no%, first by saying 3% "originally® was ‘elouded hy sn

" —aprarent oversight by the Johnson Aduinistration,” which is 8 pailr of conclusions and

| unjustified interpretations and them (botom page 2, last pavagragh) by probing into the

%iilbng-dead Prasident's mind %o say that he did “"assume that the Comcission had tho authe

[ ority.n Iy ‘ s B Sl

H Po reach this "conclusion" Rhoads had %o 1ie. The dates as well as the precise

~ Words in the second pave on pe 2 glve him away. e says

o "dust beffre the report of the Comnission was to be dlstrdbuted, it was realized
\\| that many of the exhibils in the report siill retained national sscurity maridngs,

- 3

\/although the par¥icular documenis had been declassified and that, still "Juat befors the
) xepory was to bo distributed",Vdh/ "by letter of November 7,1964:e.Rankin called this
i matter to the attention of Acting A%torney General” Katzembach.” .
U The Report was distributed much earlier than this date, on September 2Te

What was involved, what had been largely printed and was sbout to be distribut
end what was distributed prior to the action dataed by Rhoads at Yovember 23 is the 26
volumesy not the Commission's ﬁ‘epoz't. Note in some way that Rbeads at no point and in
no way, with all the records im his direct cuadody, produces even a sugrestion of
preof oy support of his atatement "these parthoular documents had been declassified
by the Commission ox the originating agency.” ,_

With the Comnissdon thic ie an dmpoasibility. First, it lacked the olgal authority,
do if &% had acled 1t wouid havs been an illegal act, Stripped of the wnjustified and
false conelusions and the semantics, Rheadsaotually admlts there was no such authority.
In addision, the Comudssion acted through mettdngs, executive seagions, thoss sousht in
this cause boing the only ones still withheld. Yone of those I havs containg a single
word in any way no madior how indiwect supportdng Rhoads "conslusion of law.” What these
#esaions do contain is the opposition of some Hewbers, particularly Dulles, to printing
any exhibits in the name of the Commission and lsaving it all up to others %o do this
AT desired.The reasuns ars obvious. The exhibiits do not suppord the conclusions of the
Reporte In thess discuesions I recall no single consideratlon of either olassifisation
or decdassification.

Rhoads hers alse raaches an wnjustified conclusions, that zaX classificaidon



and declassification

RN Lsie s ddoatie “Heht to Seationslly, that yhen o Rppagat ox
senantlcs attributes o LBJ'g “walver of the requiremont of Section 5(1) of E.0.
10501 « he also gave it ox poste facto the right to €laggify = hoth what Rboads doeg
not say, long aftor the Commiasion ceased i%3 legal existence, Of all of this &he
Rhoads so determined to avpidg "oonclusions of 1ayh 82¥8 it "would make no sense at gll
if the President did net assume that the Comnission had the authority %o clagify
documents in the firet place." Rhoads doas not towuble the court with any evidence or
suprort of this utferly irrational spaclusion thas is the most deceptive kind of ,
propaganda, not fact, |
Quite aside from the inpossibility based on the dates alone, there is no basig
£or gaying that theé belated recognition of functicnaries that classified documents, ne
one .of whlch should have boan classified and 8o hawa from the prinding of which ensued,
. bed been printed, there is absolutely ns connection of any king between this need io
(M) sanction the declassification of what had been printed sng any  “authority %o 2lassify",
{
H

| When the governmmts wants to continue sgppression it invents. This Bhoads follows
| this frveticnalizy and unreasonableness with "the "rem;i.dent'aaasmption“ of which he

. jean and does have peither knowledge or proof and in support of which he attsches o
e record andiy the equaliy unsapported clain of “4he ‘overlocked requiremenis of the - -

. ‘intanticn of the Presidens that the Comniasion have the might Yo classity. a1 the
. powers the Comadssion aosded 1% had, What it wanbed 44 sougnte It nedther sought the
“Trlght %o classify nor hod it bgstowed by the ‘Prosident, With the men running the Come
nigsion the Former Chiay Justice und the former Solicitor “ensyal, it brosunipiion
48 Juetified 3% 4s that they know the daw and that they had no need, Instoad, ag the

||_jtranscripts prove, thers aever was a granting of eny right, even 8 non-existing one,

| S

VW/ What this boils down to is Rhoads® olaim that ths President did not kuow how %o
‘Yo President, didn's #ve a damn about oy wag ignorant of his own Executive Orders and .
a8 a resulj- Just when it serves some bureaucrats longing 6o Suppress what is embarpage
i#dng, in this case the presumption of embarregsment ot the CIA being alse obvious, the

Archives haa 4o invent sanction for Overcoming the President's alleged stupidity of )

~ X think $hat Jou.as lawyer pught sddpess Ghe anti~Amerdcan and foreignetyps
authoritarion concept in the conclusion of this man Wwho deolines to make "conclationy
of law" that the Comeigsion, 4n ®XePoining powers it dod no% have, was oxereising the
President's "powep wnder Article II,®

I would like to reapond 4o what ia basic in all of this by charging that 4+ is
alse gwearing and that in context this false swearing is »erjurye The question before
the court now ig whether or not the Comnission had the right %o clessify, RYoads hae
sworn falsely on this, the mosi obvious &#f the plages in %elling the cgurt vhat is g
deliberate deception of the ccurt aad an effort o deny me my rights, that st he time
the queastion wags £irst raised snd then by Rankda, on Hovembey 7, 1964, 4t was "Just
before the veport was 4o be diatridussd, ™ By them millions of copi®s, %o Rhgadg!
Enowledge, had been distributed, I think he durther deosives the court and compounds
his offenss by no: informing the court thet the Foamission's legal existence ended in
late Septembor and that 14 had no existence by ths time of the 11/23 printing in the



Federal Register. That date is two months and a-day after publication of the Meport.
T also &hink it is time to ask the court to consider punishment, not inherently
but ’spe‘oiﬂaallyb I $hink this should extend to Dugan, and perhaps you would want %o
roise this with Yugen first and ask him if he wanta to withdraw this false gwearing.
If he doclines I think the claim for velief %o the judge will be sirongsr, ' emember
that today Rhoads has te posision of Warren end that, as I balieve, he also had the
sane role on November 7 and 28, by dolegation of Bahmer's authoritys Rhoada was put
in immediate charge of the Warven records by Bahmor, as I believe he has sworn and I
mow he told me and I $hink othors, including Fred Graham, CetEg
: To make the case atronger, there is no single reference %o clagsification in
eny of his allsged citations from the LBJ libravye. They ave a.l to declasiification.
There is none from the Commission's files except those a federal judge has alveady -
ruled ave invalid. 1 believe the continued mdsuse of this spurlous argunent and the
~false atiribution of meaning to thaose attachments is a willful attempt to again decelve
(M federal judge with the purpose of atteining an illegal emds o

29, In his auswer he stild further coupbunds what I believe to bs a felony. Tho
| rquestion is limited %o if there 1s an affirmative answer to "Did the Warren Coumisgion
\-~have authority to classify documents Tap Secret to Exscutive Order 10501," the words

¥ *nterrogatory 23, His citation of authority is thevefore a deliberate lio because -
A% 8ays there was this authority, The "documentary materials refersnced...attached as an
(M Bahibitgess"  in mo single case velerence to eny authority %o classify enything ab
|| eny level. They rolate ouly %o an ex poste facto dgolagsifications 0
AR I bolieve that if the judge is in eny way on the hook in thls case, Surning the
| |hbat onto Bhoads gives him 8 chaned of yelieving hinsddf, Thiv answer is a lle, 1% is
U under oath, and it is materdal. ‘ - | DR,

31,  Does the answer, that CIA's Briges determined the 6/2% transcript is exeupt from
~—~the General Yeclassification Schedule of B.0. 11652, at the late date of 5/1/75 (e
|| |gbout eight years aftir my roquesh), meet the regulrements of the B.0.7 SR NS
17732, - Same as 3l - |
- = Phis answer is informative dn other ways. The date of that executive segsion,
~  q/21/64, is vhe day after the Coumlssion veceived the autopay proctocol. If ever there
was a Beed for the Conmission to deliberate, it was then and on the meauning and in.
T //‘adeqm'a.‘.aa“df the proctocol, particularly whon it wss accompenied by the certification
\\/of the destruction of written records and was not accompanied by the notes of the
\!/autopsy that are now eald not %o axiat and thus, at least by reasonabie inforence,
|| were not attached o what the Commission did receive 1/20/ Here I'm addressing the
|| olaim made elsewhers, that the sessions were deliberative and thus immunes Not that this

“is not negated under Amerlcan Yail and other decisions by raleass of all byt what I seak,

35,  This ia hot an answer to the quwstlon, “has guary perscnesehad a securily cleare
ance.” 1t addresses first only "reviews," which camnot cover all who could have had
taocess." Then it is limited topersons within tue Hational Archives and" GSA, which
still is not "every yerson.® Whether or not "within the scope ¢f thedr dutiea” is fivst
ireclevant and then evasive, because we asked only about "every persen” and "security
clearanes,” What is left in his nonesnswar is hot as it beglus, again deceptive
sensntios at beat,"For all external access." It ls mot "for g}l external access." It isy
in Rhomis® won worde in his evasion, iimited o "for purposes of claasifioution review
or legal preparationa for defending actions such a3 the case atb hend,” This is not gdl
accsss by QVery person, Wore these not mors than enough evasions or auswer there is the
concluding added gualification,"the National Archives had complied with all regulatory
requirenents in trenserring transcripts.” We did not ask about "transferring.” e did
not answsr shout in irchives mccess. 1 do think thers was exacdnation discloaad in 2052«
7%, which is prior to his dats of Yriggs’ dosermination,5/1/75. ¥y recoilection of whad
we have in that case is examinations in 1Y and CIa, the lutter by Dooley snd Roeca at
lesst, Whai he alse sesks to bo covering in this everiveness ls the glained loss oi somd
pages within CIA, I think that with these classifisd T0P YECRET we should now ask how
the Stransfer” was made and was in in cowpliancs’with all regulatory reguiracentse”




This has other relevance, not morely how cen the TOP SECRET be 1098 12 the regulatlons
are couplied with and the Agency %o which yrafefer was made not report the loss for
ponihs, this gscurliy~conacious Clie It &9 Shat for months and as a patter of undeviatiag
proctiss transcripts not gyl clagaified in the field, partheularly Pallas and ey
Orleans, were regularly forusPded to Washinghon by Tndged States Atorneys and as I
rocall by mail, were then clagsified by the eourd reporier dn Washingion, TOP SECRET,
withou$ eithor the court yeporser or she @omnisslon ever once telling anyone that these
wers to be classified TOF SECRET, Theve i, of course, an obvious answerd how cap whal
44 4o bs published soon be olaspified TOP SECRET or anything a% alip and did the
Commiguion or the court reporter risk telling enyene in any office of thae illegal
classificabions and the ridiculousuess of classifying wiclaseifiable tesbimony thal

all knex was to be made pudlic, ' ' -

36,  Doss not answer nad ls nads more rolovant by bis claim of compliance with all -
regulaions. Do we wenb 1o asic for copies of Ehose pogulntions he coneiders applicatile
and oomplisd wiih? His evasions ave a ciear signal of non-compiisno2, wihich made %he
cladm to exempiion moro spurious. tig snswer is firther Mmited %o Archives and 93
personnel and is thus nob an answere o . S T :

37,38 His answers with regard o those gquesions about the 1/21 tpansoriph are €0
refer toques‘c:i,bna and anavers 35,36, 0 what is said of them is relevant to thesse

39y o This question asked "Iis? pl), persons who have had sccess %o the May .
49, 1964" trunscriph and tghe datels) on which esch had scceas.” Sypioally his GRYWEY,
pozins With & nonmresponss and ovaslon Mmiting %o "Within' Azchives end GSA. Mo them
furkhor evedes by asndng 1o adngls person ovem within Avchives and GBA. Sog he has nob
gaid, again, whe cutside svchives and GPA hod accens. , v ‘ »

- Mg does say thal even with the 1imitabion to "these persoua” he 48 "unablo o
apecify the dates” of mocoss. I reise the gouestion again of applicable regulations on
Zhe TOP SECRET. If he really pogheved thess were proparly 0P SECRET would he not have
consuliad rogulations and with this I raise the question do regulations requlre the
kaeping of recozds? Hore we might throw in what the requirements of TOP2 SECRET are and
wera- like starting capabllity for World War IIL and what night sbock the judgo, that
Warren vas ot relucsant %o discuss what in his opinion could, Idke his scceplancs oF
the post he knew he should not ond his fellow justices wanbed hdm o Surn fown bacanss
hr was persuaied that il he 4id no® 49,000,000 people mighi bo ineinerated. This would
provide a means of getting before the judge the totality of the ridiowlonenses of it aile

41, Tn his angwer to your guistlon, has dhe Archives mede &y determination on the
propristy of classification of the 5/ 2% granafript he says dnatead that and only thab
in sccord with B.0.11652, Section 11, they consulied ¢ia, I wonder if there is nob
anokher provision of the E.0. on t kis lon: delay, 1o well into 1975, Nixon‘s people
pt lofs of windo§ dressing &nto thls, as T yeoalle Lt might be worth chacidng bacavse
this, if %rue, coabined with the dade of ny vequast, slght years sarlisr, cani LS on
gone significancs. 't . C

' He thus does not answer your queation, did the Archives nake any dstermdnatione

, it gets oute and.earhaps holpful when he gsis into the subgect mablew, which e
doss not give and L think we should asks

What is the subject mattes? What Lo Shere about the subject matler that can be

elagsified? They make entirely anaupoorsad allegations sbhout gu entirely uospscifled
aubject matser, and I do not mean here aloze dub everywhere and slvays. tuis may be the
point at,which to ¢lobber them on gven shis, 190 rather not teke the time or athach the
proofs & 4 rather Just make the allegation, on snformation end belisf. The subject natter
s not Josenke, it even this would be subject to withholding or sheir dzserdption or
cnsrasterization. This vas the day wefore (1'd rothar say withia o day of) the Compission's
agiings Hesenke to evaluate its Gsweld files, Whatever his opinimm, hael cpinilon iz notd
gubject to woy of thw inserorstations of the la.s and regiations applied. vhatovar L
might know oould not ne gecred from the Russians, siien reduces 1% %o whal hs lay prde
cludes, keeping seureds from tho Anerigan 93:331‘3 oniys



Assuns for a mmoment that 1 am correct® in the subjectz.:xgattsr, and I have enough
to support the information and belisf pavt from the Commission s Files, _

Ask them to apecify the subject matter. ask them dnstead, if you'd profer, if
the subject matter is es I believe., Then asik how this qualifies for their interpratation
of the regula%iona. Include Nosenko's belief, that LHO was not a Russian agent and what
you may find tricky but isn't, his statements that the USSR belioved Osweld was a Uede
"shecpor agent." How can that properly be withheld or, depending on their advance
identification of the subject matier, be encompassed by &hat or any deseription that
would justify their representations first to me and then to the court., We csn nail them
on-thise ) ) ) . Py . g ns )

- How? Of the other and not gonerally know or resdily-spparent wars, oun Hoover's

dstermination. let them sgue Yoover didn t know his busincss, Hoover not only recows
mended thet Nosonko be o witnsss before the Commission, which would mesn that all of
this would have been published, Hoover, for his oWn reasons, nade _the areegasnent in
advanes, withoud Gonsulting the Commissjon, and then informed it. I have 3t. "
' Cen there be a bdtter witness than Howger? . . - '

3 . i : =3

There renaing & question in my mind whether they can describe these contents i
and subject matter as thoy have and downgrads to coufidential, too. - H
‘. Of thie man things wrong in his concluding senience, that he has "assured that / A
the transeripts are properly classified pursuant to B.0.11852," I want to note a fews // W\
This is 5 cénclualon of law that he says is wequirement that he not respond 1/ \
to the earlier interrvogatoryp A ‘ % '
~ Who has he assarad, when and where? , : x
Does Brizgs qualify for this under the vegulations? e e, e H
How im it thet the CXA is the asenoy to consult if the Hrchives has the vight |

and is the Gommissim‘s guccessoxr? Thers is nc showing that. the subject matier ig = |
other than I say, and that is not the CIA's jurisdiction. “% is internsl snd domestic & |
and if the funetion of any agency other then the Archives as successor to the Come s
mission, it would have to be FBI, not CIA. . P
Why, meaning alsc why else, has he refused to enswer your question, which is not -
did the CIA detsrmine but did he, irchives and.or GSA, when he bas and aduists baving || )
the authority( 40)7? - o
{ can think of enly one basis fer the CIA's attempt to withhold Nosenlkto's expert
opinion, beliet or vepetition of the USSR's mpooks' belief that L0 was o slesger ||
agent, already not classified when this "decision" and “"determination® wers made apd
published long before the date on Rhosds' affidavity the admission that LHO was their
agente THhis, howover, cannot be part of Nosneko's knowledge or experise, TN
- S0y even if the Commission discuwsed this, that cannot be withheld, |
it is already public, ’ o
\it is not claszifisble anyway. - ‘ = ;
t could be secret from the American people only, mot the USSR, already quoied i
by Nosenko and not withheld if originelly and illegalily it wase : e
- Hreceleat exists in the release of the session of 1/27, we now know with CZA's OK.

L want to digress here for a sugsesticn on strategy, First a taotical consider=
tion, my sugcestion that I restriss this to information and belief, bet them challenge
it and we'll produce i%, “his get to the siPategy, disclosed first in their apnesl in
T5=226, & divect assauli on me and my coupstence and dependabliivy. Tot us fake them }
on on thelr temms, as we have fo in 75-1996 anyway. This cen be in any mecns you prefer.
1 think whethor there is basis for my allegation of information and halief is valid,

but I wovld not ask or raise this that waye. 1'd do it by pinndng i% all en $his and
supporting it only by that fortulbous evasion of answer on perjusy, that & know moxe
avout the nubject than anyone now in the FBI. That is experiise snough and propar enough
certification and lets us get this before this judge in both aspects, a non-answer 4o
porjury, avareness of the unanswersd charze and the most credibile of opinions about my
ozperdse, from the outstanding ahthordty, the other side and the U.S.Attornsy's cffices
This will become axplicisly or inhsrently an issue and our bast chance is fo anticipate
1% and make thew pub ap or back off and retreat and withdraw the claing.



Not omly can we not avoid this at some point in this case , we already face it
in two others right now, the appeal and 1996, |
‘However, 1% compals them alse to face 4% and there just is no chance that any
of their claims, allegations and representations is within reason or applicable or
honest and this is the rinht place and the right time o make that en issue, “racketing
t with e is helpful in other ways and cases. '

Going back to his enswer, he uses "provided" as meandng, in the context of your
questlon,  "reguirgd.” So, in terms of the queation, I'd ask a eitatlon of what art
of 11652, e <oesn ¢ say or suggest in this new conclusion on the law "that is upon his
personal kuowlsdge-and belisf," -

92, . Here he says he received the Young letter the day it was migned/ and dated.
- Young 43 not qualified as having the legal right %o make the decigions If Briggs is,
[ he doas not cleim to have done anything on Briggs's word but on Youngs' only, Why
|| should an FOIA officer of any rank, anc Young is not the top &t CIA, Wilson ise have
. tha presumed authority under 116527 He gives no indication snd I'd ask if he makes

1

1 p
{|_Jithese decisions on the basis of secondwhand recounendations,

e If his answer means anything it mesns that thore wss no prior decision and there
was my prior reguest which on this basis alons would seem %o have been improperly S
—~denicd and on this baals alone would mean he has %o give me the transcript. See WIY,

( ﬂ ?dhich Wea published long before this deeision,

f i§5. _If true this anewer means that no copies were sent oud Ly any means So both - -
' Justdce and GIA and that if they were, as we know, they were retumed, Then hew about
. Ahe wissing pages, of which he doss mow? If not roturned, then his angwer is falas,

T We do lmoyw that copics wers @ant to the CIA at lecast and that he kmews it. T o
56 is an evazlon. Ask i he has checied. I beliove that each Member gt a transcript/
y ihskz algo is he now has the copy vrovided Dulles and if not how security regulations are
| —being obeyed if he claims the classific.tion was proper and from 1964 on he had the
| tespongibilitye You might ask him %o produge the Dulles gopy and a chain of posisausions

I think it is relevant and helps the court understand the frivolity of their positions.

57.  BHe says they have 7 cophes of the 6/23 and 3 of the 1/21 transcripts, Here of
_ Boarse we are at the atge of coumpliance and need for and preservation of 8OQUTL LY.
\\ /This is, ufter all, of ths TOP SHCRET. So let us correct hn a little and raise these
‘-\_:/ ‘proper queations and do a little mindbiowing at the same time, He says there are 11 PaRges
/nad 113 say %hors are 12 to the 6/23 transcripte 1'11 give their numbers as T640-62%x51/
1 2'11 says that he knows there wers 10 initial copies, no% counting any subsequently
|| meroxed, 5o how is he meefing his obligations when he can gocount for only P72 7 %
~ does not simple aithmetic suggest thet each of the ssven " embers got and kaﬁiid?ﬁg%%/re urning
What heppened to the coples of 4he dead members, ineluding Dulles? How is security -
being preserved? On 1/21 I'll say that while the pages aro numbered from § to 126,
the acbual net pages are 124, that the roporter was Forshein (Milis on 6/23), that there
were 9 original copies and he nmow has only F. Again security, SIS
_ The Princeton grehive should perhaps be under hiw. But shother or not it dsy
has he ssked barore answering? Do we want to writa and guk?
I can give more info bug would prefer not to. Ynis includes the invoice and
recedpt number:, etc. I have it all, Met us lsy details out that he had et in the
course of a direct challegge that might impress the Judge and the clerke Is ralevant, t00e
Bspacially 32 they read ¥ilty on mwe. : '

38.  Hers he ryefers o a "previous review" and a copy thew "provided the CIAY that is
noY ingluded inkdm his prior answers where i% is relovent, dore alse he alleges that
an exror by snotherk is binding on him even if he knows 1t is en 8IT0Y. j‘a alsn aays
forall practical purposcs that he abdicatad total reaponalbllily to Briges =ndCla,

And he seems i be taklng the posiion thaid any posalible exsaption wndsr FOIA i3 a
sandstoxy not sn optional exenpiion otherwise the guiilines ave not superceded,



59 Now that we have ths internal correspondence on the deciassification of thoss
classified vecords the Coumlssion printed, 1 think that i8 apslicable you ask for the
record of dowagraling on each, indicated in an earlier comment in a different waye

_ . .
% would seem that his answers are nsither "trus" nop" omplote" as he swaarse

I find 1% interesting that he did not execute this at his office, as with the
earlier cne, but at 18 and F, W, which is the office of another and I do not think
that of GSA's general counsele The G 8% address of a building that runs between ¥ sug @
and on the west side of 18th holds the Secret Servine,

 Resoonen %o flequest £ox Produgtlon of Doownts

. The two covers confirm what I esid sbout the number of coples of each session as

-well es the page numbars snd rumber of pages in esch, - ‘ ,
(L There is a guesticn$ why did  ohnacn stamp a Bri for new classification on one
1 oover and wrife the c;thexf in' in longhand?He is suprosed to have done hoth at the same

3, With regard to the CYA's pvesponse Yo my serlier wequest apparently referrsd fo

“hore in ciiation of Briggs' letter they take 1itsrally what is entirely inprobable,
riges® clala that it is "in order tp protoct sources and methods® which canlt be

/,i‘?mvolved. Nosenko being known and long published as a source and questions by or for

“ the Warren Comrission not being e Wmethod" in sny reasonsble intrepretatdon,

i 4 im suprosed o be "all communications" between Arch and CIA on thess transeripts

|| on clagsification, dwaniks declassification, or veview, What is here s no answer and

noonly 1 ledter, Angel to Helus of §/16/70. I'd ask for e written answer and £l docu-
ments asked fore This letter is that of a regwlax rview only. They have aud have

—xeferred to other decunendse I think they ave holding back and not giviaz a weitten

!' answer on purpose go I'd press on thias. . _ . _

?“c "I now see wore after the guldlines the way my set is errenged. It would apuear

|| that at the very least 1% took “elms more then & year to vespond and thas duving this

U tlme ab least Sherewas no logallywncopptable classification and that my request should

. have been honored, : ,

MNedil's 7/28/78 Lettar doos say that the "internsl records of the Commissicu

7\ ¥ere ywviewed"by the Archives in 1967, dsapite Rhpads not saying this when asked. &%

'*-\\also says other than Rhoads on the Yuddlines and mp dBes suggest, agins despite poads?

‘\‘ébn’crary statement, that B.0.11652 be uged. o ' .

Holma® 12/22/72 response is g0 irrationally restrictive that it asks Axchives
{ by his words probably orders is closer) to withhold what hed naver veaen and caninoy
properdy be withheld, (List 1) Idst § 1A he withhod what bearsz no sscurity classification,
Both fure in List 2, v v ‘ - Tl

List 24 18 hesded as Commission internal recordse First two items on it are the
1/21 and 1/27 executive sessions, 18 is the 6/23 transcript, :

(abcve, where I say he withholds what was published - this was after an intere
ruption and I forgot the list of those he OKed, on the first and %o me then turned page
of the letior ¢ Rather than check all of those forget it. Mot imporiant enoughe) _

Thos ajone makes Rhoadsy response less than full, what he svore top if not also
fless fron omission when he knew better. ' '

v On Page 3, mors than eigivs years after the Raport was publiched, sgain gotiing
back to the earlier claims by Rhoads, Holms does not opposs publishing or as he says
releasing two Jonuission Exhibiss, 631 and 1054, With all declamsified prior o publishing,
as Bhoads awenrs? ;

“n page 1 his zofusal to ,gree %0 relesse of whai he wunts withheld is rostricted
0 "¥o profect sources aud methods," neither of which should fit these transcripta.
“espite Rhoads he uses Guideline 2, which had been called %o his attention.

Rhoads own letter of 3/27/74 says other than he swore to, that he had provided a
copyuct the 1727 transcript o arthur Yoolays It also says it is in CIA's files, other
than Blipads swore $0e (both pel, graf 1.) _ 7

olgraf 2 Khoads personally provides coples of guidelines, othar than he muoze,



This also ackaowledge a 1872 veview, not in Rhoads affidavii or answers under cathelt
was also "subsequent to the issuance of Exzecative Order 11652," or without the ve—
elassification classified illegally.?jis also says that Rhoads has the authority %o
comply with the 10eyear mandatory provision and did and wkedm did not say this in his
affirmations under ocath, Archives &id decided that it can declassify transoripts and
here he says this, as he did not under cath dn affirmatcons where it was relevant. And
they asked re 1/27 DJ too, .

. Thie ¥arch 27 and thereafiecr we were in court needlessly. Similar letier same
date to Saxbe,
4/15 CIA'sWarner had no objoctionse
~ Ulman'a DJ response of 6/3 does mo% object %o declassification or release and.
says rolease is an Archives decisione I think this is quite rolevant in the current
hti@tion. Algo relevant is that Juskice did pot invoke what en the face of the coux't
;pa.pars it anu Archives did, the investigabory=-files exempiion, Thds letter would seem 1:0
make $hat spuriouse
_— Johnson'a rputing slip note to Baxter, CIA and Morrison's 10/1 reolys wa ean hava
"adrhe £im, The sscond item undex (a) im one I intended using as s horrible exanple,
They ask that it be withhled and all it Goesis show how Helms comned the Commission, :
1 had intended this for our purposes, This is lily-golding and does sddvess the saricus—s, B
{ ss of the CIA's uaa of the righ® %o classify to misuve and withheld what d.w’sy 3t St
‘»;re 'pulled then can't be classifiad. ,
l! i; Do we want to ask for & legible copy of Johngon's /10 note? I can % rpad 'w. .
i' o "ohmon s 11/ 12/74 to DJ (which agein shows thet Rhoads knew copiel of Wmacrlpts .

Ulnan's 2/?6 :c‘esp’\nsa, no objection,

(Hore from the past we have prcof that earlier denlal to me for the reasons '
lRh(»e\«:l:a speaified in 1967 was invalid snd 1 think is beve relevant.These are 1/22 and 27.)
1] i,é Young's 5/1 letier is proof of incompletaih.a:. oi’ rapponse. There is not abtached
| bﬁ'e 3/21 %o which it responds. R

. Fo uwe have the righ% Yo declde whether a toxt is B incoherent ox whether we
wul ‘pay f£or a copy and then decide? *his does not say that all must be withheld and
1'd be surprised if sayone wouid risk this lkind of nmasking kuowlng there might be an
indapandent z‘ewiaw.

.\' ji 5, Letters on 1/18/65 uhito House lstter on availability of files: I do not
Joow that it is so byt tmz LBJ “4bravy at losst is under Archives. In the past “hoads
has used the words" Wational Axchives" to mep his DO headquarters hm.ldtnrr only, I'a
Mk ahaut other instal lationg under Na‘tionsﬂ.aﬁrchivm and cite LBJ Library as one butb
not necessavily all, Lt 13 clsar that he was not relustant o have e sparch there when
he oould m“uﬂvx the results, so let us ask him one where misuse is less 1ikc,1,j.

6. WC instructmns to Rankin orderinghim to classify 1/21. abd 6/3‘5 or any other sessions.
They, naturally, have none, despite the Rankin affidavit, etc,

7 Documenta cn. thise

The 1/7/64 Ward letter is propegenda because it ropeats what Rawkin told Ward
not what the Commiasion $0ld Ranicn, Raakin's confirmation of ths next day also is
meaningiess for the same reasons. So also is his downgrading of 5/1/64. Yon rdght asnt
¥o ask for any racords showing trds wes only so0 that the GPO coulid set type, which
1% was. {C»r the question of clagsification came up before long after ihe L2Port vas
printad and distriduted, )

8, Statement ol views on availakiliiy of W8 rocords from nemed szsnciss. Arch says
1% has none
% Willens' views,

This 13 a once-through heavi Ly wather than li@,‘i;..‘a.y. Tou rogard the spuricuas

use of the Qankdn efvidavit avd %he argumea’s wiih it as ves judj,cn’ca. I ug*wl it aa
deliberate dsesption, ugampmsmuut“‘;n and with tho avgumeont and oath by Khosds nerjurys



