Withhelding of what the Wavren Commisaion @&isclosed (Rﬂﬁ-ﬂ% o the oantrury
notwi thatanding)

FEIL 1977 assification of whnt the Comptioedon did not elansify
Po withhold what the Warwen Commission published (agmin Gnin Shea o the
contrary nothwithebanding)

Fresassassioation records on Oswald (separate FOIA request not couplied with)

unld-Fexics racords
(Unnecessary and improper) referrals not yet acted on ~ after wors than two yenrs

Under date of 5/26/64 the Comussion wrote the FII seeking smplifieation 8¢ the
infomating on Uswald prior to the sssmssiration that the Comdasion had rocsived,
dttached to the letter was five pages of quagtiona,

The Commission d1d not classify its lettor snd guestions and indesd they ave not

moperly subject o clasdfication,

But then 2040 gt Ns cotton plokin Pinpers on them and they becams "SSCRET®
in tm 62109090 fila,

Yo aprevently aid not check to dvtermine whether fhis recerd is svailable infthe
Commisaton's rocovds at the Archives or %o determine whether #ll or port was published

by the Commiasion, For thet matter, although the record states that the originel ig
108325553202, he di4 not chewk that file,

Portunetely, Becauss it savesmx me mich work seaidng the other copiess “u the
105 £ile 1% was not slaguified anc thers ave ne expurgeiions & la 2040 ww 43d censor
both questdone und nagwers,

Byt e coverdng lutter, alsbough stanped SECRET, is disclosed in the 62-105060
filee Howover, whan the questiens were thore withheld and seforred to the U4, tis
lattar iiself was not withbeld end with ihe SECRET stamp aul classificstion not candelled
was provided. {doth are atiached). c;assified letter and referrsl slip)

With fulsome plise and expressios of sppreciation tie lotter was handedeliversd 3o
the Fil, as the Rosen o “elacch memo of the same date staies. The note Divector Hoover
added, vigich can be t-ken geversl mmmwm.wsmimﬁm to flail
bis stumps and hlagauts. docause it is not entively logibie in the attached 62-109680
“opy I repeat it from the orlginel in 105~U2555-52041 "Give top pricrity. The questions
certainiy would indiecsbe i1 did & poor Job of investigation & supervieion,’



Boover made this commnt on countless ccoasions. Souetdmes he meant 1% as the
Commission's expression of iis opinion or as others would interpret the record and
quite often he mesnt it as hs persensl opinion, particulerly with regnrd to the
guestions,

4s an attachment to this wemo 2040 did not withhold the questions. Hor 14 he
clasalfy either the wems or the questions. Until he came o Question 28, Yo then
stauped that page only "SECRET" and obliterated snd withheld even the rumber of the

quastion, tv avold the certain nationsl mecurily disaster, no doubt,

48 1% apoears in the wexpurgated 105 f£ile copy the e questionn asks,

"ihat was the Fil evalustion of confidentinl inforsation received on November 18, 1963
regapding Osweld's letter to the Soviet Evdmasy in Washingbon?"

With the letter published in faesindile by the Commission snd the faet of ita
coverage of the Embsasy mede public by the FBEI 2080's »eesmon ip not apoarent. Theve
is no justificetion or need for the withholdine and no basis for the national security
claim, slbeit ovtuide the recwirements of the B.0. Hesides, the letter was made

In & Fot Recordsd Serial in 62-100090 W, Brandgen, on 3/27/64, boiled thess
guestions down 10 six. 2040 withheld part of the ansesr 40 one.

‘As yecord hero is betier than that of the one who processed the 105-82555 copg,
Serdal 5203, Thare %ho Hhird of Pranigui’s muestions ismestedet withhold, In the 62-
105090 copy 1t roads, EH Analvess of Omwald Followine Oup Tnterviewe Wikh BB sns
Comdmcion desires Pl reaction to the CIA roport of Augmst 10,1963, regarding Osweld's
Visit to the Soviel Hubasuy, lexies Cityes.”(The dote is wrong-it wes She end of the
next sonth, In Guestion 25 ‘thc date is givem cowmecily, Cchoher 10.)

fny basds witldn the st for the ﬁi’tzmm&hzg is oot sppavent. Horsevsr, lie z21
else lavolved, it was within the public Jomain ss well as disclosed in fhe G2-109050

file - and it wme ths subjest of Fil tastizany olore tue Commimsion - slso sublished,



The slso applles to the Sranign wnestien 6 withholdings.

Boover's added note charseterizes the pwstlons se "ebviously loaded,” parhsps o
2040 8 sigoale

Sefere rotuudng te the guastion: nd thadw snaweys, there are ather relevent
records in the 10532555 file.

Bromigan's 4/5/64 mewme to Suliiwem, Seriel 3203, aloe wes anotated by Hoover.

cxx fere the claseification wes by 2040, "o aposrently

iguored Hoover's svte bolew Mo firss witlboiding en puze 2, "I see no ressoe for
bedng ’:S.:ir:‘ﬁy re classifiestion.” 4 note by smother clites Legst and provides pert of
the withheld moemse infovaation. Vo s mimomn Qegree this is true of the second
withnoldingg judging fros the line sad syrew Hoover drew from hisz note to pard of it,
The pesponse to Hanidin, dated 4/6/54, is olsssificd % the classifier is olfiminated
in the FU's xoroxdng of the recurd.
¥ith all of the Lformwstion dduclosed by the Lessis:slon thers gppeers o ba

no basis for the 1977 clasaification and wiildwidiugs. Feiiher ¥he latter aer thn

attachment were clasxified in 1964e It was the ¥3l's prastise % olsusify whet 13
believed pequived clamdification when it wrote the Comsdssion snd wilh thie coverlug
lettors adced that they were wnclassified upon the removel of classilied aitachmenio.

Phe first of the questions withheld ss secret although they are sise disclesed
by the FAI and are also wiclassified iz No. 8, on page be The withheld gecond part of
the answer is within the publiec domadn, unless the FEI iied sarlioer.

Guestion § is "How snd when did the PHI lessn of Oswald's move to “ew Crleens?®
The snowor is withheld in tote, alibough it was testified to before the Commission
by S& Hosty. 4s I recall 1 sent you mevoxes of this testlmony and of Liforsation
relating to the Fil's own disclosuves of its iaterceptions in Hew Yorik, all publie.

Unless the acswer to westion 10 ie flase it alse is public, #sclosed by both
$he PSI and the Commission, bubl here "Secret® and withheld in toto.

The withield answer bo wuestion 15 (inter-stingly marked only "C" rather than

as stamped, "Secret,” doss not appear to be subject to classification. and the source



referred to as “confidential" has been disclosed by the FBI. In the disclosure it is
apraxent that there was no need for confidentiality.

ment rether than the requirem

ents of frtionsl seewrity can explain the
in the $2-105090 filet

withho ding and claswification of Question 23, wideh is disclosedd "What was the
PEL veaction to the CIi weport of Ootober 10, vegmdling Oswald's wieit to the Soviet
Embassy in Mexico City? Wiy 414 the m?r:qmt sdditional information of follow-up
informabion by the CIA? What wes the FBI evalustion of Oswald &n view of the CIA
report?" Whether or not the answer wes made public by the “pamdssion, end I have no
way of knowing vhether some nay not have been, any propey snower does ot spresr to
be properly subject to classification, perbioulsrly not is an historical case,

Widle all of the answer tc Question 26 is withheld ot lesst some is public snd
wes festified to. There appears to be no basks for classificstion of for say other
clain to withhold the snsver., Sot within the ich, anyway.

Gusstion 28 is also withheld in the 63-109090 copy although the conbtext would
indicate that there is po basis for 1% - as vell as Spredssion ddeclosure, The answer

7

and the question are withheld in the 10582555 copy. The withheld part of 29 alss is

public and was testified to wiless 1% 1o ndt The qoestions
soion prepavetory to ife Baking of testisony. And the bes

Besides, both cuestions ave disclosed in the 62100090 copve. Ur in the file from which

they ave also wit hsld!
4nd if noes of this were $rue 1% would remsin tres that ressoralily segregable
infornation is withheld,



