1/29/69
Dear Bud,

Pursuant to our yesterdsy's conversation, I hand you herewith
the following:

My original copy of the copy of the sutopsy sent the Commission
by Zzzkesz James Rowley under date of 12/20/63. This perticular version
eppesrs In e number of files. Here i1t besrs two identificstions, CD 77 and
JFE-1. I lend you this, my original, tecsuse it is the cleerest copy I have.
I got it from the JFE-1 file. The second copy of the coverung memo iz from
a different copy. It occurred to me the judge may want a full copy of the
finished sutopsy snd thet you msy went a cleerer, easier-to-read cepy during
arguments, so I lend you this in the event you went to meke coples from a
known snd clear source. Plesse take gond care of it. It is the fourth para-
graph on the psge numbered 2 that 1s to be compered with the fourth parsgrsph
of the holograph. Until/ I can get service on my mschine 1 must keep copying to
the minimum. It is about to poop out, has run out of adjusting scope.

Coples L have made from the original of the listed parte of the CD

371 file, in this case elso duplicested in JFE-1 snd copled trom it becsuse it slso
is more legible. I will have this entire fils with me in the event you want to meke
a full copg. Perhps the judge would like one ss a souvenir? I have msde coples of
enly these psges (2lso ineluded in Exhibit 398 but much larger this way)- a
page of Humes' notes, in this cese to show the size of the front-neck wound ss
he got it by phene from Dr. Melcolm Perry a.m, 11/23/63, first esll, accoring to
what Ferry told me December 12, 1968;thes second psge of the holograph sutopsy,
where the bot¥iom parsgreph is to be bracketed with the fourth of 2D77 to show
that where Perry sald the President hed t® en shot from the front snd turned his
hologrepbh in this wey, magleolly it got chsnged to "much smaller", to eliminate
the statement the FPresident had been siot from the front; Humes' two 11/24/63
certifications, one that s turned in his notes snd hologreph st 5 p,m., which

proves his Clark-report statsment false, that he retained no papers, zad that
what he hed had been in his possession sll the tine;just noticed this versien
omits certificetion that he burned those notes he described in hie testimony os
the first draft of ils;putopsy. It i2 in the beck of VHITEWASH, in Exhibit 397,
and I'11l try and find time te dig up snwther copy btefore I come in; Admirsl
Gallowey's receipt-memo %o idmiral Burkley, 11/25/63, conveying last copy attopsy,
which is egeinst reguletions, end "work pepera™; Bouck's receipt to Burkley,
11/26/63, including "notes" (the merginal merks here are on the original snd
indicate steff awareness of the significance; the Boswell body chsrt; the Finck
head scheme. You do not Lave to return these.

Paul Hoch disagress with my interpretetion of the documents and
testimony. I believe it mesns that Hymes d1d turn ir his sctusl notes wi:hout
which he eould not have written his repprt. The Arfhives has never been sble to
find & copy. I have this in corresnondence should you need it. However, whichaver
of us is correect, I think the onlg course it to assume his testimony means what
it says, thst we sssume the government has the notes snd ralse the question in
court. Let them say, in court, that they burned even the original gotes, without
which there cen be no euthentication of th: sutopsy. Now thet wemkmwexams heve snal-
yzed the A-rasys, Garrison's needs are setisfied end it would seem dafe to atiack
the integrity of the rest of it.

Wecht is undoubtedly familier with the charts, but perheps, in this
fullcsized version of “inck's, he cen detect more.

Sincerely,

Harold Welsberg



