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april 9, 1388

#re Jomes B, Ruosds

irchivist of the United “tates
The (mticnel ‘rchiveas
“ashington, .3, 20408

Lear Cr. Rhoads, ,

I um deeply grateful tast you could inform me %he nemoreddum of
sranafer of the pletures and Zler:ys of thae John F, Zennady autopsy "is not
the property of the Unitad Ststes” on tue 82nd dey fellowimg taz first of
ny many recuests for sccess to and a ecopy of {%. ‘uch expeditious response
tc incuiries is & boon to resgesrch, 28 you no doubt intended, ¢nd is typioal
of the government's deilgaticn $o fresdom of inforqstion as i3 1& of the
l-udly snd often declasred poliocy of ime:ping no unnecessary secrets zbout the
murder of the President or 1ts officisl "investigaticn”. The scholarly
foncern of tue iatlonal irehives unier your leadersaip is nowhere, to my
Kuovwledge, more alesrly reflected.

Howaver, your letter does pressnt s few problems, forme and 12 I
may suzzest 1%, for you and the govermment. You moy redsll 3ust in our
persansl conversation in Judge Helleck's court end in letters I told you I
new about this memprendum qf trensfer. That dete exactly coincides with
the dete on which one of the then renking officisls of the Tressury Lepartment
s2ys thess plctures snd Jereys of the eutopsy were turned over to the Xen-
nedy femily. Until the dete of tibs memorandwn thius film was in the custody of
the United Steltes Zecret Service, which is pert of the Tressury Iopasrtment,
On that dote the Secret Service surrendered posesession of these seme film,

2re you telling me tnot the represeatntive of the Yeunedy femily

gave the reprementstive of tae Kennedy femily s receipt for the film given
him by the Jecret Service, or that he weote himself =24 only hinmself a wemo-
rendum coverin: the transsciion? 4re you elso telliny me thet the iewedy
famil; 12 so laciking in confidence in itszelf, ite lawyers »nd the Ferredy

brary thet “for sefeiseping” tuie "private peper” wes merely "lelt at the
‘rehives “uilding"? This, no doudbt, 1a » thought the Laport of wilch would
not be lost upon those who have mede or wight be ealled upon to make finune
cial contributions to the Cepnedy ~ibrary.

If I assume with you that the particular cony of thie memorsandunm
of trensfer to which you allude is "not tis property of tie United Stetee”,
parmit me to address nyself to other copiee. This film wes the property of
the United “tetes (snd in my beli:® never ws: the prote rty of anyone slsa).
zomeonz, with or without the sanction of law, undertook to glve awey the
property of the United “tstes. There must be ¢ record, £a sozcunting, of the
diapesition of sll federsl property. -2, for tue moment let us not concern
ourgelves over wshether or nct ithe ;articuler eopy of the memorandum is “not
the property of the United .:tsies”. Inatend, lat usz ecncera ourselves x1lth
other coples. I L.ve baen repeatedly casured by tus head ol iue Secret
Service that his ageney has turnec every recoerd rulating tc the sssassinstion



to your ageney. I will not quibkle over winich copy you suwcly me. I will be
auite content with s copy of one of the coples of the :ecret Bervice. 1 note
wita aprrovel there is no cther restrictlon, thuy tids decumsnt 1z not clessie
fied under the “uidlines or suything like thst. It is mrely thet the Yennady
family copy is, in your view, privete property. 4t some point there should anve
beon consideration of how government property cculd be given away. I woull like
to0 have copies of sny und a1l nemorsnde or records cf any kind or character
desling with this. If, by sny chance, government property wos dealt with so
lizhtly’ that there sxe no such records, I would anpreciste your zssurence of 1t,

ind 1f you could respond to this simple recuest in sometining eppreclsbly
less then elmost three wonths, it would be helpful to me. 1t would net reflsct
unfavorably on the government's recerd in tids and relsted matters, sither, If
9ot the zeme time you coull tall me wny it recuired tuls time, slrost threw months,
$o leurn thet the particulsr copy of the msmorsndum iséavernment prorerty, I
believe I wuld £ind that worthwbile knowledge.

In all of this I heve 2&ditionsl query efter rsading your sffidevii
filed in Judge Helleckts oourt snd that filed in the cmee of e John Y ohols,
in Topeks, Yenses. In esch you suggest it is vitsl for the goverm ent to De
sbls to accept papera for Presidentiel archives s that sauch papers may e
preserved snl awilsble for resesrch. Here you ssy exsetly the opposite, that
the papers cre accepted so they cen be unavaileble for resesrsh, If you could
take the time to resclwe this seeming conflict in purposs, that undar osth
being given cs for aveilebility and thet not under osth for unsveilabllity,

i night b able to understand the whole thaing s little betier.

Oue additiomdsentence in your letter is of great intercaet to me,
partly because it relates $o ®ast has never, to the best of mp recollsction,
teen the sutiect of discussion or correspcndence between us, lou saey, "for your
information, I understsnd thet the black :nd white and color negetives referred
%o in the 1968 punel review are the same negatives licted in ippesdix B in
the Xennedy family desd of gift of Cetobder 20, 1986." If you cen supply tae
source of your underatsnding, I would welcome i%. Umparison of the $wo documenbs
of referance tex my understanding, snd I am fescinpated at your awareusss of it,
How, may I csk, 6id this cane %o your sitention? :

I do sprrecists your kindness in psseling el ong your understsnding,
sspecielly because it i: unsolicited and I encounter so 'much diffieculsy in
getting so much of what I do seelk,

Aowevsr, the panel renport mentions bub seven "negatives” es diastingulcshed
from other film, Ita Inventory is described az of “prints :nd tremspareacies”, 1B
a paragrgéh afte r the elght-part listiny it says "negetives corresponiing to tie
sbove wera present", without saying to okl of the abcve or how thare bapjened to
be (if there wers) negstives corresponding to trenasperencies, wkich, s 1 under~
gtand 1t, ere mede with poalitive film.

1 em further porplexed by the fallure of both dewiments, Wrers »
precise regedd seanz to heve been the overt purpose, to -ive & totel puwelsr of
plctures »nd subtotsls of esch kind =nd size. I camnnot edd zny combinstlen of
nuabers fros the rspel invemtory snd avrive st either ths snnounca] figure for
pictures taken or that recorded by the PRI wgents cresent st the sutopsy and the
pleture-taking (it will parheps simnlify things for 7ou 12 T do not roize the
same cuestion about the X-rays). If the tubhilated film identifisd in parentuesis



with %he letters "JB" is identical itk ths UNLeTTereu, WLilOiouy uwuvess ..
tsell confusing snough, there seans to be s total of 45 vletures. It *;bs: seven
refarred to at the bobttom of this twbuletion ar: difrersnt, there them are 52,
If toese, when numbered *19 through 25 (JIB)" by the ponel are not identical wish
7748 through 52", of shich the penel repcris seys merely tnat they "appasr to
ropresent the sauze views", do ve have =n edditionel seven? :nd {if those identie
fled with the letters JB snd different numbters thsn thnose adjoloiny them in the
list are different pictures, have ws en sdditionsl 187 No combination of sdaition
and/or spdtraction ylelds for me the FEI or tie ennounced nunter of pichures.

Study of sppendix B (end I heve, indeed, studied 1t) provides only’
more r£rd new confusion., It hes four items of ploctures, not ons o which cone
teins o single meaningful number. To list “envelopes” withoui reference to their
content is a3 best o subterfuge =zcd st worst = conscious deception. Do #ll e
envelopes hsave any pictures of sny kini in thom?iloes BBY have more then a single
film? There are other obvious gueations, bu:i these iliustrute the point. But
mimbers of envelopes only are given in the fi-st three "itemizsiions™ of film
in Appendlx B snd as meeningleas ss designation is in $he remsining one, where
the fesc-iption "I roll" 18 uzed. Rolla are of varyinc longths snd within sny
given length verying numbare cf exporures are possitle. Som Appendix B alao
extends itself to give no numbar, nothin: from Which mesning csn be derived.

If two betches (frow the list) are "with ne imsge", in iteelf & remerkable,
entirely unexplaiped situstion, there 1l: aven less likelihood of vuking sny
kind of meaningful cowpariscn betwesn the two listings of supposedly identical
filn of te single sutopsy, each represented ass complaete and untainted.

Other exiatin; recoxrds rilge this oaven more baffling %o me. I refar Yo
these becsuse they ers the two %o which you restricted youreself,The bewilderment,
which I mske no effort to hide, i= further mmpliceted by analysis of your choice
of words. You refer not to totel plcturesand f£ilm of any and =11 kinds, never
te prints or t.snsperenciea, meraly to "negatives”., You ssy those of the panel
report Bors the ssme negetives listed in Appendlx B*, “het you do not aAsy is
that there srs no others, either nogstives, positives or trenspusrencies. Is
thi = merely on oversight. Do ths numbers of both "lists" exaectly ceincide? Does
aither have wihat is not in ths other? BHow is that £ilm "with no imege™ included
in the supposedly definitive pesnel-report list or iext?

Prom thie I hope you can understend I do, sincer-ly, welcome =ny
sidtffication. Your letter does not convey it%, but I do, very much, want 1it.
Pgruwps you here ses &n additlons) reason for my anxiety to obisin whet I am
confidant I am entitled to, a copy of the memorundua of transfer un. sewrything
relatiag to 1%, I certainly would appeeciste 2ny mesningful explaneticn of the
above you can provide, whetever i%s form. I am no less sincere in hoping you will
respond withla tbe reesovable time we both know iz possible snd presents no
hardablp to your or your steff.

Once again, 1f unsolicitedly, I again urge upon you consideration of
what such a record ssys and records for vousterity of the govermusnt and of avery
individuel in =2ny respcnsidble ecsvacity, esrpeclally when our concern is with tie
murder of 8 “rezident 2nd its officinl investigation.

Z{ncerely,

Hdarold -aisberg



