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Februsry 28, 1969

Deer Ir, Fhoeds,

’ It is now thres weeks gince you assured me that I weuld heer soon
in responee tc my reguest Tor a copy of the "wsmorsandum of mpEeEERE
tronsfer, locesed in the National archives, end dated April 26, 1965". My
original request wes three weeis before that. Cn several subseguent occsslons
1 heve been s psured response wss im inent. :

I recsll to you that when we eptke in Judge Helleek's court I suggested
that the integrity end independence of acholarship wes 8% nkidw steke, your
ovn sad thet ¢f your agemey with it. '

1 now cell upon Jycu to tell me what recuires this unseemly delesy in
snewering & simple request for & simple rocord thet seeme to be beyoud eny
proper restriction. Certeinly it 1s outsids the guidlines. ~¢ secme to be bus
encther uf the dfsmel efforts to frustrete inquiry into thih mest awxful treggdy
euperimposed upon the great ose of the sscmsginetion, and one of the endless
efforts tc make research intc the essassincilon more aifficult and less rapid.

Let me be open with you. I belleve I hsve known the essence since
about Uctober 1966, Lrom someons who had secoss, outside the Archiwas.

In $his peréiculer cese, the now-customary (elsys in angvering
proper ani specific questions is your owm responsibility, for it is “hree
weeks since you indlested your awarenoss snd msde the unfulfilied promise.
You have seriously impsfréd my work by this dsl=y, and 1 %el} you with
squal open frunkness, I bolisve this was the intent. I heve svery resson to

"beliove, end I here record my bellef, that the govermmenh ‘mvs very well

taet what i® in this memoramdum ia eatirely inconsistent with falss offiglel
statements snd that, for not other resson, it seeks to suzpreas it. This ia
improper, if not illegal. "t ia anything but stholarship, is opposed bo

w freedom of informatien”~ B splf-~condennation.

It I a. wrong, I esll upom you io prove it. Kay,  dere you to.
bo, end I will spologlze, in writing. Feil to end I will publish 1.

Sineeraly youre,

Barold Velsberp

P.o. I slso reczll to you 8 similar case i{n the psest, where your predicessor
denied me scceas to the GSA-Kennedy-family “contract” snd then nede it availsdle
under whet, for all practicel purposes, was 21 esclusive basis, to the New York
"Tymes” whose reporter, the government hed every resson o belleve, would be

{end, in fact, wes) entirely unswere of the significonce. I stil) await explanatipns

1 heve scught for almost = yeer.



