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wre son sradlee, wxecutive Laitor
ihe wachiugton rost

1150 15 b, u

Washington, ieUe K05

Jear wr. dradlee,

Secause ny intont in not publicity out to iunaspire wajorsmedia thinking about the
subjucs, L write y.u rather than "the editor avout this worndng's piuce by ~hilip Helombs,
1t deals seriously =nd responsibly with a major problems dut entirsly iunadequately.

I hold the traditiocal opindoun about thw: sanctiti of sources. L do cot believe it
applies in the Bremer case. I do belicve other and importand consideration: do. o source
is protected by withholding outtakes. lior is any pro secution need served in askin, for
: thema unless it has in zind wore than convioting Bremer or prejudicing the jury. Probative
§ witnesses without end are available. The quotes fros Seall are persuasive: "we don't need
'ep." sihy ask for them, then?

With the gquestions raised in your own excellent reporting alone, however, there cuan
be legitimate reason for police examination of all film. liaprobable as it secms, there
remaing the possibility that Dremer was not the lony-advertised-for lone nut. le scong
to have sgunt much more money than can be attributed to hia income, 4 search of all film

for the appearance of another person would seem to be a legltimate and obvious and proper
i police responsibility. Yet u:all openly disavows the need or intont,

‘Theve is also the a~typical \ezcept in as assinstions) very bad woxk by the I, the
more obvious iliustrations beglng delay in reaching thw Sremer apartment, tailure to pro=-
tect what was not itaken, Iailure to take what siwould have been, and the oven uore ilicredie
ble fallure to seek a Ymm pistol when shells for it were in that apartment - and Lof't Tox
curiosity-ge:ikess to steals S0, a desire fo protuct the ril and those who falled to spot
the omnipresent Sremer might be a purpose of sevidnyg the film that is not necessary to
obtaining a convictiot,.

There arc precedents. Lo wy knoiledge, the rul obtained from non-preas. sources two reels
of amateur filu of Uswald beding arrested while leafletting in Lew Urleans. The Warren Com-
nigsion was never told of the existence of this film in one cage «nd in neither case was it
told the i'SI had the filme In neither case is the film in the dational archives. “n both
cases, under an executive order of 10/31/66 it is required to be. Hamsey Clark promulzated
it before his confirmmation. I have been told by the owners of both recls that the ¥l ret-
urned edited copiea. I huve onel.rumalleling this is what huppened to wLuU-iV's footage
when it passed into official hands. Jome of what existed prior to oriicial posses:ion no
longer exista. loreover, the £ilm no louger mects the official, not HiusU'a, description
of ite sind aside from the confirmation I have from WiV and an advertising and publice
relations man that he was in it before it was surrendered, 1 can establish from ofricial
reports in iy posuession what was eliminated: another wman with Uswald, in _ad ition to the
one ofticislly acknowledged, identified and invtervieweds £ total oi' 17 stills were made
for the government from vide Lootages L have rdl reports stating the reporting a:.nts
shuvod as many as six ol theso at one time to Interviewsd witiesses. Two only are in tis
aationul archives or retferred to in she Jarren Voiwdssion heardings eite deporie



o

If you doubt any of this, L will be happy to show you the s8I and Sucret Lervice
reports, the 4LLU and the private film, conies of wnleh wers mace evailable to wo by the
owners, ol the oiiiclal description it took much efrort an: the %ireat o1 sult to vetes

tihy should anyone be edited out of any assassination rootage, nof matter how indirect
the relationship to the crime udiht be? Any Oswald associate was not relevant to any decent
investigation? Failure to locate him should be hidueny Locating him nade 1npossible?

S0, although your reporter hei no reason to suspect it, there are other reasons for
the 1V stations not to surrender their footage to the +Bl. Une is the mysterious disap~
poarance of parts of the film, for which there is precedent, ond another is wisuse. the
best example of the second point is the Zapruder film, no copy of which today is compiete.
LIFE gave the government coples of Zapruder's filn moeddatcly, but all copies eliminate
at least 20.» that is in the margin, botween the sprocket holes. and LiFi's original has
been edited. i'rames are missing, more than I brought to light in my first book. (1f you
want the proof, I wil. shou it to you.) sganwhile, there is an official interpretation
of the evidence of this film and nobouy cun make any kind of meaningful private study to
contest ite Uhe Cormigsion's lawyers were careful to ask for stilisy of only some of the
frames of thc original, which does show the exposed film that is masked in copying. They
then failed to print 9 of these, pretending a typographical error.(¥ou would know if you
were as familiar with my writing as you have sug. vsted, for I also smoked thesc wissing
9 frames out by exposure, but that doesn't get them printed in the Warren hearings, does
it? irlen Specter said they had to and inclwiing the frame numbered 534, but it was really
to and including 343.) .nd in thos: frames that are printed, cruclal ones, the two after
the fatal shot, are reversed. The result is that study of them printed stills show the
opugsite on the direction of wovement, loover, however, ascured us not to worry because
after the Warren conclusions were reached and published, tie still were returnsd to their
proper order -~ in dead storage!

Insofar as he coulu, isclombs fairly states a serious probleme He could not stete it
fully. there zay be considerations of which I s unaware.

I do not think that such film as is involved in the Bremer case can be conpared
with a printed-press reporter’s need and risht to protect his sources. I do think the
pdlice should be in a position to conduct the best investigation possible, whether or
not they will, when there is no legitimate need for confidentislity. Yot this can ine
volve another right icCombs did not mention, 2 property right. This film, whether or uot
aired, is a property and it can have value. Use by the police can destroy that vulue
as an exclusive right of the owner,

Of one thing I am sure: originzl footage owsht never be surrendered to the 31,
Theyhave a special memory hole for film from which I have been able to retrieve but littlo.

I am not anti-police or anti-i3I, I am anti-abuse of solice power, anti~dishonesty.
4s far back as the mid~30s I worked closely wita the Fil. and as rucently as two days ago
L was visited by two wen from & local (not Frederick) police intelligence undt with which
I work and fo which i have given some significant intelligence from & confidential source
vhose perwission i hade in confidence you, ioo, cun see sous of ite It is inside stuff
from the “inusemen, .1l their secret and rather Professional data on bomb-making, boobye
trapying - even tiheir claim to having caused the famous Wilkerson bombing and how they
arranped ite So, there are legitimate police interests it is no ciktticism of sicComls or
the Yost to say are uot indicated in his story. These are thie interests of all of soclety.

It T can't and don't pretend to kuow a1l the questions or to have all the ansvers,
L do believe t.w isoues are much uore complexz thon 1 have ever seen stuted. There should
be soue kdnc of answer. dub it should not include the .urrender oi/ any rightse If I do
not Bbelivve this is involved in the dremer case, 1 do bolieve it Su an iscue that st sone
point nust be faced and resolvede

“his latter does :uot require anX wiswer and i do not expect ones

sinecercly,
Herole weisberg



