May E7,1069

Dr, James “hoeds
Archivist of the United States
tashington, D.T.

Desr Dr. Fhoeds,

I heve deliberstely delayed replying to ysur letter of Mey 16,
1669 - which required but four days %o trevel G0 miles - to provide ample
time for receipt of the prumised responss %o my l-tter of April 7, %%e
m'the sgo, slmost, Predictably, it hss not resched me.

It i» now, I believe, beyond guestion that the Archiwse under your sdmini-
stration hes dedicsted 1tself %o the utmost interference with propsr use

of and access %o those files under ite care ss they relote to the murder

of the President snd its officisl investigaiion. If this ie not being

done ut your omer, it is being done in your name, with your sssent, for the
ocessions on which I have called this to your sttention sre numercus. The
delays beyond resson or justificstion sre unverying. Thie has the eifect snd,
I sm satisfied, the intent of interfering with lnouiry iato the felsehood
ordsined as trush by the gow roment of waich You sre purt and whose policy
you iprlément by your sdministretion.

The record you thus make is porheps best, for it esrtelnly
illuminetes the conduct snd funetioming of govermment, the cheracter of
the "investigation™, ss mothins else possibly could. The record you mske is
slsoc bne by which you will be remembered. To the &gree I can, I will
gasure this, If 4t becomes po=sfble, I will do this in court, for it ismy
desire to test 21l of this under the evallable law.

Nothing better illustrates the deliberateness of your interference
in my work thsa your letter of isy 18. Everything in 1t is months old.
Those faw things ysu sent me are sll duplicetes of what you had esrlisr sent,
in responss to the seme recuests, some at least e half yesr old snd, 1
balieve, ell dating tc last year or early this year. Page 13 of Commiseion
Tocument 301 is in response to my reguest of lsst Nédvember, esrlier filled.

ia I beve esrlier reminded you, there remain unanswered requests.
I will not permit you to weste mom of my time by looking them up, 1 ascept
the altsrnative, your deliberste snd intended interference in my work snd the
{nvestigetion of the murder of the Pregident end ite investigstion by the
gow roment yhoss sgent you ere, You sssured me months ago thst you ksd then
had s check mede snd there were none not responded to. I sssured you this wes
not the cose. Now, ingmmyzymexpr isy, ycu pretend response, It is o fri-
volity unwerthy of governmest, your function snd responsibility and the subject
matter. One thet comes immedistely %o mind is my repeated reguest for e corpy
of thnt page of the Newnld Marine menusl Cerloe Bringuler snnotated. On several
occasions I geve your staff the exact page. Ong one occasion they told me

they could not find 1t. This esmaot be the case.



R waws

Not heving your promised reply tc my letter of April 7, which I
believe hos to do with my initisl request of mor: then four menths ego, I
do not know whmt your response iz or will be, However, based on the record
you have conveniently made so clear, I think 1t not unresscnable to antici-
pate = deniml, Therefore, I =sk you %o send me the pepers snl any necessary
iastructions for ssking for this under the "Frevdom cf Infcrmstion™ Act. I
went e be in & proger poaition to cerrybthis throukh, end to exhsust sll
the sdninistrative possibilities.

Tou write, "The two psges bearing 'notes sctually made in the
roem in which the exemineticn was tekinpg place' that sre menticned in Dr.
Humes' testizonyiere reproduced in XVIII hoarings 45-46," This cennot be
the cuse, unless Dr. Humes perjured himself, Ze testifiecd tc his notee,
mede in the eutopsy room by "myself”, during the sutopsy. These ers not his.
One is by Dr. Boawell, the othsr by Dr. Finck. I% is not only resscneble to
sssums thet Dr. Fumes could mot munke on sutbpsy ~ithout notes, it 1= alsc his
swern tectimony. The filos you hove rade amilleble to me eontein no such
notes. You ds heve the receipts for theee very notes, frcm the asutonsy bench
to the Commiession. I you do not hawve them in your file s, you ean obsein
duplicates from the Seeret Service, which did heve them end provided mme of
the receints you & beve. I thinlk you ore cbliged to. I 4o request i%,.

You ss!z for a gopy of the hllen-Scott eojumn referrinz to the
dsclassiflcation of documents relating tou the intersapiion of Cswald's meil.
The sleerest copy I com me¥e ic enclousd. The parsgruph under "Lotter In-
tercapted reads:™a FBI report ou file in tue <gtiomal Archiwes, whidi hes
bren recently declasaified, notes thot the ngoncy started its investign-
tion invedistely on intercepting Oswsld's letter efier it was mef led
Y¥ovenbar 12 in Irving, Tex."

The cepy I bave eppesred in the Shrevepert, La. "Times" Hovember
20, 1967. Fodersk origin of t:e information in this column seoms probable,

Other parts srs relevent slso.

on the subject of deglassificstion, et your sugresiion I wrele
Attorney Gensral Clark lest year about those withheld dpcuments in the
David Farrie fila that eould not propsrly be withheld, cne of witieh is in
my possession snd olearly esteblishos thls. Under date of Wovember 7, 1968,

Assistent Attorney Gemeral Vinson wrote ne,"...ap periodic review is now
(ny emphasis) being conducted...@e ersect this veview will be coupleted in
a short time.” Therafore, 1 =sc ¥hat wna declassified snd if pothing was, @

ztatement to tust effect, a record

If you do mot meintain & listfof what wWas restricied and then
beoomes svailable, you are severely restricting resesrch, for the volume of
materisl is, s you note, extensive, end it ie @ physieol impessidbility to
g0 over the seme files agein., Also, the bibliography indicetes wast 1s
withheld snd becomes & degephione I would dike %o think thet vhen s Presideht
{3 murd-red, the govermme-t does mot fesl izpelled o pinch pennies, to thus
interfere with incuiry inte 1%, In the pest when 1 have al laged this archlve
wns understaffed, the Archives sssured me tiis wes not tho cass, If 4t 1
not, then there should bde s list of what wes withheld end is then made evail-
sble, Thile I welcome you! renewed sssursnce that you are kesping = list of
vhet 1 hnves ssked for, I note thet after a yesr I am still without explsnation
of violation of your own regulstlens with regard to precisely thle =nd as it

relstes to me,



For the rocord, to those provious lettors oa the memordndun of
trensier you claim ie a privete paper, 1 should 1i'te 4o ante taat even 1if
the specisl sopy of 1t to which you ellude might so ke rogerded for purposes
of denisl, if it ever had suca atalus $his wag surrendersd by the gFovern-
ment wnen it was used ss a working parer in the rapart of the renal convelked
by Attorney Cemarel Clurk, which was mede public. On thie additionsl besis,

1 penew my requeat for it.

By this time your sgency hea meade 14 clesr that it will withhold
responess to my request ee long es it posribly cen. In sdiitlion to ell the
cther problems this ereates for ma. properly urdcratenling what mesning
there msy be in your delayed respcnse requires the rerending of sn enolmous
file. Therefore, 1 would appreciste it 1f, nfter the miminum of not lass then
two months of delay thet you reem %o hove ordnined, hewa feiled %o slter if
not at your order, has elepsed snd ycu heve nchinoved the obvious DREDOES
for which you recuire it, you would refer ¢ the date of the incuiry.

lisy * hope taat you cen waive thias restriction for purposes of
telling mo the totul saount charged to ny actoun® far tha pleture-taking
and copying of lay 167 I would like ¥n know gt your earlisast convenience.

Sincarely,

Hareld VWeisberg



