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Dr, James B. Rboads

irebivist of soe Uaoited .tates
The Hationsl rpechives
Washington, D.C. 20408

Lear Ur. RHocads,

; tuch #s8 1 welcome your twe letiers of November 18, there sre seversl
comments they compel of me. = Mgl e S AR o, i

First of all, they prove the point i have made repestedly without
meaningful response from your ogency, thet there isk the most essentisl evidence
of the ssssssinetion in the poseession of the government and not transferred to
yrur agency ss directed by the former ittorney Genmeral, This puts the government
in the position of viglating ita owm execntive order, persisting in the violation
fter 1t hes been eslled to offieizl ettentlon, snd of suppressing evidence of
the  resident's murder, ir, Clark directed that everything be pleced in the
irchives cni made aveilsble, end he wes erecific in asclaring tae nstionsl ilnterest

requires it.

The kind of se.f-serving error thet hes become nll to common is repested.
You =ay, "We do not hsve & list of records relating to David W, Ferrie, nor hee such
a list beun previcusly furnished you,"” At the time the late David Ferrie figured in
the Hew Urlesms news for the first time, Wr. Johnson Gid, in fact, in sdvance of
press inquiry, prepsre such = 1iet. He told me he hsd done this in order to meeb
the anticipsted imguiry froa the prees, snd he 4id give me s two-part list. Onme
pert conteined those documents not withheld, the other those withheld, In my
event, 1 would spprociate o list of all withheld Ferrie documents, including the

reason for withhelding in each cess.

To the best of my recollection, you Bave Rever respended to my coument®
on your regulsr employment of evasive longusge, *twice repested in = single pera-
graph of your longer leftter. You refer to wast 1s "knevn to be =mong the records
of tae .arren Commisalon”. Your archive comslsts of documents eoming from otber
sources. ‘ne exsmple is persusnt to the eited executive order, When I requent
research materizla of your Bgency, it is not essentisl tiet they come from the
files grensferred by the late Cosmissien sad I do went them if tuey sre in other
files, 1t is unfortunstcly the cosa that some sf the most vitsl informstion wes
pever in toe Commission's possession, hence camnot be in their files., .3 s conse-
quence ~f this withbolding of information from the Commission by the exscutive brench,
we now find sgencies making the spurious claim that whet they suppressed can be
suppressed in perpetuijy bocouse if 1s "investigotive files for 1sw-anforcemant
purposes”, © complete fiction, for tue Commission hsd mo such purvoses of NOWers.
S0, 1 renew my requests f-r wial you s ve not provided me 1f this dite 1s cont=ined
in other filss in your custody then $hose af the 7arren Commission.
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However, 1 must acknowledge thst Lir, felley's November 3 le tter
represents a fine 1if belzted step toward rectifying what I would have hoped
Jou would by now have found on intoleratle condition. I regret 1t 13 of limited
application, was not ‘spontuneous or in compliance with the executive order, sna
followk blatent misrepresentstions to me.

I appreciste your refersnces %o CL7:284, of waich I would like a copy,
énd to CE387, page 4. The second reference, however, introduces confusion, for
it deseribes not u "missle” but "two small irregulsrly sheped frugmentas" 7x2
80d 3x1 mm in dimension., These are not described in the provided receipt. liore-
over, thies exhibit saye the receipt for the two fragments is "ettached", end it
is not. If you ean ~rovide the receipt seid to huve besn attached, I would also
like 1t, In adaltion, CEB843 ge ms to show not fewer thean tiree fragments.

ignores & rother longm letter 1 wrote very long sge on preclsely this point,
If there wes ever =ny doubt that I went end ssked for everything on the sutopsy,

- this letter eliminsted thet. is s metter of fact, * hove several times esked

you when I ecuddd expect meaningful response to questions I reised in that cor-
respondence thet o this dey have never been sddrassed, by you or anyone elae,
I discussed thias with you person=1lly, in Judge Helleak's eourt, + have raised the
uestion with Mr, Johnson md rather pointedly told bim I do went evarything on
the sutopsy =nd he did tell me averything had been provided. 28 a matter of fact,
in the late Summer of 1967 1 went into tols with Aim in some cetail becsuse two
pertinent reports had bewn segregsted from & file end wers withheld from me
Whereas the rest of tue file had been released for resesrch. I tom told adim I
hed c-mpleted the dreft of a book on the euto sy end wented everytuing for 1%,

“bds reises seversl oiher unenswered requests of similsr charagter,
* have saked why end how these two reperts were denied me snd 8till denied me
even sfter the dste on which they were promised when they hed been made avsilable
to an suthor writing in favor of the government's position snd were in & book he
had published six months eerlier. I have also ssked, without Trespornse, 1f what I
Wwos written =bout Carlos Bringuier snd Oswald's Marines hendbook is reslly sn
SnsWer to my request for s single rége of 1t. You told me the book hed been
returned to Bringuier, but you hsve n-ver ansvered my cuestion, had this or other
peges been cophed from 1t prior to its return? We know some of it was copded, for
the Commiseion published 1t - long after return of the book itself, '

The receipt from which I hed mede recuest for What you bLave just provi-
ded refers to & Wovember 26, 1963 "letter" described 88 "concerning lews ani
regulations". ihat you have sent is en unaddressed mémorandum woleh m kes no
reference to "lawe snd regulations ragsrding the confidentisl nature of the
events.” I recognize that language can be employed loosely, but 1 would like
the =ssureance the memorandum sent is whst ths receiyt referas to end tust tiaere
is no such letter, if 1t cen be offered.

Sincersly yours,

flarold Velsherg




