S 11/24/69
Dear Eud,

Herewith the gondies I refarred te #ridesy. tou wil note in my
eorresponience 1 moke no mention of wnat interests me most. hLaving foreced this
out I see notiing t~ be geined by snmouneing { read it loud sni clesr. I intend
making no mention of this uhtil the proper tima and hope yrux else will not. But,
added t~ what + hove #lready shown y~u, I think this can, rroperly h-nllei, te es
nnthing we have yet had, I'1l talk to you btofore we se e Speiser, but 1 w-huld
sgrae to let alm know, for it should be jowerful tneras.

«y letters snsu.d s.salk [or themselves. 1'll point out only & few of
the more pertinent tuings ebout tu: ntner enclosures. Sorry some of the coples
zre sn ponor, The mecaine wa: in Werse thsn usuel shene psrt of toe time. The nri-
ginsle er. in mt sute sy file :nd we cen duplicete tbem ot -ny time.

There is nothlng like a deniel of the existencs of tae Kells rmen
racaipt. Rather thers is the .rcnives—like etasion, we don't have 1t. '

It must be obvious thils proves toey lied tn me in sayilng they didn't
beve wost toey did end now provide. It elao must be obvious that tuls is e vigle-
tion of Clsrk's executive srder. Furthermorso you have & latter ‘to me from Howley
wbich now eleerly is false. 1 wrould hope tuls would impress 2 judge ns it should
the public.

The reverse glde of tue certilicets of deasth ﬁhs blanza t» bte rilled in
but none =re.

The 11/26 memo goes mucno ferthur thasn inck sckno¥kedged. 1 wonder ®Bhet
there woas four days later to inspire thls snd to wuon 1t wes sent. It w-ould seem
the nsme of toe adsressee wse edded in each cese. It reletes to wurt followed the
body exzminztion, to fter tiue coapletion of the sutopsy.

It 1a not by accident tuat Surkley used the word "verified"” relsating
t~ toe back wound., Le is much more specific in hiz certificete »f dasth (end why
did he exescuts it ratoer thsn the prosectors?), Le refers to the wound in tue
"posterior back " snd locates it "et aboutrthe level of tie third thorscie verte-
bra.” Consistent with everything else except the perjury, wnien now, clearly, is
nothing else-not mccident, certeinly. ile introduces questions sbout ths head wound
thet mey be nn mnre thon impreeision, but should n~t sutom tic2lly be pessed off

a8 no more,

The 3ibert-0'Neill recel;t ig inepproprinte for CE 843. 1 heve difficulty

deciding why Clark's 11/23 was elimlnated. This ues worried we for years, esnd 1've

even consulted tie printers' set seeking sn snswer. It cannot be lnnocent, thersfore

we sbell nave to seek what this deception wes intended to obscuree.

Like to talk to pou about these when there is time. 1'11l try and msil
tonight so you cen have before Thenksgiving.

Sincerely,

gt



