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exhibit. These could have boon no autopsy report without them. I 

have the reeeipts for then 'beginning at the autopsy Ninth. If for 
some reason they are net in your files, they do exist, are in the 
possession of the government and are required to be in yours and se-
eessible to me. 
Dr. Junes testimony makes *leer that what he burned was the first 
draft of the autopsy, net these notes, 

I submit this testimony does not Justify your quoted segment. And I 

herewith renew my request for cop es of these moles made by Dr. Nimes 

in the autopsy Peon, while he was examining the late murdered Prostw 

dent's body and described in this sited testimony and part of Inhibit 
399, none of which was authorised to be withheld. 

Your letter of November 19 in response to mine of Oetehow 6 is eorregot 

in pointing out it would be helpful it I mould give you oompIeto sits-
tins to what I seek. Unfortunately, it is the government itself that 

sakes this impossible by the very manner in whisk it handled this as-

pect of the investigation, like se many others. I do net knew of all 

the possible citations to Owealdis *Winos of address. Yous,  own files 
reflect the diseontinuation of indexing by the Commission en the 
ground, perhaps spurious, that this was rendeeednuanoesseary by what 
Tour agensy was to him done. It is regrettable if this was net done. 

Newever, it I can give you more specific citations, I nill, I have 
reeeived the two sides of a change of address said as you describe. 

I would now like copies of any interviews with postal employees in 
New Orleans by any agency in an effort to learn whether any bad aim-

euted this or any other change of address in Oswaldos same, including 
but not limited to Riehmond Tankersley. 

If you can provide anything else having to do with the post office 

and Oswaldts mail, I would appreciate that also. A recent newspaper 

*Own by Paul Scott and Robert Allen says there has boon a deelassi-
fleation of doouments relating to the interception of Oswald's mail, 

in that sass by the PSI. This was in speoifie referense to • letter 

hs wrote the Seviet Sabassy in November 1963. I would like **pies 
of these and any similar dosuments. 

Your letter of November 22 does not fully respond to my cited re-
quests, In asking for all the available information en the report . 
Oswald had been a federal agent, I also asked for the transcript of 

any executive session on this subject on er about January 22, 1964. 

You replied you have no mush transcript. The existing evidence is 

that there was such a meeting. I than asked for either a list of the 

dates on which the court reporters took snob preoutings or a copy of 
the bills, leaving the 'bolos to you. You have in no way responded 

to this request, and I herewith renew it. 

You *lain that 'the transcript of the exsoutive session of the Warren 
Commission of January 27, 19644  is properly withheld from research 
under the provisions if existing law (5 11.11.4. 552)". I ask you to 
explain to as how the government can preperly deny me what it has, 
through Congressman Pord, himself a menber of the Warren Commission, 

already wade public for eemmereial and propaganda reasons. I do net 
believe there is any law or regulation which waits the government 

te, make what it classifies selectively available or, to put it more 

accurately, to suppress it selectively, making_ it available tr the 

personal profit of those who are in assord with *Metal !lotion but 
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denying it to those engaged in legitimate, long-term research. It 
you hold to the contrary, I would appreciate the citation of any 
authority that permits this. 
The net effect of this action is to grant Congressman lord a copy-
right on that executive session. This is completely wrong, morally 
and legally. 
Further, the government thus denies researchers the opportunity of 
even checking the asouraey of the text Congressman Ford says he 
quotes. If his presentation is in any way inaccurate or incomplete, 
the government becomes responsible for this error and, in addition, 
for its perpetuation. If there is anything sinister, anything wrong 
in the official representaion of the evidence, if there is any de. 
floieney in the investigation, the government, by your action, makes 
it a deliberate, conscious, perpetuated error. This, in a country 
presenting the trappings of freedom and democracy, is intolerable. 
The government, whose agent in this ease you, personally, are, has 
seen to it that I have no way of knowing all of what transpired at 
the executive session of January 27, 1964. However, one subject there 
covered is new a public matter because the government permitted Con-
gressman Ford a) to have it and b) to publish it, following Walsh it 
granted him a copyright. I therefor* renew my request for those pages 
of the executive session of January 27, 1964, dealing with the subjeot 
mutter made available to Congressman Ford and used by him, for personal 
profit and not in any way as part of his official responsibilities. 
Should you again deny me this, I ask that the government outline to me 
in specific detail what steps I must go through to carry this further, 
for the matter cannot rest here. I ask also not merely a meaningless 
and general citation of the authority you invoke but for the specific 
language you hold applicable to this specific situation and an offioial 
explanation of its claimed applicability. 
I cannot conclude this letter without still again calling to your at- 
tention the unanswered proper requests I have made in the past going 
back to the tenure of Dr. Dahmer. I am, for example, still awaiting 
an explanation of why and how the Kennedy-family-OSA contract was de-
nied me and then made exclusively available to another when mine was, 
if not the first request, certainly one of the very first, it having 
been made the very first day. I submit your refusal to answer this 
leaves a record that says you denied as this because I use it in a 
proper context, and made it available, mush later and exclusively, to 
one who to your knowledge was not in a position to and, in fact, did 
not, instead, misrepresenting it to make it consistent with the exist- 
ing and desired misrepresentations and incomplete representations of 
the government. 

Sincerely, 

Harold Weisberg 


