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This 1s {n rospense %e yeur lstbers of lm'f. 13, s, !m*.

Your letter of m: 7 says, "We ave mpru; for m

”nd? his was in respense %o
weooks old. ln ot yot resched me or vas “u

e nv:ms hes erranged a sonvenient fusility in L%s deniald d’
files, Pursusns te {m esarlfer suggestien; I addressed o
request %o the AStorney Genersl for ssesss to thad nahrul rels
e Dlﬂd Porrie 1 am eonfident in at least some cases _
and 1lle denisd we, It required only & week less m e mathe
for aa assistent attorney goneral to make sbsolutely ne- -allwaion be
1 requesh in his "response”™., The government and its enpleyess uﬂ
riefals will have %o live with the resord they themselves make in
hair antire uuunuu of the murder ¢f the President and ite offisield
investigation. In delaying so very leng in respouding end M '
doing whas you promise, then further suggesting s semplete 138
you write m ovn resord. %o the degree I san, 1 asswure. tales

With regard te your lester of Novewber 13, Ma\mﬂmtﬂm
unmurumlunud’mu‘nn. “lhnmrhtm&

’a‘f

in Powen, I w again address you,

Your letter of Bevember 1, e months in esuing, says sf e

test of Br. Bumme waieh !chu. 1% “Soos mt -?“ assere
tion shat Exhibis Ne. 3" is Mhto o You rafew e Bo
there need be 2o confusion and s noed ned depand on

imeny. ; e
u-uuuwum
bummtmmh

Br. Spoeter then idensified UDITL as fdentien) with *ais mu. Ia
his further Sontimeny, in w ths destor sajys tho

are net ummum,uummuuy
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oxhibit. Thewe eould have besn no autopsy repert without them, I
have the reseipts for them beginning at autepsy bensh, If fer
sewms Teason they are not in yeur files, they do exist, are in the
possessien of the government and are required to be in yours and ase-
sessidble to me,

Dr. Numes' Sestimeny makes elear that what he burned was the first
draft of the autopsy, net these netes,

I submit this Sestimeny does not justify yeur quoted semment. And I
herswith rensv my request for eepies of these nehes made by Dr, Humes
in the autepsy roem, while he wes examining the 1ate murdered Presi~
- dent's bedy and deseribed in this eited Sestimeny and part of Exhidbis
397, nens of which was authorised %o be withheld,

Your lester of Novewber 19 in respense te mine of Osteber 6 is serrect
in pointing out it weuld be helpful if I eeuld give yeu eomplete eita-
tiens to whas I seek, Unfortunately, it is the government itself thmb
mekes this impessidle by the very manner in whiech 1t handled this as-
pect of the investigatien, like se many ethers. L deo net knew ef all
the possible oitations te Oswald's changes of address, Your ova files
reflest the diseentinuatien of indexing by the Commissien én the
ground, perhaps spurious, that this vas rendcfednunnesensary »y vt
your agensy was to hvve done. It is regrettable if this was not done.

Newever, if I can givo you more speeifis oitations, I will, I have
reseived the two sides of a change of addreass card as yeu deseride,

I would now like coples of any interviews with postal empleyees in
Now Orleans by any agency in an effort te learn whether any had exe~
outed this or any other change of address in Oswald's nawe, ineluding
dus not limited to Richmond Tankersley.

If you oan provide anything else heving to do with the post office
and Oswald's wmail, I weuld appreciate that-also. A recent newspaper
ecolumn by Paul Scott and Robert Allen says thare has been s declassi-
fleation of documents relating to the interception eof Oswald's mail,
in that sase by the FBI. This was in specific reference to & letter
he wrote the Seviet Ewbassy i{n November 1963. I would like ooples

- of these and any similar dosuments,

Your letter of November 22 does not fully respond to my eited re-
quests, In ssking for all the available information en the repert
Oswald had been s federal agent, I also asked for the transeript of
any executive session en this subjeet on er abdeut January 22, 1964,
You replied you have no sush transeript. The existing evidence is
that there wes sush a meeting. I then ssked for either a list of the
"dates on which the sgurt reperters took sush proceedings or a oopy ef
the bills, leaving the eheice to yeu. You have in no way respended
to this request, and I herewith renew it.

You claim Shat "the transerips of the exesutive session of the Warren
Commission of Jamwury 27, 1904, is proporl: withheld from researsh
under the provisiens ef exist law (S U.8,0. 552)"., I ask you %o
explain to me Jov the gevernment san preperly deny me what 1% bas,
through Cengressman Perd, himself a mewber of the Warren Commissioa,
already mede public for commerscisl and propaganda reasons. I do net
believe there is any law or regulstion whish permits the governmeny
to make what it elassifies selestively availsble or, to put it more
aceurately, to suppress it seleetively, -nnthn nnmblz r!r the
persensl profit of these who are in assord with effieial flstion but
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denyi it to those engaged in legitimate, long-term research, If
you hold to the contrary, I would appreciate the sitstion of eny
authority that permits this,

The net effect of this section is to grant Congressman Ford a oop{-
rignt on that executive session. s is completely wrong, morally
and legally.

Purther, the government thus denies researshers the opportunity of
even chacking the ascurasy of the text Cengressmsn Ford says he
quotes, If his presentation is in any way inasccurate or insomplete,
the government becemes respensible for this error and, in additien,
for 1ts perpetustioen, If there is anything ainister, anithtng wrong
in the official representtion of the evidense, if there is any de-
fioiensy in the investigatioen, the government, b;hzonr setion, makes
it a deliberate, sonseious, perpetuated eorrer, 8, in s sountry
presenting the trappings of freedom and demoerasy, is intolerasdle,

The government, whose agent in this ease yeu, personally, are, has

seen to it thet I have ne way of knowing all of what transpired at

tha executive sesasion of Jamuary 27, 1964. However, one subject tharse
covered is now & publie matter bessuse the government permitted Con-
gressman Pord a) to have it and b) to publish it, following whioh it
granted him s cepyright, I tSherefore renew my request for those peges
of the executive session eof January 27, 1964, dealing with the subjesot
metter made available to Congressman PFord and used by him, for persenal
profit and not in any way as part of his offioial respensibilities.

Should you agein deny me this, I ask that the government outline to me
in speoific detall what steps I must go through to carry this furbbher,
for the metter cannot rest here. I ssk 8lso not merely s meaningless
and general eitation ¢f the authority yeu invoks dut for the specifie
la ge you hold applicable to this specific situation and en offiofal
expgnnation-ot its oleimed applicadbility.

I cannet conclude this letter without still again salling to your at-
tention the unanswered proper requests I have mede in the past going
back to the tenure of Dr. Bahmer. I am, for example, still awaliting
an explanation of why and how the Kennedy-family-GSA contract was de-
nied me and then made exclusively availsble to another when mine was,
if not the first request, certainly onoe of the very first, it having
been made the very first day. I submit your refusal te answer this
leaves a record that says you denied me this besause I use it in «
proper esontext, and made it available, muoh later and exclusively, to
one who to your knowledge was not in & positien to and, in fact, dia
not, instead, misrepresenting it to make it censiastent with the exist-
ing and desired misrepresentstions and incomplete representations of
the government, _

84inserely,

Harold Weisderg



