
or. James b. knoede 
.:xchivist of the ":titer jtstes 
The tistionol ,'rehires 
'ashington, 	W. 2040/5. 

Deer 	Yawed*, 

I um doeoly grateful toot you couloi inform me the momoreddure of 

tronefer of the pictures end oor-yo c;t tea noun Y. Xemomiy eutn-:ey "is not 

the property of the United Litatii" on %AO 62nd day following too, first 

my loony rooueste for *oases to and rs sopy of it. uch expeditious reepouwe 

to ib:Mirte3 is o boon to research, fl s you no doubt intondosi, ono i s typicol 

of the goveromont's di !ieetion to freedom of inforostion on it ie 	to 

1 udly ortl oft.* declared policy of ;moping no Utibeaeseary *scrota obout t'oe 

murder of the -tresihent 011` its official "investigetion". The scholarly 

fonsern of too 6 O. oss .Litetii visa unisr your leadoroftip is nowhere, to sty 

Onowledge, more clearly reflected. 

however, your lattOr does present a few problems, for pm end if I 

may suggest it, for you and the government. You moy recall toot in. our 

personal convorsation is Judge lielleok's court end In letters I told you I 

knew atonit this meoorenchnn of transfer. That date exactly o6incidee with 

the data on which one stothe thou looking officiole of the Treasury =eportosent 

says these pictures end 'Ooreys Of the autopsy were turns.. over to the Aon-

nody featly. Until the date of tLe manoranAuss this film Nos in the cur.ttlAy of 

t rA United stet*, ::caret 	which is port of the Troesury oepertment. 

On that date the .27  *first :service au ,Toruierod possession of these same film. 

fios you telling me that the representative of the Os000dy Vmily 

olive the representative of toe Kennedy family a receipt for this film given 

him by the ivorot Serrvlee, cr tat tee wrote blmetilf 	ooly hioseif a oemo- 

rendum et:Merino the tZmeilebtibil? 41140 you also teillue Me that the 4.-.edy 

family is so lacitino in sonfidonco in itself, its lawyers rno the -:en.e 

i.ibrary tie-% "tor saftoseroing" this "privete roper" woe merely ''left at the 

rehire. *Udine"? 'this, no doubt, is thought the import of which voluld 

sot be loin upon those who have cede or i.:ght be walled upon to oo•os ooa„o-

ciol contributions to the iCognetly Library. 

If I assume with you toot the particular cool of this ormor-ndura 

of transfer to which you allude is "not Us property of the (Jolted 'tetes", 

;omit me to address oyself to other copies. 'ibis filo was the prorerty of 

the tkited to tss (end in rip bell never we toe x.o.reoty of oryow 	oe;. 

ooneono, 	or oithout the sonetion of law, undertook to f71-v-, 	!%b 

prot,:erty or the United ':htntes. 	nuet be 	rec7ra, 	 Lae 

.is :anion of ull federal crop  tarty. 	f: 2' 	 lc ,a not concern 

ourheliv,s. :r,-lfer whether or not Yoe oortiouler croy oa t1,1, Ifirrtnem is not 

..:2rty of Vol United 	1, es'. -;.:1.ted, let '42 erncer-J 	'Fie:. • 

C!'„)piee. 	vc beFn 1..t.-a.1.7 --stunk-, by 	 ,coret 

r.cr.cy 
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to your agency. I will not quibble over which copy you suwly me. I will be 
quite content with a copy of one of the copies of the oecret Service. I note 
with approval there is no other restriction, that this document Is not elassi-
fled under the 4uldlines or anything like that. it is ',rely that the 7ennedy 
family copy is, in your view, private property. ot some point there should hey, 
been consideration of how government property could be given senor. IVOU1'' like 
to heve copies of any and all memoranda or records of any kind or character 
dealing with this. If, by any chance, government property ens dealt with so 
lIghtly that there are no sock records, I would appreciate your assurance of it. 

And if you could respond to this staple request in something eorrecibly 
loos then almost three months, it would be hOlpfUl to me. It would not reflect 
unfavorably on the government's record IL this and related matters, either. -If 
at the same time you could tell me why it required 	 aloost three months, 
to learn that the particular copy of the memorondum irogovernment property, I 
believe I su1,_i find that worthwhile knowledge, 

In all of this I have edditionol query after reading y3ur affidavit 
filed in Judge Eelleckte court and that filed in the cos* of LOo Tohn Nichols, 
in Topeka, lianas*. in each you sugoast it is vital for the goVernent to be 
able to accept gapers for Presidential archives so that such papers may 
preserved and stallable for research. Here you say exactly the opposite, that 
the papers are accepted so ttoy wen be unavailable for research. If you could 
take the time to resolve thit seeming oonfliot in purpoett, that under oath 
being given 60 for availability and that not under oath for unavailability, 

oight be able to understand file whole thing a little better. 

One sdoltionasentence in ycur letter is of greet ioterust to me, 
pertly because it relates to voat hos oovor, to the best of mg reoollection, 
been the sut:Aelt of discusgon or correspondence between us. You say, "k'or your 
information, I understand that the black Lilo white and color negatives referred 
to in the 1988 panel review are the same negatives lieted in Appeodix 8 in 
the Kennedy family deed of gift of ectober 29, 194a." If you con eupp3y the 
sours* of your understending, I would welcome it. qoperison of the two documents 
of reference tax my understanding, ind 1 em fascinated at your awareeess of ft. 
Box, may I ask, did this come to your attention? 

I do areoicto your kindnese in passing t(lone; your understondine, 
especially because it is unsolicited ond 1 encounter so.7sucb difficulty in 
setting so much 	what I do seek. 

nonevr, the penel report mentions but seven "negatives" as distinguished 
from other film. Its Inventory is describer es of "prints :nd transparencies". In 
a peragr?Ah aftcr the eight-part listing it says "negatives correaponOin to the • 
above were presant" eltoout **Ono to all of ti:e thr:ve or how there oopoened to 
be (if there were) natives correspondino to tronapereuclea, which, oe I uLder-
otand it, are made with positive film. 

I itd11. farther p,-rplexed by trio foilure of h- th doolnte, where k 
o ecise reseed BOOMB to hove, bean the overt purpose, to olvo a t, 1. cuolnr of 
pictures !Ina subtotols of each :tin:' 	size. 1 can: of ado -ny c:Ibit Lion .7.,f 
cuoZera fro 	:tel inventory ond arrive et either the 14tnour.6 figure for 
0.ctu.ces teKeo or that recorded h...? the 	:gouts :resent f,t the ,utoi•sy 	the 
picturo-t4king (it ail, 	eir7.:,11fy tnte fr, r 	i i I o 	t r7:i:e the* 

rAleation 'bone the X.-role). If 	tobil)ted filx 	 im pez-:fltflesis 



with tie letters ";B" is identical -itn ;no unoesseose, is4&&wacomu uw.a.v%,.. -- 
itself contusing enouft, there seems to be s total of 45 pictures. It the seven 
referred to at the bottom of this tabulation aro different, there thee are 52. 
If these, when nu berad "19 through 25 MB)" by the ponel ere not identical with 
"#46 through 52", of which the panel reports.eeye merely that they "appear to 
represent the sans views", do we have an additional seven? And if those ideutie 
fled with tee letters 311 sna different numbers teen tnose edjoivino them in the 
list are different pictures, have we as additional IS? No combinetion ofndoition 
andfor subtraction yields for as the fla or t:e announced DIAAPr of pictures. study of Appendix H (end 1  hello indeed, etudied it) provides only 
more rod new conftsion. It hes four items of pictures, not on or. which con-
tains a single meaniegfel number. To list "envelopes" without reference to tbetr 
content is as beet a subterfuge and at worst a eonscioua deception. Be ell the 
envelopes have any 'voter's of enq kind in them? Does 	have more than a 514:10 
film? There are other obvious questions, but these illustrate the point. But 
numbers of envelopes only are given in the filet three "itemizetions" of film 
in Appendix I end as meeninglees as designation is in the remaining one, where 
the isse-iptien "I roll is used, nolls are of varying lengths oeci within ony 
given length varying nue:bora of exposures are possible. So, Appendix B also 
extends Itself to ere no number, nothine from which meaning can be derived. 
If two botches (from the list) are "with no loop", in itself a remarkable, 
entirely unexplained situation, there is even less likelihood of tribicing ziny 
kind of meant:1sta comparienn between the two listings of supposedly identical 
film or the single autopsy, each represented esoomplete end untainted. Other exietino records mdipthie even more baffling to me. I refer to 
these because they are the two to which you restricted yourself.The bewilderment, 
which I make no effort to aide, is further empliested by Duel's/a of your choice 
of words. You refer not to tel pictures end fiLa of ony and all kinds, never 
to prints or toensperencitta, merely to "negatives". You say those of 'be nnnel 
report Bore the same negatives lifted in Appendix B". .:hat you do not day is 
that there are, no others, either negetives„ positives or treneparencies. Is 
this merely an oversight. Do the numbers of both "lists" sweetly  coincide? :Noes 
either have whet is not in to, other? Aou is teat film "with no imoge" included 
in the supposedly definitive peneloreport list or text? 

From this I hope you can understand I do, sincerely, welcome ono 
steefficationo Your letter toes not convey it, but I do, very uuch, want it. 
ierhepa you here see en additions' reason for my anxiety to obtain oust I em, 
confident I am entitled to, a copy of the memoratteum of treat:Ifsr 	emorything 
reletiog to it. I certainly would epoweciete eny meaningful explanation oi the 
above you can provide, wastever its form. I am no lee!,  sincere in hopizi-::, you will 
reepoad within the reuso:;shle time we both 'Know is possible and presents no 
herdeoip ti) ypur or your sierra 

ooce again, if uneolioltedlo, 1 again urge upon you oonoidertion of 
w'ast.Jach o record :says 	recorde for po'terity of teas government end of ovary 
in,ivi ool In ‘, rty reoponeible cenecity, eeoecielly when our coocern is with tna 

- 	 Its <--fficir!1 invectigetion. 

Oinceiely, 


