March 13, 1970
Dear Dr, Raoeds, .'

Youxr letter of January 28 recommended thet I review the history of the
denied requests I have made, resubmit them and thus be in a8 betier poeition to
sppeal 1€ I an egain dented, Since then I have sddressed o numter of perfectly
proper requests $c you. You beve, apparently, interpreted your suggestion thet I
weate sa additionsl, enomous smount of ¥axkmd time €3 & liocense to mske no response
at all. I taink this is highly imsproper, end I think your failurs to meim respomse
after two nois i8 butk another manifessation of what by now {s cleerly a oonsciows,
deliderste misuse of the raw power vested in goversment funciionaries.

¢ This has, indedd becoms clenr as a oonssquence of review of the entire .
corresponiiense betwees us, 3 have complated it. A in your position snd I hed I
the # ighteat regard for ny personal reputation o thet of the egenoy - head, X
would &o the same thing, regardless of the time it Sekes, I do not expeet you %o,
but I feel I owe 1t t0 you % meke tids suggestion for, ss you should know, 1 haw
avery intention of pursuing this mattay in court should thet become necessary.

Among the things I find sre oountless requests for being informed abous
your agency's requiremsnts so I might invoks the "Freefom of Information Act". For
the lougest time, dsspite conmtand repetision, there wss no response at ell, If youp
ageney requires the use of any form, %o thim date you howe pot responded, This fe
bardly the intent of Congress in pmssing thet law, is snything but consistent wi th
the spirit of the lew, end is, 1 boliovo. both sbme of ms and of the reputation
ot your agendcy.

1 find whst I regerd as perfeatly requests 9o which there imx no
response after an interminable period, as mcmt two years, I find oontrsdictony
explanstiocns of the same thing, et best oasting the most seriocus doubt on the word of
the Arahives. I Lind canes ik which responme wee 1ot mads until more than s 1f a yeax
Led elapsed, I find deviousness in the employment of dscepti¥s lsnguege foll owed by
sllends when you were questioned, udduntﬁ diactly.
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The one thins I dlo not? find is & compleint from you that 1 have anw a
single improper gquestion, asked for a tingu thing anyons @ in ny position would
not sssume is in your custody, . o

. .
I have the advantsge over you in heving done ell my own work end heving
written 6l]l my omn letters, I can read this file snd see and understand what you
wey not. 4 nonstheless encourege you to make &s close an examination of it ss you
cen, Tor I think it possible thot there are thinge in 4¢ you will find guite embe -
resaing 1f you face them for the first time in court. If you think about this for a
.. mament, perheps you may came to understand thst this sugsestion does not serve a
" selfish interest, whieh would be best served by causing you such emberressment on
the stand, If you Ao as I suggest snd nmaintein the inflexibis pésition you hwwe
aedopted personelly or under instructions, you will be in & better position to gloss
over such things. But my intent 1o not emberraassment snd + heve been overly-patient
in not filing suite, for my purpoees sre to have access to what 1 properly should
and Yo maks cur government function as sny decent one sbould in a democrabtio society,
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at the very least in sccord withb its own ragulstion end lews md with secepted
prineiples of scholarship. . B oo

I will subtmit a liet, with references, This will take sdditional time
you ‘succeed in wasting for me. Incremsingly I wonder 1{ this is not at least part
of the design, for on & number of occasion, I ssked that you forward specified
requests as appeals and it is obvious the almost undeviating long deleys in ay
kind of mspofue ere in no ocase neacessary. As soon es I can complete this end
decide which * might went to abandon sigply beceause this will in any event be
rather complicated, I will submit 16, - - ) _

Howaver, 1 here call some things to your attention, with the until-now
futile hope you will deal with them promptly. I alzo call & fow things from the
pest to your attention and agein ask the responses you have never msde.

I mede what 1 presume is the first reguest for the Kennedy femily- GSA
agreement and what is relevant. You refusaime, giving very specifis reason. Now it
this resson was & genuine one, it eliminates the possibility of the explanstion I
was given when you geve this, in: violation of your own regulations, to emother,
one Imown not to hsve the beckground required to understand it. Dr. Behmer 4id not
respond $o my request for a full explenation. I have repested it countless times
%o you, 1 velteve it 4s more then proper, sapecially beocsuse it entails a oloar
violstion of your own regulations. In not one dase did you in any way acknowledge
eny of these fnquiries, now extending over s peried of ebout two yesra., I therefore
renew this inguiry, ask for a mesningful explenation end whetber you caused ey
{nvestigation to be made to determine how your reguletions asndw my rights ocould t»
80 grossly violated, '

I¢ bhes been months since 1 eseked for accsss to some of the lete President's
b . garments. Ultimetely, I wae refused. I then asked that pigtures be teksn for me, by
T you, ond you again refused., This is passing strange for s numle r of reasons, not
the least of which is your own confirmation of the totsl elwence of the essential
one with regerd to the tie, a mide vid“of the nick seid to be on the side. I then
asked that you take the negatives you elready hsve und do e very ordimry, simple
i oDAng, enlarge this part of the view of the tis and the $abs on the collar of the
e Taniwh, Your ailence on this after m long a lapse of time 1s not less than uncon
scionable, I cannot regard it sas accidental. This iz not ths first time I newe
reminded the Archives about this, I sgein ask that you do this, which is en tirely
in accord with your own prectiss, and promptlye And I remind you hew inconsistent
this 1s with your claims, especedlly that 1% is your igtent %o prevent "morbid”
use of this most bmsic resegroh msteriald. The cnly uses to waich the pictures you
have can be used precludes scholarship, for they are meaningless, and constitutes
an unssemky and unneaessary 4isplay of the late President's blood., It is gorey..
That is not what I want, However, you insist I use this, pretending it is otisx
then it ie. You haveyyet to dispute my stetement to you thet ¢he plctwes you -
supplied are utterly without velue or meening.
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In some manme r I cannot begin to understend, you cleim you do not have
certain pictures you did take for me, You now cleim one of these was taken for Dre.
John Nichols. I weant to unravel this. I esked thet you do certein things, includirg
sending me e copy of his order and duplicete the phoitogrephm you 4id teke for me,
with negatives in each case, I wez handed a set of duplicete prints, entirely un-
identified, end n-thing else, Despite my reminders, you heve let it rest lmre, There
is nothing in this thet need go to higher euthority. I hope you will order it dond
as soon as possible, May I remind yojoof your cldm thet certaln things om not be
done bacause they endanger the evidence and esk you to mquere this with your inability




$o take eare of a photographic negetive or keep competent records of 17 You see,
when you wrote ms you could find ne "pooord” of having teken this picture for my,
1 wrote you snd $old you you did have suck & record (at the very lesst in-the charge
sgainst my sccount) snd that st the very least two of your employees knww adout
tuis, Mr. Sohnson, who made the arrangements snd supervised, sndfie competent
photographer, Your silence gnd the deliberste lgnoring of this propsr request is
 counsistent with neither honesty of purpose m»r any concept of scholarship. it 18
consistent onuly with frustrating my work, %o the degree you can, end in this you
have succesded, 1 renew this request and ask explanstion of what bappened to ihe
negstive of the picture taken for me. I alpe esk thet this ons be dated on tis
negetive so that the prints and my duplicate negative will be properly identified.

For mare then & yeer we have been in ocommuni cation over the memo of
transfer of certein items, including the pictures end X-rays of the sutopsy, which
were and are government property. It teock you BZ deys to determine this memo is a
*private paper*. It is close to a yeer since I asked you for e copy of tI» BoverDe
ment's copy. You have et no point indicated a) that there is e govermment corpy, es
1 know beyend doubt thers is; or b) wietler or not you have 1t. For my immiddiete

purposes in this letter, I ask you simply %o tell me whether or not you have or ’
have hed a) & government copy of this paper and b) the other doctments relevant to it.
If it ssoms nécessary, I will thercafter carry this firther. :

It is now more than four months since I asked the total numbexr of pictures
end X-yays of the autgey in your possession, together vi th en iddntification by type
end size of film, the jdentificetions on each, end records ofit damege or destriotion.
Your respsmse %o this proper inquiry is onme I ‘will not further embarrass you with by
repetition. I renew this request. You must certainly recognizs thet nothing in 1%
relates in eny way to the content of ey of the film,

When you declined %o give me a list of the documents relsting to the
late David ¥, Ferrie, either as incompletely released by your egency vaen he was in
the news or as they in actuslity exist, I wrote =sking for both, I also aslmd thet
the resson for withholding each be given. You said you'd malke the filles avellsble
to me. I went to tho Archives, esked for ani examined them. I thereafte r wrote you
that they are gutted, that they do net contain the documents not withheld and also
contein no record of what is withheld. I do not regard it as a faver te entrap me
inte such a futility, for this wasted botk money and time fr me, Hovever,x It b s
been s leng time since I wrote you, Tou have ignored my letter snd my request, whioh
I herewith renew, At the same time, particularly because you ¢cleim to be required te
do certain things for the security of what is in your care, 1 esk en explanstion &f
just how these files d1d get gutted end by whém, especially a special file set up,
the folSer of which you stiA) have, And I remind you these are es much ny propexty
as yours, the distinction being you ere the custodisn, with sn added responsibility
to ma, R : ‘ ’ : :

It has been toc long sinoa 1 Aasked for the date on which the first two
of four memorands xx by Arlen Specter were made availeble for researeh. Mr. Johnson
is well eware of this metter. I woulad still like to knov.

I pb¥r edd & new request with regard to Ferrie, ons I led earliwr over-
1ocked. You have certain cards to which you deny eccess. I would like every citation
on them to him snd those associsted with him in the correspofidence on this metter.

Yog beve not responded to my suestion whether you hsve the raw meterial of
the pansl reporta on the autopsy or inow vhere it is loceted if you do not.

In connocfion ‘with your entirely inaccurate claim that the suthorization
for the sutopsy hed always been in the JFK 4-1 file, I egein esk the file from which
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this copy was obteinsd, vhen end by whom it was added to the JFK 4~1 file, and 1
cd 1 your attention to my denied requests for this document going back to the
middle of 1968. IZ it was, as you novw claim, there ell tie time, there certeinly
was no escuss for your not providing it the:many times I ssked for it.

I have ssked, without eny response, who had been siown or permitted %o
see the sutopsy pictures end X-reys end related withheld materisl,

My request for the Kemnedy-femily- GS4 contract was phrased to inclnde
all attachments and releted pepers. You have never mentioned eny relsted papers.
Nor have you provided thegp. I still want ‘them.

You have never responded to twoof my requests abdut the executive
sessions: for a list of what was discussed 1/87/64, waich will, I am confident,
eatablish that withholding is for reesons other thm el leged; eand for access to that
of 6/24/64, which wes made availsble to ancther writer, =

NSRS With regard to Frederick O'Sulliven, I heve asked the date of the withheld

FEI interview with him and how the alteraticn in his testimony Was mede wian it doss
not appesr in the typeseript sent to the printing office. There has been no response
of eny kind, sfter s rather long igterval. Also, the CD identificetlon.

I believe there has been no response to my inguiry ebout an Admirsl
Burkley file, its existence and contents, if it exists, -

As moon ma I osn 4 will decide what to refusst again of the specifie
{tems alresdy 1dentified by you and refused by you and will incorporate tiem in
a separate letter. Mesnwhile, I hope thet you will Gapert from the sad record of
the mast, respond to this promptly and constructively, and forward es an sppesl
through proper channels whetever you may pefuss me. I bvelieve thare is nothing
extreordinary about eny of the forguing requests, except the treetment they heve
received by your ageneyes 1 would ou dorot refuse aeny of it. g
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: Herold Veisdberg




