
March 1111, 1970 

Dear Dr. Moeda, 

Your letter of January 2 recommended that I review the history of the 
denied requests I have made, resubmit than and thus be in a better position to 
aPP40401 it I smeemin denied. Sines than I have addressed a numbsr of perfectly 
proper retests to you. You have, apparently, interpreted your suggestion that 
waste an additional, enormous amount of Mated time as a license to maks no response 
at all. I think this is highly improper, end I think your allure to asks response 
after two meths ig buts another maeltestation of whet by now is clearly a conscious, 
deliberate misuse of the raw power vested in soverement functionaries. 

This has, melee/ become alum as a oonsequenos of roll," of the Matt.* 
correspondence betesea us, 4  have completed it. WO! In your position end I bed I 
the slightest regard for my personal reputation or that of the agency 4  head, I 
would do the ammo thing, regardless of the time it takes. I do not expect you to, 
but I feel I owe it to you to asks this suggestion for, as you should know, I bees 
every intention of pursuing this matter in court should that become necessary. 

Among the things I find are countless requests for being informed about 
your agency's renairements so might invoke the "Freedom of Information Act". For 
the longest time, drifts constant repetition, there was no response at ell. If your 
agency requires the use of any form, to this date you hove not responded. This is 
hardly the intent of Congress in passing that law is anything but consistent eith 
the spirit of the law, and is, I believe, both abuse of me and of 'the reputation 
of your agency. 

I find what I roomed es pmetestly 	,r100•021,.. which there leaf ne 
response after an interminable period, as numb t two yearn. I find contras/Oft 
explanations of the same thing, at beet coasting the most serious doubt on the word of 
the Art/hives. I find eases in which weapon,* was not made until more than bat a year 
had elapsed. I tied deviousness in the employment of deoeptfte language followed by 
Aisne, when you were questioned, addressed directly. 

The one thing I do matt find is a complaint from you that I have egged a 
single improper oestien, asked for a Single thing anyone fa in my position would 
net assume is in your custody. 

I have the advantage over you in having dons ell my own work end having 
written all my own letters. I can read this file end see and understand what you 
may not. 1  nonetheless encourage you to make es close an examination of it as you 
can, ibr I think it possible that there are things in it you will find quite exasir.. 
raising if you face them for the first time in court. If you think about this for a 
moment, perhaps you may come to understand that this suggestion does not serve a 
selfish interest, which would be best served by causing you such embarrassment on 
the stand. If you do as I suggest and maintain the inflexible Audition you h010 
adopted personally or under instructions, you will be in a better position to gloss 
over such things. But my intent is not embarrassment era l have been overly-patient 
in not filing suits, for my purposes are to have access to whet 1 properly should 
end to mobs cur government function as any decent one should in a demeerstic society, 



at the very least in accord with its own regulation and laws tn. d with accepted 
principles of scholarship. 	, 

I will submit a list, with references. This will take additional time 
you succeed in wasting for me. Increasingly I wonder it this is not at least part 
of the design, for on a number of occasion, I asked that you forward specified 
requests as appeals and it is obvious the almost undeviating long delays in my 
kind of response are in no case necessary. As soon as I can complete this and 
decide which might want to abandon si4p.y because this will in any event be 
rather complicated, I will submit it. 

however, I hers call some things to your attention, with the until-now 
futile hope you will deal with them promptly. I also cell a few things from the 
pest to your attention and again ask the responses you have never made. 

I made that I presume is the first request for the Kennedy family. OSA 
agreement and that is relevant. You refuselme, giving very speolfis reason. Now if 
this reason was a genuine one, it eliminates the possibility of the explanation I 
was given When you gave this, in violation of your own regulations, to another, 
one known not to have the be ckground required to understand it. Dr. Behr did not 
respond to my request for a full explanation. I have repeated it countless times 
to you, x  believe it is more than proper, especially because it entails a clear 
violation of your own regulations. In not one ease did you in any way acknowledge 
any of these inquiries, now extending over a period of about two years. I therefore 
renew this inquiry, ask for a meaningful explanation and whether you caused my 
investigation to be made to determine how your regulations ands[ my rights could be 
so grossly violated. 

It has been months since I asked for access to some of the late President's 
garments. Ultimately, I was refused. I then asked that pictures be taken for me, by 
you, and you again refowed. This is passing strange for a number of reasons, not 
the least of which is your own confirmation of the total sheens of the essential 
one with regard to the tie, a aide vieof the nick said to be on the side. I then 
asked that you take the negatives you already have and do a very ordinary, simple 
thing, enlarge this part of the view of the tie and the tabs on the collar of the 

Totesilenee"on'tlitriftir as long a lapee -of time' is not less than moon. 
ecionable. I cannot regard it as accidental. This is not the first time I have 
reminded the Archives about this. I again ask that you do this, which is entirely 
in accord with your own practise, end promptly, And I remind you hew inconsistent 
this is with your claims, especatily that it is your intent to prevent "morbid" 
use of this moat basic reseerah materiali. The hazl. uses to which the pictures you 
have can be used precludes  scholarship, fbr they are meaningless, and constituten 
an unseemky and unnecessary display of the late President's blood. It is gorey. 
That is not what I want. However, you insist I use this, pretending it is otter 
than it is. You haveyyet to dispute my statement to you that the pictures you 
supplied are utterly without value or meaning. 

In some manner I cannot begin to understand, you claim you do not have 
certain pictures you did take for me. You now claim one of these was taken for Dr. 
John. Nichols. I want to unravel this. I asked that you do certain things, includirg 
sending me a copy of his order and duplicate the photographs you did take for me, 
with negatives in each case. I was handed a set of duplicate prints, entirely un-
identified, and nothing else. Despite my reminders, you have let it rest here. There 
is nothing in this that need go to higher authority. I hope you will order it don* 
as soon as possible. May I remind y °goo r your clot M that certain things cm not be 
done because they endanger the evidence and ask you to square this with your inability 



to take care of a photographic negative or keep competent records of
 it? You see, 

when you wrote me you could find no "record" of having taken this pi
cture for mp, 

I wrote you and told you you did have such a record (et the vary lea
st in-the Charge 

against mi account) end that at the very least two of your employees k
new about 

this, Mr. 4Ohnson, who made the arrangements and supervised, 
andps competent 

photographer. Your silence end the deliberate` ignoring of this prope
r request is 

consistent with neither honesty of purposeier any concept of scholar
ship. It is 

consistent only with frustrating my work, to the degree you can, and in this you 

have succeeded. I renew this request and add explanation of what happ
ened to the 

negative of the picture taken for ms. I also ask that this one be da
ted on the 

negative so that the prints and my duplicate negative will be proper
ly identified. 

For mare than a year we have been in oommunicetion over the memo of 

transfer of certain items, including the pictures end X-reys of the autopsy, which 

were and are government property. It took you 82 days to determine this memo is a 

"private paper". It ie close to a year since I asked you fora copy 
of is govern,- 

mantes copy, You have at no point indicated a) that there is a gover
nment copy, as 

I know beyond doubt there isi or b) whether or not you have it. For my immediate 

purposes in this letter, I ask you simply to tell me whether or not 
you have or 

have had a) a government copy of this paper and b) the other documenta relevant to it. 

If it seems necessary, I will thereafter carry this farther. 

It is now more than tour months since I asked the total number of pictures 

and. X-rays of the cagy in your possession, together with an identification by type 

and size of film, the identifications on each, and records obi damage or destriotion. 

Your mespense to tifi proper inquiry is one I iii11 not further embarrass you with by 

repetition. I renew this request. You must certainly recognize that nothing in it 

relates in any way to the content of any of the film, 

When you declined to give me a list of the documents relating to the 

late David W. Ferris, either as incompletely released by your agency when he was in 

the news or as they in actuality exist, I wrote asking for both. I also aseed that 

the reason for withholding each be given. You said you'd make the fi
les available 

to me. I want to the Archives, asked for end examined them. I thereafter wrote you 

that they are gutted, that they do not contain the documents not withheld and also 

contain no record of what is withheld. I do not regard it as a favor
 to entrap me 

into such a futility, for this wasted both money and time for me. Howevera It les 

been a long time since i wrote you, You have ignored my letter and my request, which 

I herewith renew. At the same time, particularly because you claim to be required to 

do certain things for the security of what is in your care, I ask an explanation If 

just how these files did get gutted end by wham, especially a special file set up,
 

the folder of which you stal have. And I remind you these are as mu
ch my property 

as yours, the distinction being you are the custodian, with an added responsibility 

to me• 

It has been too long since I asked for the date on which the first two 

of four memoranda *be by Arlen Specter were made available for research. Mr. ;ohnson 

is well ewers of this matter. I would still like to know. 

I Wier add a new request with regard to Ferris, one I h9 d earlier over-

looked. You have certain cards to which you deny access. I would lik
e every citation 

on them to him and those associated with him in the correspondence o
n this matter. 

Yon have not responded to my fuestion whether you have the raw Material of 

the panel reports on the autopsy or know where it is located if you do not. 

In connection 'with your entirely inaccurate claim that the authorisation 

for the autopsy bed always been in the:31E4-1 file, I again ask the
 file from which 



this copy was obtained, when and by whom it was added to the IFK 4-1 file, and I 

cal your attention to my denied requests for this document going back to the 
middle of 1066. It it was, as you now claim, there all the time, there certainly 

was no excuse for your not providing it the7many times i asked for it. 

have asked, without any response, who had been shown or permitted to 
see the autopsy pictures and X-rays end related withhold materiel. 

My request for the Kennedy-family-. GSk contract was Phrased to include 

all attachments and related papers. You have never mentioned may related papers. 

Nor have you provided than. I still want them. 

You have never responded to twooi any requests about the executive 
sessions: for a list of whet Was discussed 1/87/64, which will, I am confident, 

establish that withholding is for reasons other that alleged; and for access to that 

of 6/24/64, Which wee made available to another writer. 

With regard to Frederick O'Sullivan, I have asked the date of the withheld 

FEZ interview with him and how the alteration in his testimony wee made when it dots 

not appear in the typescript sent to the printing office. There has been no response 
of any kind, after a rather long itterval. Also, the OD identification. 

I believe there has been no response to my inquiry about an Admiral 
Barkley file, its existence and contents, if it exists. 

As soon as I can)/ will decide what to reltuest again of the swains 

items already identified by you and refused by you and will incorporate them in 
a separate letter. Meanwhile, I hope that you will depart from the sad record of 
the past, respond to this promptly and constructively, and forward as an appeal 
through proper channels whatever you may refuse M44 I believe there is nothing 

extraordinary about any of the fowling requests, except the treatment they have 
received by your agency. I would iiiryou dorfot refuse any of it. 

Sincerely 

Herold Weisberg 


