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Lz in nost cases, where it is possible to check the original reasons for withholding
information by the irchives, this repors, clearly, was not subject to withholding under
the laws and regulations and was withheld from improper ressons. 4all, and there are several,
add up to official embarrassment,

This report is not WCx material.

Insofar as the allegation it was witliheld as wedicel records goes, il it ever was
valld, that validity ended on the rolease of the panel report, which has such a listing.
This is a more meaningful listing, wideh raises questions about the forensic-medical
experis who concoct a less meaningful one and use without explanation initislling added
af'ter exposure of the £ilm whon they hed this report explaining the initialling, I have
not compared both lists yet.

Wiy it wes doclassified, and more, why at this time, remains = question. Thig is not
a tome of review, so it is not a course-of-business declassification.

In the short note I added to my letter tc Jane Smith on receipt of the list, I
indicated some of the possible reason, including intended use by another. Howevar, siuce
then it hasg occurred to me that this way be a reaction Lo what + have done, including
filing appeals with Vawter last month, There have been occasions on wlhich 4 huve been
elloved to have what has been withheld when I nade on issue, I presume on the basis that
it is butier to let me have it quietly than run the msk of my drawing more attention
to it by going to court.

Another possibility is a delayed reaction to my pointed and almost offensive lotter
to Kelley on the Secret-Service destriiction of sous of the film, although I think thak
not likely, or not as likely. An intersction lLetween that and the letter to Vawler is
also possible.

Perhaps the lies in which I caught them prompted someone to want to release some
of what they'd lied about, for Lattimer has used, is misued, these things, and they'd
lied about that, pretty blatently.

If we may not be able %o decide on the resson or reasons, it is sometimes useful 4o
ponder them for the values this can hold for future offorts to bring declassifieation
of what was improperly classified about.

There is no consistent pattern to the declaggificetion, so each case has to be
approached and understood separately. There has becn extensive declessification of what
should not have been, and in no case that I can recall is there any pos:ible relevence,

A conspicuous exampbe is the Valle medical-sexual history, which is nobocy's business
and could be used o hurt him. Ancther is that of largueiite Oswald having lived with
Eckdahl beorre they were married, rolevent to nothing, not even the shrinkery, yet not
elthheld when that session was declassified, and it was one of the ocarlier cnes relessed.

I suppose it is possible that this wae given to uwe to divert my efiorts to get other
things I'd asiced for at the same tine, perhops to male me think that I hiad been glven all
Irhad asked for. 4 possible example of this is a Sceret dervice memo on the film destruction,
I an not sure I recall clearly, but I thinick there is one. (Does IR remeuber withou my
checldng-latiiner?) Kelley could have written me aud said there is no such thing is there
was not ones This refers to the incident, bu% need not be the saue thing, and if there is
a separate wemo, at the least it should identify the pecson who took tvhe pictures and
state how it is known that five films were exposed, if that is the same film, Rewember,
only militery personnel wers permitted in the autopsy room, and of those, only those
NeCcessary,.

Again without checking, I believe there is no reference to a neck wound in the bacl,
Decription is shoulder, and that ic a vital enough difference, There also seems to be
closeup film, There wns duplication, I am inclined %o tiink it is not as easy to get
tight shots with a 4x5 camera as with a 35rme, but I think that .ith the elimination of
120 ©ilm, wideh conld have been o roeflex, some of which permit very close shots, hund-
held, really close shots would not be easy with 4z5.

as I noted, this does not say it is &ll the filn. From the testimony it can t be 211
the a-rays. The full-body asked for by Finck are not included. They weve teken, "
mm%"f the purposes of this hasty, added not is %o get & reaction fron HR before Smith

or others respond. 1 2/4/T3



