COMMENTS, SUGGESTIONS RE FIRST CHAPTER, AGENT OSWALD

The development of LHO letter to C 11y (pp. 5=7) is
very unclear., You mention the letter, drop it and sp:f%,b’égg;hs on
press leaks, and then pick it by referring to it this
letter."” One will easil rget that you previously mentioned
"this letter" since as-It was mentioned, it bore no context to any-
thing dlscussed, when you changed the-subject to that of press
leaks, 1t seems that you have just dropped the letter.

T?B/ga’thls again beginnin%/liﬁe s Pe T
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On p. 8, there seems to be no relation with your first graph

defending the SS and the sqgondf“fi'a CD., In the second you do not

mention that the Houstom 6fflice and a Speclal Agent are both

of the 85. The-uninformed reader will not know thls and

consequently will have no way of knowing what agency the report

originatedX with. hf:>”;:hﬂi1|a PJTG“?MdaiQ’

— | -
P. 9=-your excursus on Sweatt/should be d=dsbed. It breaks up
your line of thought-too much and, for the realer who has assumed
a context of Oswald as an agent, this is confusing and unneeded.

P. 9--#5& graPgﬂgg#;rem’ﬁgzzgﬁr-wha e significance of
this S Belmtlatetn o -l Gontizy & @;m ) i

‘ ad,nmd’“d P, 1?--3rd'graph down from top--Sqﬂyhat?”Tf;;;II; think things

like thls are unnecessary aid act from your presentation.

jz:pﬂﬁﬂdﬂlnstead of personallizing-your account (which may-be your intention),

it 1s just more infSrmation, more numbers, more burden on the
readar,fgpd— ence more confuslon. Bwes—you think the omission
o - « So what relevance does 1t haveX that z.

they forgot to sgnd something and later didE at your request? da, 4
L ﬂM44£a4,,A%n24443 qde.aFJuwfdb% /n”¢—amg%y-&@uuMth.
P, 17==This is minor, but first sente ast graph should

with whome Marina Oswald
something like th e way you have it confusing unless you takes the
time to plck-tHe sentence aparfﬁggg,y should not expect that of

your readers,

P. 27-=You have a habit, in refe-ring to the Ex. Ses. not to mention
the date of the sesslon from which you are quoting. This 1s bad because
1t denles the reader a chronological context add does not permit him
to go to the original source, if he wishes (as I often have). Your
large quote on p. 27 does not give the date ad here, as anywhere, it
1s important. When did the WC express its desire not to have XK
everything published?

P. 28=-You do the same thing. And here I think 1t is espeilcajly
lmportant to know Jjust when Boggs wanted to know if the transcript
would be top secret. If he made thls statement early in the invest,
it 1s far more culpable., If it were made late in the invest, one wonders
if Boggs participated 1in the previous sessions without the under-
standing that what he said would be kept secret.



