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Dear Howard, Archives end me- your FOIA, my dsmage 9/28/77

Although I wrote you last night that I'd not have time to review the copdes you sent
today I took them to begln to read whea I went for my weckly blood=-test., The lab was more
rushed than usual and it toock longer so I've made some progress in going through them.
What 1'11 do is cormment on «hat I've read, finishing the letter I was in when they stuck
me, and then read the rest and make further comment while I walk and after wallkdng., Barring
interruptions it should bs no problem,

There 1s, I think, added importance in this now and for you as my executor with
Jim because it makes clear that they were in violation of FOIA (snd remain in violation

of it and PA) and were engaged in imppoper acts.

Their 3/5/69 refers to "the question of releasing the 'memorandum of transfer' of
the autopsy photogrephs and X-rays f...has been under consideration since Kr. Weisbger's
ordginal request.” Thia has two special meanings- they recognige that I hed made a request
prior to February 28,1969 and there should be records of the "consideration" not supplied
and within your request.

My 3/23/69, graf 4, first sentence reports a review of all my requests. Did you get
1t? I think I did not with ryegard to my FOIA/PA request. They can t have reviewed all
‘those requests without generating some record(s).

By the way, if you have not sent Jim copies of these, and as of last night he hed
not received any, do not. I oan give him these when I return. I'll lesp them together and
e reminder for you will be all that 1s neceasary.

Fy 11/4/69 gref 4 has %ohnson's murginal qusstion "Ignore?” where I renew a request,
Cn page 2 note my first scnted, gref 2 and last 2 sentences in graf 5. The latter in con-
hectian with ¥hosds' testimony on this point before the Abzug subcomsittee and the AG's
pemorandun oo FOIA, wolch had a specific directive in such contingencies, referral. Final
gral; ny reminded of requests not responded to and be reminded about the time under a
10-dsy 2ote The uttached routing slip reminds me to remind you of what L obtained end
sent you, the fiotitiousness of ¥he appeals m.chamism when the Dirvctor Information was
but a rubber stamp, asiing those whose decisiens were appealed to write his deciaions.

Their 1/22/70, v 2 on Spectec's memos is semantioal with “made availsble" and especislly
with "first.” The second tvo were “"mads avsilable" to me in th: ichives and then I was
refused copies after I'd read them and made no nobes expe ting cordes.

Ky 3/13/70, P« 1 grafa 2,3: I never did get tueir regulations:entil I wss in court
pro seé in C.A.2569-T0 and then they rewrote the spscial ones to deceive the court. 1've
not gotten a replacement ebpy of those then in existence daapite severel efforts.

(n pagn 2 there is Johngoa's note "Already acdwered." Distingeihs betwesn response
and answor, This mosne they wrote ne a lotter that was not responsibe. Tou know the
history of %hs "enlraged pictures,” hardly reslly enlabged, of the tie and shirt jabs.
This reminder makss me wonder if they did mot kmow that the knot had besn undone,

Graf 4 has Johnson's note "Gutted means that records are withheld." I am not certain
whather or not this is trus but I an certain that more records werve witi held then were in
the 1liant of withheld records 1 received and I am ce~tain that there were relevant recordd
not in the Ferrie file. They were latsr releassad to me by DJ on Hitchellll order or under
his name., What I roceived was largely Af not entirely not subjeot to withholding and in
the actual sense it was "gutted" by not holding auy record of his personal hiatory. And
exemple is Fred Sullivan's false swuaring on this and Liebelr's editing of:the transcript
to hide thpt.

Nezt ohaoson lies. it is he who rofusod me those eopies of the Specter memos. I'm
sure it is'in correspondence.

Ky next graf on Ferrie records was,,of couese, information for an ap-eal if not suit.
obtaj.ﬁﬁig%.mt on 4, par 3, the request covers what continwed to be withheld untll you



Last page, graf 41 that the Archives did not make th: nontents of any executive
session transcript available is immatorial under the Aet and the waiver that goes beck
to such declsions as Agoricap Mail.

Doea the penultimate graf on /the"idmiral Burkley file" have special meaning to you?

ty 5/18/70, p. 2, Perrie again, penult, graf. It ie obvious that thda could not have
bgen "already answered" or there would be no pdint in the roguest/ ¥y DJ recollection
may be coufirmed by the last graf. )

” "Bgnore" graft you missed ths first one above and in this case there is further
correspondence they would not have spent under your request. Sugzestiyou ask for the
1/15/64 Tocord and related sorrespondence. My present recollection is that nore than
ons wes removed from the file and that these were ataff memos.

The attached routing slip mu-rusts other files to bs searched, Silverstein's end
Prince's. The names are not familiar to me.

Their 8/19/70s I'm sure I protested and appealed this internretakon of medical and
personnsl files and that my position has been affirmed in court. Maybe Rose 1s not in
precise point but I think it is relevant. “his fraudulent misrepresentation of the law
should reasonably overcome the claim to privacy of consultation, etc. it is gross and
indecent in the last sentence blaming 4% all on the Xennedy family. 1'd sesk to learn if
Evelyn Lincoln was then working for the Kennedy Library, whick 1s irchives, not family,

Last graf first page is deceptive at least. The X~rays were shown to the staff and -
autopay doctors and the Commission did bave the pictures and the gecords Archives was
then still withholding proves this, like the ex.sess. transcripts, I suggest compar@ng
the continuation at the top of p. 2 with the text of the Mewo and what you have received.
I believe there were more records, End confirms me on Kennedy Idbrary, 1 see.

grafl 33 note semantice, "Burkley name file."

Lest graft this appearst to follow the suit, 2569=70. Note that the negatives were
to have been transferred under the HO,"Bverything in thepossesalon of the “overnment and
considared by the Commission.®

Inorodible ae it way seew I wie on the phone for 40 minutes weiting for the doctor's
nurse $o gei on end tell me th results of today's blood testing. During thia time I
veed the rest. Olle I'd forgotin is dmportent in U.4.75-1448, Jim also called and I'm
gving nic the file ln the morndng. He'll neet me at the airport. However, 1'11 not have
less time fpr comment.

by 1/6/72 snd attachued records: I vas taljing about the coming aceess to the
autopey meterisls without disclosing my knowlsige. Kote that it was sent Lo four places
and the snart-elecky comments on the pouting elip, first indicating that they were not
letting théir own people Lnow whet was up and then the response, perhaps <ohason, about
the golden ruoster braying like an mse. 1f thds is Johnson's writin g he had to know
that Rhoads hed declded to let Lettimer in to ees & e stuff .

“hedr 1/17/72, note they use the revised copy of regulations, not the cne in effect
at the time of the request(a). You attechsu only pe Z of the attached draft. *t is dated
the =ame day ss the braying on the routing slip.

By 1/21 they admit I was talldng mbout Latiiner, which was the day after I wrobte them,
1/7 ard 1/6, Note second graf, mdpitting and I think misrepresenting revision in regulations.

In sjuffling pepers I removed a ccuple of warking paperssiips. “ack to their 9/19/70,
Pe 3 graf 2- dssplte what Fheads swore to the rofuse to replsce misaing reccrds. You
ncw have proof that they knew immediately of the thefts by the st=ff, including Rankin,
Third graf frou bvobtoar how cculd I lmow the 1/15/04 mewo wus in that £11s if I ahd not
seen it? I suggest considering their lest puge in tho lluht of the iftant as well as the
languags of the dct wnd vhat g2 have ainse leumed.

Back to 1/10 not seying but 1972 ané those asses, note that they did not tell their
i own pople what I wes talking about in exclusive releases, as to enchester, Graham, etc,

Their 2/25/72 is still another illustration of the meaninglessness of "review" and
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"appeal” when they do the deciding for Vawter. $/ 4. is incomplete and thus misleading,
with Vawter being misled and the Act being frustrated. 5. is op.osite Rhoada' sworn
testizony to the Congress. And what I'd forgotten, there was an ex. sess. review by
GSA general counsel in 1972. Doss this interest Jim re 14487 I question the unexplained
masking at the bootm of p. 2 But the handwritten note makes the GSA lawyers part to the
game of apueal as they play it.

Their 1/30/68 does not say they obtained Marshall's permission for the exclueive
release to ,rahnm or why i1t took so long for them to send me a copy.

I#£ I do not come to it one of the paperclips I moved by accident referred to one
of their letters saying they would give me everything I had been demied if and when it
was released.

Ny 8/30/72, ¥WiJ's note "Not so" oprosite Secret Service b3ing agency of paramount
interest, is intevesting because there is just no basis within the law for him toibe
claiming this, It was their property, the H of T swas, as wefe their other relevant
records, including those improperly given to them. In the other interpretatdon, did the
53 release to me, you have that covering letter. So why does one in his position say
such things, do they influence others and do he do them on his own when so many know

"the truth?

You sdded s "dirty works" note to refer to this and what follows, other use of the
phrasze. In both cases it was Bnoads personally, on the agreement and on the access to L.
4 is interesting that T asterdsied NNFL and addad "Dirdy Works Section." Trus. he
unde:stood, whether or not others took thid as some kind of jokel But this was the last
of the routinga. .

Their 9/1 2/72 with the Yook crack to Stevs, or Garfinkle,"W. Strikes Again," In
this conspicuous bp its absence is the NiTlmes rsquest for the agreszment or any refsrence
to Rhoads telling Graham, exclusively and before Lattiver kmew, thet he was granting
L. access to the sutopsy material, While on their own the lawyers can't be excueed, these
pseudo~-achelars were manipulsting them.

Tredr 10/3/72, suggest you sak if thelr legsl eagles find thie to be the meaning of
the 4ot today end if so what deciguons so holdj for a copy of the Marshall desire in
par 2; what records show the Kennedy femily, their designation, had control over S.b.
records and any lezal opinion on this and relating to the other matters in the memo.

Their 1/17/75 to ne, which I'd forgotten end I think JL had, seems to be to be
importan: in thelr representations in 1448, I'm reking a ssparatd copy for bim for that
and will give all to him in the a.ne Thie is a false statement re what they have.

What appears to be Phoads? question, "What is he talking about?" has no answer here.
His note is of the day sfter my 5/79/75 lotier. If ho cangt widerstand what for me is
pretty plain and simple, that they have not provided records asked for dor presentation
toa court of law, what can he know of what goes on or the contents of the affidavits he
executes? (They even thea did not provide all the records for 226.) MW is absent in snide
eracks or pontifications and there is no comment re my top p, 2 on iamproper withhelding
being the undeviating rule.

# # % Your N.O. en banc sitting wae reported in radio news but nothing I'vw ssen
in print, Hope the experience lived gp to the expectatian,.

I heve =n Archives lettar I'1ll h.ve to let await my return. I'll eend it then with
my response. They claim the internal com:-unication exempticn on some of my requests and

igrors cthkors.
Best,



9/23/77: Harold, this is some of what Archives has sent me on my
FOIA reguest for records re your effort to get the memo of transfer.
I did not send everything because it was a lot to copy and the other
pages are just of your letters and carbons of theirs with nothing
added that would give them meaning beyond what you alreadyhave in
your files. There are some significant things in the attached
pajes, however. As the enclosed letters show, I'm keeping up as

I can with this request, but I am extremely busy at work and that
usually leaves my mind drained at night. Next week we go to N,O.
for an en banc sitting. Should be very exciting. #

Best

V/ww

P.S. Copies of letters sent to JL but not of documents.



