UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

® 8 5 @ 2 5 0 6 O 0 00 SO E OGS L L E S PE e P S E S SISO

HAROLD WEISBERG,
Plaintiff,

Civil Action No. 75-1996

U. S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,

Defendant

N

NOTICE OF FILING OF ATTACHED EXHIBITS

Comes now the plaintiff and gives notice of the filing of the
attached correspondence relating to his requests for information
pertaining to the assassination of Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.:

1. March 24, 1969, letter from Mr. Harold Weisberg to FBI
Director J. Edgar Hoover.

2. March 31, 1969, letter from Mr. Harold Weisberg to Mr.
Carl Belcher, Criminal Division, Department of Justice.

3. June 2, 1969, letter from Mr. Harold Weisberg to Attorney
General John Mitchell. For the convenience of £he Court and
government counsel, a re-typed copy of this letter which was used
in a previous FOIA lawsuit is sl attached.

4, August 20, 1970, letter from Mr. Harold Weisberg to
Attorney General John Mitchell.

5. May 16, 1970, letter from Mr. Weisberg to Deputy Attorney




hereto is one which was reprinted in the appendix to plaintiff's
brief to the United States Court of Appeals for the District of

Columbia in Weisberg v. Department of Justice, Case No. 71-1026.

Respectfully submitted,
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-~ JAMES H. LESAR
1231 Fourth Street, S. W.
Washington, D. C. 20024

~

Attorney for Plaintiff

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I have this 30th day of September, 1976,
hand-delivered a copy of the foregoing Notice of Filing of Attached
Exhibits, together with the attachments, to the office of Assistant

United States Attorney John Dugan, Room 3419, United States Court-

house, Washington, D. C. 20001.
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Herch 24, 1949

Nre 3, Ldger Ho-wver, virector
Tedorsl Bursau of 4nvestigatien
*asbington, D.Cs

Dear Vr, He-ver,

, In nis just vubliched Bock, "The Strenge Cese of Jemes Iarl Fay”,
“  Clay Eleir, Jr., ezpresses his gretitude for toe taforzation eni sesistancde
given him by your buresu. ‘

s I have writton © bork including the Rsy cess, snd I would 1ike to
Z be -btle to inelude eny ln‘omstinn that might be rissing.

Trerefore, ! write to est “ar what hoe been given ir. Hleir sxl perbspe
other writors and sny other dsts y~u wuight vroperly give me. _

Now ttat thers hes been s court vnrocesdirg, + hope somc of what mig
esrlier acve tosn cetosideres eecret is no longer. I sa persicilerly {averested
{2 thnt evizeance taat estasblisnee cr tends to esteblish that Rey was the
eersauian, such things e3 the bullistics proof., becsuse thers are so msny
coatrary incicetious, I would slso evpreciate proof that he Larbtsred reciel
enimosities. ind ¥l th the existing indications of the involvement of more then
one verecr, fcr exsmple, evidences thet while ey wee in Zalifornie eomeone
reting for bim wsa 1o Alvheme, I would partisulerly lize to kaow whet persusded
your bureesp tint bhe was ontirely alone. Rey #nd membere of hin fomily esy he
wes ndt alome, as * irterpret theip statements,

; .
e

- Your buresu hss sleo releesad soms pictures., I would sprreciste copies,

'/ rosaitly you h~ve pictures you may mot properly give me, thope ta¥en by photo-
grovhers at the scene of the crimss. I would like references to those teken e
close ms poesitie $o the moment of the erime end st {ts seoene.

ty purpose in seeking this inforwation is %o sske xy vork es complese
sn2 sc.urste es possible, Decaucze vhat wes oerlier evsilsble persundes that Pay
wss Dot alond sad probably was not the assassia, 1 eo .uite snxicus to nuve sll
the svelilsble procofs tuat there was no couspirascysad thst he wes the sscesein,

Thazk ycu fcr eny hald you may provide.

Sincarely yocurs,

g e e,
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Kerch 31, 1969

¥r. Carl Belcher
Criminel Division
Department cf Justice
weshington, D.C.

Dear .r. Beleher,

lp writing you, thers is 8 roquost S for;ot.‘

I would liks to get e set of the evidenee, including sffidevite
entered into evidsnee in the Rey extredition hoaring ina pmdon.

From the pepers, 1 gathed this materisl is in the public domsin,

Also, 1 should like t\o' read the tremseript. Sould you plesss
tell me what ig necesssry to arrenge $hie?

- ——

If the various prees statements by the Attorney Genersl ond
others in the Deparimsat of Justice wre grepsred relecsscs ol {{ the
texte ers svoilsble, 1 would elgo appreciste & sat cf thea.

1 hope tais pressnts Bo problea to any of you. Thamnk yoR
vory much. '

Sinoerely,

Hsrold veisdberg

S——
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June 2, 1969

Attorney General John Mitchell
Department of Justice
Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. Mitchell,

After I twice wrote you beginning three months ago, I got
a non-responsive reply, for you, in the name of your Assistant
Attorney General in charge of the Criminal Division, from his
Chief of the General Crimes Section. Without my ever having gotten
any kind of honest of meaningful answer to any inquiry of your De-
partment, under any administration, this one began with the bald
statement "that further exchange of correspondence between yourself
and the Department of Justice on this matter will serve no useful
purpose."”

, At this point, after five unanswered letters subsequent to

my receipt of this accurate forecast that you would never respond,
letters in which I askef for access to what I am entitled to under
the law it is your obligation to enforce, it looks very much as if
the Department of Justice is more afraid that correspondence would
serve a useful purpose, a purpose it fears. -

As I wrote earlier, I do understand that busy executives must

delegate to those under them what they cannot attend personally,

as they must also depend upon others for the information they have.
" This in no way diminishes the responsibility of those in charge.

The Attorney General still serves the Department of Justice. It is,
I believe, your responsibility to see that the laws are observed,

by you and by your Department, as it is to see that citizens making
proper inguiries get proper response within a reasonable time.

When a citizen asks his Department of Justice for access to
court records and cannot get an answer, things have passed a de-
plorable state in a country such as ours. I have made this request;
you have not responded. Practically, this means you have refused
me. I believe you cannot.

After you or your office referred my first two letters to Mr.
Belcher I thereafter wrote him. Because he has not once responded,
in any way, I again address you. I have two purposes. To the de-
gree I can, I want to be certain that you know the situation, for
the responsibility is yours, and, if necessary, I want to invoke the
.laws that entitle me to that which I seek. I prefer not to have to
resort to this, as I would hope you would, too.

I made ‘specific requests for specific information in letters
to your Department between March 30 and April 23. If I am refused
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me with the forms and instructions I will need to seek to obtain
this information under the "Freedom of Information" law. It is

my intention to invoke the provisions of this law, if necessary.
May I call to your attention that I have, in the past, asked the
Government for the means of utilizing this law without ever having

been so equipped? I do not think this was the intent of Congress
in enacting the law.

Among those documents I have sought unsuccessfully is a memo-
randum of transfer of the President Kennedy autopsy material, as
set forth and described in earlier correspondence in your files.
Respectfully I call to your attention the fact that this document
is one of the working papers of the special panel convened by your
predecessor and by it was so inventoried. I believe this removes
it from any executive authority to withhold it and I herewith re-
new my. request for it. '

Under the previous administration, when I asked for access to
the imprcperly-withheld David W. Ferrie material, I was told by Mr.
Vinson that a review was under way. I have since asked the results
of this review and have had no response. I renew the question, re-
new the request for this material, and would like the necessary in-
structions and forms for application under the above-cited law
should I again be denied. May I, in this connection, call to your
attention to the seeming impropriety and the inconsistency in the
government claiming in court, to a litigant, that he has not
exhausted his administrative remedies while the same government
denies another access to his administrative remedies?

While I am unwilling to believe it, when I was informed that
~agents of the Federal Bureau of Investigation were defaming me, I
did call this report to your attention, believing, as I do, that
there should be at least a pro forma denial of it. Aside from Mr.
Belcher's assurances "that such conduct would be in complete dis-
regard of Departmental and Bureau policy" and his statement that a
copy of my letter was sent "to the Director of the Bureau for con-
sideration” I have heard nothing. When that Bureau promises to
send me a copy of its press release and doesn't, and when that
Director fails to respond to a written request for a press release,
. perhaps I should not be surprised at the absence of a for-the-
“record denial. However, I would prefer to think the Attorney
Gerieral of the United States would not be content for the matter to
rest here.

I have often requested a copy of the spectrographic analysis
of the bullets and fragments of bullets alleged to have been used
in the murder of President John F. Kennedy. My written request to
thm T rmmdtmr hae mewver heen ancewered. T herebv renew this reqgquest,




asking, if I am denied, for a statement of the reason or reasons
and the instructions and forms for invocation of the Freedom of
Information law. With regard to the Warren Commission file identi-
fied as CD47:7, I make the same requests, as I do with CD1269.

Among those unanswered requests referred to above is the evi-
dence presented in court in England. I would now like to broaden
that to introduce that used in Memphis, directly and indirectly,
in the case of James Earl Ray.

When I make requests of the National Archives, there now is
a delay of not less than two months before there is any kind of
response, when there is one. I believe this, in itself, clouds
the purposes and integrity of the government. Your own Department
~does not respond at all. I do hope you will correct this, that you
will agree that when a citizen and more, a writer, makes proper in-
quiry of the Government, response should be as prompt as possible.

Sincerely

- Harold Weisberg

e e
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August 20, 1970

ficnorebls Joan M. Hitchell
Atternsy Oenersl of ths United Stotsa
washilngton, Us Q.

Deoy ¥r. Hitchsall:

Wors I to swoor felsely undep csth o to detelve, misrezprescent snd
aitempt to mizinfora or mizlesd & judge ia fsdorsl court, yjour Ge=
perio ns sould fnd weuld prosssulse woe Are Uhese thiogs oo less
reprofensible, is pepjury no less e orime, when committed by sttopre
nays fop your déopasrtment?

Gn throws differsnt gceaslions, your depertment hae filed motions clsoine
ing Cilvil Actlon Ho. 713-70 45 roct baszuse, in ths words of ths oost-
raseab ony, £iled last Fridasy in pespenss 46 8o order lwsusd by Jhlsf
Juiigs Lowerd He Curren ¢f tihe Federsl Listrict Court for the isirice
of Cclunblia, "plainliff hus bren given scosss $0 the papors rejussted
Ia this punlilic Loformetlion zult end theyasfors Lhis caeg s moot’.

How, uaser thls lew, I em ontitled o end gsued snd peld for coplas

of ftens In this £ile which, s of ¢tnis writing, dszplie ths dlirese
ordeyr of Juige Curren, hsve not besn glvesn vse  Jor does gush & caus
bogows woot on ths mere promiss of ths showing of dotuments o a8
pleintifs,

Ltppendissd to this motion wspe sevarsl doocumsaute, Ons ie the effidavit
of your attoraey, bavid J. Anderson. Parsgreph & concludss wmita rofe
srsnse Lo your Hay &, 1970, latter, "A true copy of this leotber =2
attzohsd herets and ls ixhibit 1 a«ad veds part hareof.”

Exhibit 1 f: not & “true copy’. It f¢ sn edited acpy, ths editing bae
ing sccomplistica LY mezking thet iz visible in thns copyinz. Is nct
ths: Chilefl Judcos of ths Feoeral Listrict Court for ths Jistrlict of (o-
lumbie entitled 2o ths Intallissnie roemoved [rom your copy ¢f tals

latter, cspeoislly wisa, unler okth, 1t i3 describsd to him es “& frus

copy ™t If thlc altarstlicn bas boen porformed on ell depsrimsntsl
oopies of this latter, I will b3 hsppy 60 supply whst hes buen pro-
woved. (ixhibi¢ 3, slso csooribesd a3 “& trus copy', 1s edited in ths
same fsezhicn.)

Papegraph I, ig designsd to mi:preprescnt snd to deceiva, Ib states
that I ¢id tuo things for thr Lfirst tims in & letlter of Junz 2, “urote
to sn officisl of ths Uspurtw:nt raqussting notiflzction thas ha (I)
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¥r. Hitchell « 2

¥het thiat lofter sotunlly seid is that I hsd eerlier supplied your
depaprtmont with & Llst of tho pspers from that file I hsd roguested
end paid for end hed not been plvsn. Tho unnemed officicl is the
essistant Lo ths Lopuly attornsy Generel, who Lls ths officisl who
ned deliversd tne coplos to me end to whow I hed given paymant.
That paregrsph sstuslly rosas,

On chrcking these papors sgeinst tha lise, I fing ths
£irst end lest ftoms missivnz. The first is the fils cover,
tie lost a z2inple letter informing wme that, in fect, I hevs
boen glven scocus o the entirve file that Lz the subjezot of
this sotion,. .

This deliberate wisreprecentstion wes ealzo msde by Er. Andsrson, to
Juuge Currsn, on dAuzust 12, whzn Kr. Andersen ropresented these es
new and saditicnal rogquests mads by wme, whereses th:y ere the initiel
raguests, coliverse in writing whea I exspmined the file, in sy, to
bopuly Aasistent Attornsy denersl Cerl pspdley. Despite his end
ctuvr subzoguent false reprssentetlicns, MHe. nepdley, thsn end thsra,

ian the prazencs of ny stterney, teld ws his would deny s these two

tenms, waleh i quite contrapy to ths misrspresentstion in this af-
ficavit, ths moeticn of which 1t is pars, and to his oun lettuers,
whish, te his kncwledze, centsln such gross felsehoode they cwnnot
be recidoentsl end, Ia fsct, ere indspenuently osteblishoed s frlses
hocds by other of his lettors slone. L
Pevazreph 7 begins, "On fugust 11, 1970, effient sdvised pleintiffts
atlorney tiwt & copy ol soid file cover hind beon located end wonid bhe
suppiisa to pleintiff.” It iz & mispeprosentetion &nd & dezsption to
glicge tnat no such £ile cover or copy of such flle cover had bsen
"locsted” ssrliar., Pleintiff plsced ths file cover itselfl in tho
hands of Cerl 'srdley wnon returning the flls to aim. Prior &o Aude
ust 11, 1970, the cepertmont had cut off nost of & Xercx of this
identical filc cover, topsd the remalas togather with “cotely taps,
end sant 1t to wma, wisrepresented 28 ths entirs thing. Repestedly,
the departmant mede othsr atlenpts to deceive the Sourt snd me sbout
this file cover, ifnocluding representstion that it dose not exist,

The remsinder of parsgraph 7 i3, in wuy opinion, openly perjurious
and intendsd to dsceive ths ourt, which nad just ordersd thst whst
it felsoly elleges wes doos be cdons, iHad it been dona, it {2 obvie
cus Mr. andsrson would hsve informsd Judsge Currsn that 1t hsd besn
denee  This santencs resus, A copy of sald fils cover wsas deliversd
to pleintiff on August 12, 1970.7

I note ths ons trutaful thing in this sentence, $ts fallure to de-
scribe that copy &8 & "trus’ copy, for it wes not.

It wss noy dolivsrad to me. I% w2s shown to me and wes taken with
him Ly #r. Ancorson. He2 ¢id not dere “deliver? it, nor did he dare
give it to thse Jucros to give mo, for bs kKnew it weg sn unfaitiaful

copy, the unfaithlulness belng of & non-aocidentad sharsctsr, given



Mro Mitohsll = 3

Thie perfuricus nsture of this effidavit is furthsr dlsclosed by
Corl Paepdlsy's letler of Ausust 17, 1970, which is subsoguont to
the drote of the slleged August 11 "dulivery” end to that of ths
dusust i affldavits This lstter, which is ¢obharwise felse in its
oun righi, ia an offort to dispuise thls perjury, bezins, "Pursuand
toe your clscussicon with Dovid J. 4nderson of this offise, woe ars
fop:arcinz copfes of ths £ilas cover wialch you roqussted,” Hac this
il Gusn written under ozth, 1% slao would hsve been porjurlous,
for on what L& dirsetly Invelved ond iv roosbt natorisal 16 1o felse.
It steten, "You will pecall thet the bliurred porcions ware slao
plurred on ths oricinel.” Thé blurred portion, sz tha most cssusl
srsminaziion will diselose, s not blurred oa ths original.

1f not psrjurious, FPerscreph 8 is ocluerly desiznnd to misreprasend
end bo decelve bas Jourt. I4 bogino, "In the Auzust 11 converastion
botwesn olilant sow plelintifl's stterasy, ths latter indiceted thes
pleintifl dssirsd 2 copy of onn of ths photosraphs which were smon:
tus Cocumends relorred to in povegrophs € snc 3 sbovae,” It was nof
in this slicgsd coaversotion of Auzust 11 but in thoe written rogusst
L mede in Moy thut thls photocroph wWes poqusatad. AC that bime I
raquested other photocrsphs 2is0.e «an § w22, bHO weeks later, in-

formad tuat Lhwe supplying of these pactoorepha would rsquirs an sdile

tionsl thres weeks, I psdused this raguest [or paotographs to bthe
sinzle onse Thls 15 emply rscordod in correspondencs nobt supplicd
Lo the court by you end is reflscted i3 thw llst of those things of
whish I requestsd coplasa.

jlers s22in the wmisreprossntotion was also perpstratsd in cours, to
the Judgetls faos, whsn Mr. Andsrson tole him that thls peguest end
that for the ¢over of the fll¢ wsra msde latsr by wme.

Ths Intent t¢ deceive never ended. Hers are more siaupless

In By, Zsprdloey's Juns 26 lattsr, hs 2sys of this file covar, the
very ony I personslly slicwed hlm in his secretzry's office, the
very ons hs then saic he would not copy end provides, "... ths pepsrs
eaavdinsd by dr. welsbesrg wore contained in 8 plein unmarksd f£ile
folder. Wo ars thorefors unawsars of what fils folder Hr. woisberg
has In mind,”

But under dsts of July 30, Mr. Zardlsy wrote, "I em enclosinz s copy
cf the only secoriica fils cover which ws have been eble to loseis
«es™y the ons he held in his hsnd in Hey. '

Parsgreph 5 doss not accurately roflectd ¥r. fapdlayts lstter of Juns
26, 1970, to whleh it refors as “sdvising him (mesning ny sttornsy)
that plaiatiff haed besa glven soosza to &ll documants which wsre the
subject of this oction”. 4What that lotter actuclly says s less,
only wihzt, with thls hlstory of dsgeption, delibarate folsehood and
misrepresentation, is unacceptedblse. iir. Lerdlsy wrote, "I have been
eésaured by indivicusls in this dopsrtment wiao have eacminsd our f£ils

!
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Hre. Mitohsll - &

whet I regusstsd is preocicely whai Mr. Uardley had told ms wWould not
be providsd snd wes not provided, in response to vy writicn Hay rs-
quest or Judie currante August 12 order. In Hay, I also asked Hr.
Lepraley tiwit, since he had no personsl knouwlcdgs, thls lotler bs
written by whichover person Lss custwy of the file ia gqusstion.
Rofercnce by (e lardley to “File”’ in the singuler whon ths deparis
mont hes more then o single £ile (elthouzn 16 begon bY denying it

had nuy), espsciclly with the hlstory of inscoursey that tolnts every
communicssion, particularliy those of Hr. Ssrulay biwmzelfl, tbs CEE S U
encs” of his Juns £o letser im, st bost, masningless. Hy dlassstis-
feoblon is not diminished by its ovsziveness nor by his esrlisr
stotemsnt that thls proper reguest would be refused.

HBoreaver, I belicve your dspurtmont is in coutempt of court. Un
fugust 1o, Judze Currsn ordersd that whst had bson withhsld fyom me
e dslivered within one weck. With respect to the photoxraph, tos
coepying of which ths judse ssid woulo tols bubl wminutes, iir. Anddraon
told tios Judge it hsd Yust baen given Hr. Andorscn the previcus sf-
tornoon by the Leputy Attornsy Censrsl. Hot only wsa 1t ond ths
true end lezibls copy of ths fils covor not delivered to ma witain
tqis tims, bub ths intsnt ta L3 in coabswpt is sumply end openly re-
cordad ia the conclusion of Kr». Lerdley's latbsr of August 1T

We heve delivered ths photogrsph which Mr. Welsburg (sic)
requested to ths Deplty Attorasy Gensrsl'e offise to have it
roproduced. It will be forusrded %o you zhortly.

Thus, $5 s olsar that ths depertrment is unconcernad by ths ordor cof
Judze Curron, which was that this bs sccomplisinsd provitly, in sny
¢vent, within ons week. The shuffling of the paotogrsph is but &ne
other dovice to stall. Ths lotber wsa not delivered uatil after ons
wosk Rhsd passced.

In sddition, if this lanzuage is othsrulss scourste, 1t roprescais
{ess thaon T esxad for end sm enbtltled te. I the Depsrtmsnt ls geing
to moke & copy of whatevaer version of this photozraph it elacts, sna
thare spe seversl Gifferent copiss in thls one file slens, it will beo
paking a copy that, whether or not by intent, will be lezs clsar than
possiblo. {hs departwans has the nogstive Irom which this photozraph
wss printed. Tho ns2dless making of s nsgative from tha print will
roduce clerity. I uculd prefor one I sxpected that the print I psid
for bs wado directly from tae originel negstlve, which ths departmsni
hes ans which is neoroel.

oy

How, were.l in coatsxmpt, your dspartment would take pggion egeinst

r» and I would be punished. iow ons punishes e government department
F do not knowe. I Co know that puniciment csn bs administered to in-
divizsuals, for ccatsmpt as for parjury. I telisve it is no lees tasn
proper to ssk snd expact that the Dsperimant of Justico ses to it
thet jJustice 1s donu, thet those guilty of perjury sad ccnbtempt, even
8 Lo mountrmrame. Fa trentad 1%0a 611 othner cisizons s8¢ 130 D8 pule



Mr. Hitchell =,5

Your dapartment hee violated tha lew for e yeer and o half, by white
ever axpstiont eppasled to it, bezlaoning wich the ignorlag of oy
propar requests, followsd by the mest blatent 1163, now cuiminatinz
tn opsn ccubsmpd of & Judsse nug ks opdsr. Gos of tho concequeneusd
nos been to pus e o considercbls cosg, i actusl cubeof=pockat ohe
psnsea, in wastod vims, and in ths delasying of vy wprlting. Agide
from frusirating the lsw, which I belil.ve csnuol bLe other Lhan pur-
possful, Lhass tAlnIs &rv oYK wWore intsndsd. Thoy ere impropsp aud
wrent. I bGelisve ths goveranment sbould nold itself to sccount for
those msaesurcitls Comagos.

Sl

|

4M%h13 sult wos esucsd by these wronsful things by Four deperimont.

50 you csn betber understand, Me. Richrrd Rleindlenst ssuzsed 1t
initielly by feles statemsnts snd nmlarcepresentatlions, £fivras, that

you hsd no such prpors «€nsn Fou, in fact, had duplicate ssbs) Lhen
by inelinting these vere required to Lo wlinhels, under tha misgquoted
1ew, Hexbt, sou, porsconeliy, siled to respond to the pregoplbed spe
parl, which I hzd olpsecy delayed in crder to give Kr. Kleindlienist a
cheanece to reconsicer the laconcsivable thlngs he heo cwwitisd bo
papore Long efter this eppesl uss root, you ruled that I would b2
given accoze to whei the lsw proquires bo made sveilable to mse After
you zo ruled, your dsparsment slellod by one self-demening dovios

&

g sfter snother, ead ultimately atill dszled we thrse psrts of wy

reJuss . ’

By unnssassary Sravels te Wnshinzton required by theze sots btotel

~t lezs than sbout 1500 wmiles of ériving and sbout {55.00 1n park-
ing chapges. Aside from the tlwme regulir:d by o much UNNSCSsELDY
labbor writing, I estimatz thet oot fouwer thsn 1D days wers so ussted
for mde I think it cnly feir thet you rétura these costs to ma,
mileage 8% thes golog depertmental rsfe snd ths dsys &b ths ratss
preveiling on ths sashingsoen Post for cone of oy expericncs, Uslere
pinstion of the damsiss by delsylang vy book is of o more subjeative
noturc. To thiz I ballieve it iz cnly falir that ressoasble counsel
{foea be sddad.

Ths lai uwidsr which this scticn iz brought has no provision for ths
ropayment of demanes. OGthera, I have 6o Goubs, doe Retnsr then ccne
sider invoking thew ot this pelnt, I swsgest to you that e prepsr
gestura and & weens of bezlnning o rooators intsoprley to your dsporte
tsnt in this smtiter woula be sceing to 1L thet thsse dswages ere
elleviated, ~ ‘

Yours truly,

. Harold Vaelsberg
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[Exaipir D]

5/16/70
Mr. Richard Kleindienst
Deputy Attorney General
Department of Justice

Washington, D. C.
Dear Mr. Xleindienst,

Your Department has engaged in a systematic effort to
vitiate the clear intent of Congress and the law on ‘‘Free-
dom of Information’’ to the point that inquiries properly
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made are ignored. Secking of you what is my right and
your obligation to respond to has been converted into a
futility. Even so simple a request for forms you require
for citizens to use the law is blatantly ignored. Moreover,
when T asked for copies of your instructions two days ago
at two different offices of your Department, not only was
1 not given any, but in the proper office they even declined
to take my name and address so they could mail these in-
structions to me. I have, in the past, addressed a number
of requests to the Attorney General. He has, on not one
occasion, made response. I have asked of your office that
when my requests were rejected, as I anticipated they would
be, the record indicating this is automatic when not ignored,
it be in the name of the Attorney General so that the or-
ganized mechanism for delaying me would not be put into
play again. In every case, this has not been done. I have
three times addressed appeals from decisions to the Attor-
ney General only to have them also ignored. I regard this
record as one in which your Department has effectively sur-
rendered any rights to insist upon compliance with those
rules you employ only to frustrate my proper requests and,
in the event it becomes necessary, am prepared to test this
in court.

T would prefer that this not become necessary, that you
change your ways, start making response, eliminate the
deception and falschood from them—in short, recognize
that Congress passes laws and Presidents sign them so
that they will be obeyed, most of all by that Department in
whose care the sancity and integrity of the law is vested.
Or, the Department from which we have been hearing so
much about what it calls ‘“‘law and order”’. Like charity,
I suggest that should begin at home.

Herewith I enclose three completed DJ-118 forms. In
each of these three cases my most recent requests have
been made some time ago. In not one of them has there
been response.
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Two of them are conspicuously flagrant, and I single
them out for explanation. My first request for the spectro-
graphic analysis of the bullet, fragments of bullet and ob-
jeets said to have been struck by either when the President
was assassinated and Governor Connally injured is dated
in May, 1966. There has never been response to it or its
subsequent repetition. I addressed a request for the same
publie, non-secret information to the Attorney General 40
days ago. My first request of your Department for those
documents relating to the late William Ferrie of New Or-
leans was made under the previous administration, and my
most recent, still unanswered, was addressed to your office
two months ago.

Because the record does not encourage belief you will
provide what I seek without recourse to the courts, I feel
it would be unwise for me to disclose everything I can.
But because I want voluntary compliance with the law and
because despite your best contrary efforts, I do not want
to have this result in embarrassment for you or the govern-
ment, I do suggest some of them.

With regard to the spectrographic analysis, if you are
not aware of it, not then Laving been in your present posi-
tion, I think you should know that if it does not agree in
the most minute detail with the interpretation put upon it
by the Warren Commission, their Report 1s a fiction. It
was, in ways I do not explain, “‘considered by’’ that Com-
mission. These words are from the executive order of the
Attorney General of October 31, 1966. Moreover, it was,
to all practical purposes, made public and published in dif-
ferent form, repeatedly, by the Commission. Most re-
cently, this was done by former Dallas Chief of Police
Jesse Curry, in a book bearing his name. When I asked
for it of the National Archives, in person, the day this
executive order was reported in the press, in my presence
a representative of your Department told the National Ar-
chives it had been transferred there pursuant to this order.
When we checked the file he cited, we found it was but a
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paraphrase. To the best of my knowledge, there has been
no response to the report made to him that this was not the
analysis itself. This analysis involved no secret processes,
no informants whose identities need be hidden, no defama-
tions of the innocent, and does not in any way fall under
the right to withhold embodied in any of the guidelines for
withholding.

Your Department, through Mr. Vinson, told me the vari-
ous documents relating to David Ferrie were being re-
viewed with the intent of seeing whether they would be
made available. I never heard further from him. The
National Archives told me it had no knowledge of any such
review. Obviously, it is impossible for me to provide you
with an identification of each and every such suppressed
document, but to the degree I ean, it is already in your files.
In fairness to you, for I do not seek scandal but I do seek
information I believe is properly mine, I want you to know
that I have some of what is said to be withheld and it can-
not possibly be withheld properly. As I have already ex-
plained, what might tend to reflect upon the innocent has
already been made publie, rather extensively, by the men
involved and by their attorney, in a book and its serializa-
tion. Ferrie himself is dead, was unmarried, and his
sexual tastes are public knowledge in a variety of ways, in-
cluding but not limited to public reporting of ecriminal
charges against him for them and in his contesting of these
charges and his subsequent loss of employment because of
them.

With regard to the photograph identified as FBI Ex-
hibit 60 requested in my letter of April 22, 1970, addressed
to the Attorney General, I provide this information and
request:

This is a picture of President Kennedy’s shirt. The shirt
itself is withheld from examination and study and any tak-
ing of pictures of it is prevented on the seemingly proper
ground that neither the government nor his estate want
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any undignified or sensational use of it. I have explored
this thoroughly with the National Archives and the repre-
sontative of the estate, verbally and in extensive corre-
spondence. However, there is no use to which the the
available pictures can be put that is of any other nature,
for they show mnothing but his blood. This is not what T
want to study or, perhaps, to show (my chief purpose s
study). ¥FBI Exhibit 60 is available at the National Ar-
chives and it has been published by the Warren Commis-
sion and by others. However, someone in your Department
has gone to some trouble to sec to it that the photograph
at the National Archives is entirely useless for any serious
study or to assure that it can be used only for no other
than undignified or sensational purposes. Instead of a
photographic print there is a photograph of the printed
page. Now FBI Exhibit 60 is not lithographic but is photo-
graphic in nature. With the screcn built-in for printing,
any enlargement is effectively precluded. My interest is
the only non-sensational one. It is restricted to the tabs
of the shirt through which a bullet is alleged to have passed.
I do not, really, want the entire picture, and I would much
prefer the largest clear enlargement you can have made of
just this very small area of the shirt. My purpose is as
simple as it is obvious. It is entirely restricted to a study
of the damage to the shirt by the alleged bullet. I would
much prefer an enlargement of this very small area of the
shirt, which would eliminate all the gore, to a standard
8x10 glossy print of the exhibit itself. If you will not do
this, as T hope you will, then 1 will accept the clearest pos-
sible photograph of the original negative of FBI Exhibit
60. However, because I am confident the Department would
prefer no suggestion that it is withholding evidence relat-
ing to the murder of a President, I do hope you will pro-
vide me with the enlargement instead, showing only the
damage. It will be obvious, T hope, that there is no un-
dignified use of such an enlargement of the original nega-
tive that is remotely possible, even if I were intending to
publish it, which I am not.
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The law, as you know better than 1, imposes no burden
upon me to make any explanation of what I seek under it.
I hope you will understand that I have taken this time,
gone to this trouble, in a sincere effort to put you in a
position to understand that my purposes are serious,
scholarly, proper and entirely within the intent of Congress
and covered by the law. If you will reflect but a moment,
perhaps you will also understand that, at possible cost to
myself, I have sought to put you in a position to save your-
self and the Department embarrassment if you do as you
have in the past.

On the other hand, I will no longer accept the standard
Departmental whipping from pillar to post. One of these
requests to which your Department has never responded is
four years old. The request embodied in my Civil Action
718-70 was a year old at the time you acceded to the per-
feetly proper request but only after I filed the action and
you could no longer delay trial. If T have not heard from
you within two wecks that you will comply with these re-
quests, or if T get a rejection in any name other than that
of the Attorney General. I will proceed with further civil
actions. I would much prefer to avoid this. Most sin-
cerely, T hope you would also.

Sinecerely,

HaroLp WEISBERG




