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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
Y
BERNARD FENSTERWALD, JR.
Plaintiff

V. ’ ' eivil Action No. -
' 76-0432

" DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

Defendant

AFFIDAVIT

Iy dohn E. Howard, being duly swérn; dépose as
follows: _

(1) I am a Special Agent of the Federal Bureau
of Investigétion (FBI), assigned'in a supervisory capacity
to the Freedom of Information - Privacy Acts (FOIPA) Section

of the Records Management Division at FBI Headquarters

_ (FBIHQ), Washington, D. C.

(2) Due to the nature of my official duties, I

am familiar with the procedures the FBI follows in processing

requests for records in FBI files received puisuant to
Title 5,‘United States Code, Section 552, more commoniy
known as the Freedom of Information Act fFOIA), and I‘am
personaily familiar with these procedures as they apply to
our response to plaintiff's FOIA request. The information
furnished herein is based on my personal knowledge, qbtained
in my official capacity. . »

(3) For the information 6f the Court and for purposeé
of clarification, there is listed below all correspondence betweenb
plaintiff and defendant in possession of the FéI concerning
plaintiff's FOIA request, with each item briefly described: -~

{a) By lecicr to the Deputy Attoungy General
dated august 21, 1975, plaintiff requested, ﬁnder the rOIA,

several categories of records, consisting primarily of




photographic maﬁerial regarding Lee Harvey Oswald. Attached
to plaintiff's request were copies of letters he had received
from a third party, pleadings plaintiff had filed in an FOIA-
rel;ted civil action four years ago, and pages from a book on
the CIa writyen by Philip Agee. Copies of plaintiff's

August 21st letter, with attachments, are attached hereto as

Exhibits Al through A6 and incorporated herein by reference.

(b) By letter to the Députy Attorney General

dated September 17, 1975, plaintiff advised that, since no

_reply had been received to his Augus£ 21st 1etter; he was

éppealing the "denial" of the records sought. A copy of

this letter is attached hereto as Exhibit B and incorporated
herein by reference. V A

(c) By letter_to plaintiff dated Septeﬁber 19,
1975, Clarence M. Kelley, Director of the FBI, acknowledged
receipt of plaintiff's request,'and advised that since it
woulq.necessitate a review of voluminous documents, there

would be a delay.in furnishing the information to plaintiff.

. Plaintiff was further advised that the FBI was in receipt of

an unanticipated number of FOIA requests and was experiencing

© a considerable backlog, deépite having increased the number of

personnel assigned to FOIA matters. He was assured that his
request would bevhandled as promptly as possible. A copy of
thisvletter is attached hereto as Exhibit C and incorporated
herein by reference.
(d) jBy letter to plaintiff dated November 17,
1975, Richard M. Rogers, Deputy Chief of the Departﬁent of
Justice Freédém of Information and Privacy Uﬁit, acknowledged
receipt of plaintiff's appeal,'and advised plaintiff that,
“Although the Act authorizes you to treat the -
failure of the Bureau to grant'yopr request ac ccn:ti@ﬁting
a denial thereof, . . . (o)ur function is limited.to the




review of those records to which access is in fact
"denied. . . . This Office will, howe%er, monitor
the processing of your request by the Federal Bureau
of Investigation. 1In addition, if the final response
to>you by the Bureau is other than a substantial grant
of your request, we will then process your letter as an
.appeal on the merits.
You may, if you chnose; treat thls letter as a
'denlal of your appeal and bring an action in an approorlate
Federal court. In making a decision in this regard, we hope
that you will give sympathetic consideration to the fact
that the F.B;I; has thousands of requests pending at this
time and is making every posoible, reasonable effort.to
process them."
A copy of this letter is attached hereto as Exhibit D.and
incorporated herein by reference. ._
A (4) In further explanation of the FBI's response
to plaintiff's FOIA request; the Court's attention is respect-

fully directed to the following facts detailing the impactAthe

FOIA, and in partlcular the 1974 amendments thereto, have

had on the FBI.

(3L In 1973 we received an average of approxlmately
one FOIA request per day, which. amount we were able to process
without undue burdeu. In 1374; we averaged over 37'requests
per month. ThHe amendments went into effect in February of 1975,
the Privacy Act went into effect in September of 1975, and in
that yeat we received 13,875 requests pursuant to'tﬁese two »

acts, an increase of more than three thousand percent

over the previous year; puring August of 1975 alone, the
month in which plaintiff submitted his request, we received
2,095 requests. '

(6Y We have recognized and taken substantial action
in terms of allocatiou of manpower and other measures to meet

the tremendous admlnistratlvc burdens 1mposed upon us as a
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result of the numerous requests for information from our filés
received under the FOIA and Privacy Act. A special‘Unit, solely
designated to handle FOIA requests, became operational in
October of 1973, at which time it consisted of 8 employees,
including 3 law-trained Special Agents. This complement was
doubled during 1974 to keep pace with the increased volume of""
requesfs. ADuring 1975, further periodic increases in the
personnel. complement assigned solely to the processing of FOIA
and/or Privacy Act requests were made, by reassigning personnel .
from éther_substantive duﬁies, resulting in serious backldgs
‘in some areés of operation. By the end of 1975, 161 employees
At FBIHQ were engaged solely in the processiné of such requests,
including 23 law—trained>Specia1 Agents. - This did not include
‘numerous employees from other Divisions at FBIHQ who are
required to devote a substantial portion of their time, to
the detriment of their other duties, to assist in this effort.
Through additional increases this year, we now have épproximately
175 employees, inclﬁding 25 law-trained Special Agents, aséigned
full-time at FBIHQ to the processing of requests received pursuant
_ to the FOIA and Privacy Acts. The expense incurred by the FBI in
terms of both money and manpower has been enormous, and I believe
our overall inQestigative responsibilities imposed by statute
may suffer as a result.

(7) Despite what we feel to 5e more than diligent.
efforts to comply with all requests, including plaintiff's,
on an equitable basis, there have been unavoidable delays
arising from the sheer volume of requests received and as
a result of court orders requiring reassignment of substantial
‘numbers of our personnel to process certain cases on a deadline

basis. Selected examples of these orders are listed below.

(a) In Meeropol, et al. v. Levi, et al. (United.
States District Court for the NDistrict of Columbia. Givil Action

No. 75-1121), the court issued an order on August 27, 1975,
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which required us to review, index and inventory; by October 21,

1975, some 363 volumes (each of which averages 150-200 pages)

of files, and by the same date locate, review, index and '
inventory over 9,000 references, all of which represented material
in our possession considered relevant tovthe Rosenberg .
espionage case. Additionally, all of ﬁhe above material not
éiempt pursuant to the FOIA had to bé made available to
plaintiffs in that case by November 17, 1975, accompanied by

a detailed justification- for those porfions of the above—describéd
material which were withheld pursuant to the FOIA. This single
court order forced us to assign approximately one half of all
our.FOIPA personnel to the proceésing of the subject matter of

one FOIA request, while the remainder of the complement attempted
to process the thousands upon thousands of other FOIA requests
which continued unabated.

 (b) In Weinstein v. Levi, et al. (United States

District Court for the District of Columbia, Civil Action No.

2278;72), the court issued an order on October 20, 1975, which

required us to furnish plaintiff an itemized inventory, by

Deqember 1, 1975, of ali documents he had requested under the
FOIA (essentially, all pertinent material in our possession
concerning the Rosenberg case, supra, plus an additional 152
volumes of files pertaining to the Alger Hiss perjury casé)
not previously furnished him, setting forth detailed refusal
justification with respect to any documents which we withheld
pursuant to the FOIA. Additionally, the order required us to
make available to plaintiff, by December 15, 1975, all of the
above-described material which was not éxemp£ from reléas;
pursuant to the FOIA. An additional 32 volumes of filés had
to be reviewed in order to locate infofma;ién plaintiff hﬁd
reéuestea. Although the court issued an order on Novembef 25;
1975, extending the aone—described deadlines until Januéry 31,
1976, as weil as limiting the ipventovy requirement to only

that material not being furnished plaintiff, this order still
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required us to assign a substantial portion of our FOIPA per-
sonnel to the processing of the subject matter of one request.

(c) In Fellner v. U. S. Department of Justice

(United States District Court for the Western District of
Wisconsin, Civil Action No. 75-C-430), the court issued an
orderxr on beceﬁber 17, 1975, requiring us to review an additional
4,000 pages per month of the volnminons material subject to ‘
plaintiff's request. Because of this order we are once again
required no devoﬁe a substantial portion of eur FOIPA personnel
on a continuing basis to the processing of one request, to the
detriment of all others, including plaintiff's. . -

(8) The FBI is and has been making every reasonable,

and sometlmes extraordlnary, effort to comply w1th the unexoecffd :
demands of the amended FOIA. In consideration of the present ] i
and continuing increase in the workload of the FBI in fulfillment i
of its Congre551onally—mandated 1nvest1gat1ve duties concernlng ‘
violations of statutes of the United States, and taking into

account present éudgetary and personnel limitations, it has

been and continues to be an overwhelming burden for the FBI . |

to respond to FOIA requests w1th any greater speed. Of - the

" 13,875 requests recelved in 1975, we were able to respond

fully to 7,699, and as of the end of that year,-were processxng
an additional 1,004. This left a backlog of 5,172 requests
which still required processing, preferably on the basis of
date reeeived to ensure fairness to all requesters. Meanwhile,
in the first three months of this year, we have received 3,487
additional requests, and they continue to come in at a rate

in excess of 50 per workday. .

(9) The sheer enormity of our administrative burden
" can be seen when it is realized what is involved in processind
each of the thousands upon thousands of requests we have received:
(a) Upon receipt of each request, assuming the

subject matter is reasonably identifiable, such as a named




- individual cr individuals, or a named organization or
organizations, we initiate a search of our Central Indices,
the result of which will indicate whether @e have eny files
dealing with the subject matter of the request. In the case
wherein we locate no record of an investigation concerning
the subject matter of the inquirj, the requester is so advised_
at this time. If our indices search indicates that we do
have files which might fall within the purview of the request,
we Sso adv1se the requester, and then place it in
chronological order until we are able to initiate the actual
processing. v -
(b) The mechanical task of-proeessing an FOIA.
request involves first reproducing an entire section of the.flle,
in order to review and mark for deletions or exemptions, if any ;- ~
where appropriate. From this working copy., additional copies are
made - one for the requester and one for our own administrative
'control. Review consists of a line-by-llne reading, with
‘constant attention to matters which involve, among other
censiderations, the privacy and confiden@iality of third
pareies, ciassified data, and other information ﬁhich is
exempt from release pursuant to the FOIA. Classified material
must beifurther reviewed by Special Agent personhel with
expertise in the substantive area to which the perticulaf
document pertains, who must determine if the document meets
the current classification criteria and which portion of the
document is actually the part subject to classification.
Thereafter, a deﬁermination will be made as to the release
of any non-classified portion of the document.-
(c) This entire reviewing procees is carried
- out under the supervision of law-trained Special Agents, and
assuming we have located and processed material which falls
within the subject matter of the FOIA request, this material

-

is subject to several succeedingly higher. levels of examination
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"and is finally fﬁrnished to the requester over Director Kelley's
signature. These examinations are made for the purpose of
assuring that no material to which the requester i; entitled
is erroneously withheld, and converéely, no material which
should be withheld pursuant to the FOIA is inadvertently
released. . :5- ' . C

: " (@) The above-descriﬁed procedure is followed
without exception .in every FOIA request we receive. (Obviously,
however, this_is not necessary in those cases wherein we have

no information concerning the sﬁbject matter of the request.)

(10) Based on our experiencé to date in these métters,

‘we feel due diligence requires tﬁat the only fair way of ensuring
that each request receives the legitimate attention it deserves
is to process these requests in chronological»order‘based on
the date of their receipt, and this is the policy we are
presently following. We have . been fequired to make exceptions
to this policy pursuant to the above-described court orders. In
the.not—too—distént future, such orders may become a viciou§ circle
of self-defeating proportions, with the ultimate victims being
those requesters wﬁo lack the resources necessary to inétitute~
legal éction. It is not inconceivable that we will soon reach
the stage wherée all personnel are engaged solely in the processing
of requests pursuant to court-imposéd deadlines, to the detriment
of the righés of all other requesters. This could wellbcause
those requesters who are able to file suit, but who thus far have
displayed an understanding of our burdens and have waited patiently
for their requests to be processed, to institute legal action,
which in turn could cause more court orders requiring immediate
processing. In view of the substantial allocations of personnel
and finances we have already committed to FOIA and Privacy Act
processing, given our present budgetary aﬁd personnel limitations
and, most importantly, other statutorf responsibilities, additional

A codrt—imposed deadlines could place the FBI in *he position of-



expending so much manpower io attempting to comply with a coust
order in one case, that we would be held in contempt of a similar
court order in a different case. Meanwhile, as stated above, those
requesters who have not sued would still be waiting.

(11) We have attempted to make a preliminary estimate
as to the amount of time required in ogder to fully respond to
plaintiff's FOIA request, and we have taken into consideration
the date plaintiff's request was received, as well as the number
of reqoests we had on hand awaiting processing prior to
receipt of plaintiff's request. Caution must be exercised in
interpreting this information, because ‘there are variables
jnvolved over which we have no control. our present rate of
processing may be further disrupted by receipt of additional
~ court-imposed deadliqes requiring accelerated completion of
the processing of one request, which would require reassignment
of more personnel to that request, thus delaying our responses
to ail others. Another problem is that we cannot tell exactly
how long it will +rake to respond fully .to those requests'received
prior to plaintiff's, Because we do not know if each of these .
requests will result in fairly rapid processing (because we
do not possess an enormous amount of information respon51ve
to that particular request), or a ma551ve processing effart
(because we have thousands of pages of materlal responsive
to that particular request) Thus, it is not p0551ble to
predict exactly when we will be able to initiate the prccessing
of a request; and for the same reason it is not possible to
predict exactly when the proce551ng will be completed.

(2L Because of the exceptional burdens caused
by the problens set out in this affidavit (particularly the

Meeroool and Welnsteln cases, whlch, although we responded fully

. to the courts' initial orders, continue to occupy a substantial
portion of our personnel) we have just recently been able

to assign for processing those requests received in the latter
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'part of August of 1975, many of which require a review of voluminous
amounts of material in order to respond to_them. Preliminary steps
were undertaken in March, 1976, to procesé plaintiff's FOIA request
and to locate all records pertinentnto that request.

(13) Plaintiff's request is one of sixteen such
requests for'documents relating in general to the FBI's ‘f* T =
investigation of the assassination of President John F. Kennedy,%-~
two of which were received prior to ﬁlaintiff's. In addition,
and pursuant to Public Law 89-312 and subsequent directives
of the Department of Justice, the FOIPA Section of the FBI
ﬂas been involved in processing documents whicﬁ the President's
Commission on the Assassination 6f President Kennedy transferred
to the National Archives upon completion of its hearings. Three

employees of the FOIPA Section have been involved full-time

in this review for the 1ést five months, andiwhen it ds
completed, the résponse to'al; succeeding FOIA requests within
this general category should be facilitated.

(14) Plaintiff's FOIA request is directed primarily
toward photographic materials which, unlike written documents,
cannot be readily indexed and are therefore much more difficult
and time conéuming to retrieve from our files. In this sense,
the subject matter of plaintiff's request is not as readi;y
"identifiable as it would be if he wére requesting only writteh
documents. If our preliminary steps are successful in 1ocatin§
the photographs plaintiff described in his original request,
we then anticipate being able to locate the written material
he has réquested concerning these photographs'within 60 days,
at which time we will then have responded fully to his request.
However, if because of the problems described above in retrieving
" photographic materials, we are required to review, on a page-by-
page basis, the entire Kennedy assassination file in order to
respond to plaintiff's request, the tiﬁe necessary to do this

would obviously be cohsiderably loncer than 60 days.

- 10 -




(15) Fdr the reasons stated above, therefore, I
anticipate that within 60 days we wili either haye ﬁully responded
to plaintiff's request, or will have a realistic estimate as
to the length.of time necessary to respond. Despite the exceptional
' circumstances under which we are operatlng, we are contlnulng

to do our utmost to give equal and fair treatment to all {. . T
requesters, including plaintiff. With specific reference to .
the matter under litigation, we will make every reasonable
and good faith effort to meet 6ur self-imposed deadline.
Convefsely, if we are in the meantime able to accelerate our
rate of processing despite our increasihg burdens, we will
of course furﬁish plaintiff the material he has reéuesped
sooner than we now anticipate. In any event, plaintiff'é
‘request ié being handled as equitably and expeditiously as
possible, and all material which can be released to him wili

be made available at the earliest possible date.

JOHN E. HO! VARD c:_‘///

peclal Agent

Federal Bureau of Investigation
Washington, D. C.

<L

Subscribed and Sworn to before me -this Al day

of G i 5% 2, L9,
V4

ar

APLCT spams® s /’
Notary Publlc

,fY»

.

My Commission expires ,/2./£94/;ﬁ“.
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- y/ . Bernard Fensterwald, Jr. - . . C
~L N ©7910 ~ 16th Streect, N.W. S . :
R N _ Washington,. D.C. ‘ . L
. . ) * o -223-1667 e Ly C ;i ° .
roagw s : : - August' 21, 1975 ’ -
Deouty Attorney General % " : o T : f
! Department of Justice I oo Lo ) .
: ﬂashlngton, D. C 20530 ¢ .- .
!+ -pear Sir: et ) "y .
P on May 2, 1972 I filed Shlt agalnst the Dapartment of
Justice in c<he DlStr‘Cu Court -c: the District of Cclumbia (Civil
No. 861-72) under the rreedom of Informatien Act {53 U.S.C. 552)
i for produc;lo1 oz two photographs taken in Mszico City circa
Octoner 1, 19563, of a man mistaken-ior ‘Lee Earvey Oswald. On
July 'S, 1972, when the matter came- to trial- in Judge Gasell's
Court, - the Department orovided croopzad versicns oz the pictures

rather tnan con-e=t the matter ‘“*‘ber

T G More recanulv Mr, Dav*d Zelin afZ Counsel
>  to the Warren Commission and Staff Di cc llerxr
- 00mﬂls§10ﬁ, nas revealed in correspon =T £ the
vunideptified man" were taken on Cctozer 15, 1t383;
and lt-shoulc be noted that in a swor tha Warren -
‘.commi’ssion, Richard Eelms indicated that at lezst one other phote-
graoh of the same "unlcedu_-Led can' was tax cn CotcheX 4,
- +.1963. Thus,. ‘there’ appear to be four dates on ‘which photecgraphs
‘:. ‘were, ta&en. s . ’
_,_.____‘.q..... R — g et = z
s I Vish f£o make a formal reguest under o2 Freedom of i
i session of

L
o ynur Depa_tment.

v ce’ ) . . i .
S A, 1) A copy of every ohotoaraoh taken of the v
I <. . wunidentified man" in Mexicc, tv himself . :
: or, with others, ;egard’ess of date.or s’ace,
—— P . . f:'-f:- R - - .- . i
‘A rPcord.oA “the dates uoon which each anch
chotecgragh was thoushit Tn KAV eldie heed al
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T e tTat Wes met Ceee s WAL LtnecLrualnyg DUT JIoc-Limieed LO - aL\.c!\ll_)ES =LO S
. reach a DOSlt‘Vc lduntlflCaLlon,
. . : . ¢ .
‘o ;o we R “E A! kA
. ‘ : L-Xn211 M
. - o 0 . .
e . i . i =
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Deputy! Attornuj General
Augugc 21 1975 -
Page’ Tvio - . R B ’
. \\\ ‘ . . R L 5 . i
B. 1) A copy of every photograph taken of Lee
Harvey Oswald, by himself or with others,
in Mex1co Clty, ’

- = _hZLmjgrecord of _the _dates_upon._which.each_such .
photoghaoh was thought to have been taken;

S T 0 3) all agency ;eccrds relatlng to the taking
’ : - of photogranhs of Lee Harvey Oswald in
e . Mexico City; or, if no such photographs
- .- were taken, all agency records relating
’ to the absence of such photographs in view
of Oswald's several alleged visits to both
: : . the Soviet and Cuban Embassies and/or
i L ’ - . Consulates in Mexico City;

[ . . €. 1) A copy of every photograph taken of Lae
Harvey Oswald, by himself or with others,
. in New Orleans in 1963,. including but not
-, . - limited to Jackson Square; - :

LT 2) ' A record of the -dates upon'which each such
. e IR .photograph was thought to have been taken’
T T e T, and the locaticn within New Orleans Lf
known, and .

. . °
S 3)  all agency records relatxnc to such photo-
IR S graphs.. o <
: To avoid any problem of ldenulflcatlon, there is.attached
hereto Mr. Belin's' correspondence, as well as certain of the ;

Y pleadlngs in Civil No. 861-72. Additionally, there is also attached
» ¢ certain . pages from Philip Agee's book Inside the Comvanv, in
v‘f ~Which he publicly details the surveillance facilities at the Soviect
..%*and Cuban installations in Mexico City at the aporoxmnate time in
:! quesLlon._

-.I shall pay all fees that are spec1f1ed in the regulatlona
for search and reproductlon of the records requesLed

7

~— = -— Sincerely yours,"

P, - . e it e e el eme e =

R S A o i \ELT:.-:-.K_--J' :“
B ' 3 (e 12 - S P P
: _ * . Washington, D.C. 20006
BF:blf = ‘ ; _ . ) .

© Attachments

T T T T TR
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

L FOR TlL.".E DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

B . DT .

no-.--.~-.-.--~¢-.00-;-..-.‘

BERMARD FENSTERWALD, JR, - ¢ ’ .-
fPlaintiEf 3 : :
e i : :
+ i s . -
Vo _L . & civil Xo. 851-72
i H z "L
. 3 .
DZPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, "3 ece———s . o
Defendant 3 < .
- ’ i L as 5
cecsesscencocasaanzasancased 3
= ‘.. . :é -
B }- ) - '.':v—-—;-.. * ot C = < . :
PLAINTIFF'S MOTICY FOR ST:MA

2Y JUTGHENT

t
Pursuant to Rule 56 of the’ ﬁederal Rules of civl 2zc-

.cedure and Rule'9(h) of this Couxt, %£; £if£3 noves the Cgu:: ==
i .
sumaary jLa;nert in its Lavor on the ground that the ma:e-~=

facts, as to dhifh there is no gewuxn_ iS:ue, shew that pl

-is entitled to jng“en. as a matter o law. The plaintiif =zi:

. % F‘ . - e Y Rigah
requasts for tha disclcsure of cextain *da1t1-xable ’e”o:
wzthi1 the cont:ol of DgLs daﬂﬁ. ?lainhiﬁi's _request wis autic-

rized by -Public Laws 89-4387 and 90—23 b th cecdified in 5 U.S.Z.
; -
552, and P?f;ndan: qu_:a*}ei:flczsclcse s2id recozés. The

undisputed facts do not provide any kasis Zex sus:axn"- Dasac-

dant's failure to disclose.~and dafendant, who has the b

proof, should be engolned from refusing to disclosc the

.

in questicn.
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‘Attached to this motion and in support thezcof is a
. Statcme{'xt: of Material Facts, as to which mavant concends thore

is no genuinz issue, and a Memorandua of Roints and Nuthcrities.

R L LR O

. X BERMNARD FIUSTIRAUALD, Jdll.
* 905 16th St., M

o . . T . Washingter, D.C.

= T Tel: 347-3919

CERTIFICATS OF SIRVICE

This is to certify that a copy of the foregoiry motiocn .

"of plaintiff for .Summary Judgment with attachad 'st:-\.tc;-:.ﬂ;xt oz

Material Facts and Memorandum of Points and Authozitiss was

mailed, postagé prepaid, this - day of ., 1952,‘i
6 Mx. ;ia'rol.d Titus, Uj.s. 2ttorney, U.5. Court House, i2shingtc
'D.c., and ths Hon’o:able Richazd K1 eindie:.xst, Acting Attcxnzy

Ger{éral_of the United States, _Doéérl.‘tment of ‘Justice, Washingten

.DiC.” - .- s

4
- ———————e s - BERSTARD- TENSTERIMLD o R —

. . e - - -
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e - - .
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o - . =
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Dccuty7Attorncy General
Augugt 21 1975 )
Paye’ Tvio - ’

AS

’ ~ . . .. . L

B. 1) A copy of every photograph taken of Lee

) Harvey Oswald, by himself or with others,
in Hexrco Clty, :

e _2) A record of _the _dates_upon._which.each_such.
T ) photograoh was thoughc to have been taken;

g e= = <. ‘3) ALl agency recc*ds relatlng to the taxlng
: . - of photogranhs of Lee Harvey Oswald in
. . Mexico City; or, if no such photographs
< . were taken, a1l agency records relaclng
o to the absence of such photographs in view
of Oswald's several alleged visits to -both
A : . the Soviet and Cuban Embassies and/or
j A S Consulaces in Mexico Clty, .

C. 1) A copy of every photograph taken of Lee
Harvey Oswald, by himself or with others,
- S in New Orleans in 1963,. including but not
P00 w00 0 - limited to Jac<son Square; - . .
¥ - . R .
T T 2) " A record of‘the‘dates upon'which each such
bl e .photograph was thought to have been taken’
L T e T and the locaticn within New Orleans if
S A . known; and, .

.. . . E °

;‘;;‘ graphs.A . S

: To avoid any problem of ldenclflcatlon, there is.at
hereto Mr. Belin's' correspondence, as well as certain of th

. pleadlngs in Civil No. 861-72. Additionally, there is also
v ¢ certain . pages from Philip 2Agee's book Inside the Companv
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.I shall pay all fees that are specified in the regulatlons

for search and reoroductlon of the records requested
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