Dear Yim, 3/271/82

Your letter of the 25th, which refers to the three phone conversations we had
after Judge “mith expressed a strong desire to end C.A. 78-032., is not as inclusive
as what I 'propoaed. If the FHI agrees to my offer and performs in good faith 3nd with
due #liligence, I will do more than merely waive a Yaughne I will move to dismiss and
I will not refile this litigation.

. Prior to the recent calendar call I asked you to make a similar offer to the
Department. You reported that it was rejected{ out-of-hand. I believe either offer
represents an enormous saving for the Department. I have offered to settle for
considerably less than what i‘ bedieve is mine as a matter of right under the Act.

Howevep, when as recently as the-;fm;—Department's Reply of the 2}rd and its
letter to me of the 25th, there is obvious henky-panky, I emphasize that a good~-
fuith couppliance is required.

1 address some of this hewest hankypanky below, where I will handle each itgm
on a separate sheet of paper, and in my response to the FEI's letter, copy enclosedo
Because I believe it says enough about the film and tapes and Hosty patters, I do
not have separate sheets on them, If yc;u require more, please let me knowe

They, like the other matters, are all included in the appeals I filed long ago.

The appealsws ‘are conslderably more detailed. Usualiy copies of:1 pertinent FBI
records are oitached to them and the ”eparf;ment has thew

If the “epartment does not agree, I want to respond t¢ this Reply and its
attachuentse Phillips ,flaunts# his gcustomary contempt for fact and there are other
defects and inadequacies in them. Material facts will remain in dispuiec.

I @ill write you separately about the FBI's Orwellian purposes in insisting
upon an unnecessary Vaughn.

Sincepely,

-  Harold VWeisbarg

»



Lhe Oswald-Mexico matter - teletype and frangeript Lf dotercept of his phone call(s)

Céntrary to the “epgrimentds representations, my appeals, to a larg. degree, are
captioned, Mcaptigz‘f ¥Oswald-Mexico." If the Bepartment wantd to retrieve
then now. They are illuminated with copies of wany FBI records that are disclosed,

off the top of my hesd, the most important of the withheld records are a teletype
about it and the tramscript of a phone intercept. To the best of my recollection
Oswad phoned from the “uban consulate to the Russian Embassy. There was at least
one such intercept and it was taped. Virtually -1l but the exact word:. has been made
public by the government, I can tell you the ngﬁber of the Navy plane on which tape
and pictures seid to have been of Oswald were flown to Dallas from Mexico City, what
agent met the plane, where and at;what.time, and what then was done at the Dallas
field office. Dellas first sent a teletype tp Washington and then, by request, a
transeripte This wgs after midnight 11/22/63 gpd the next early morning., On 11/23
Hoover sent then Secret Service Director James Rowley s gix-page letter, disclosed
and attached to the appeals, stating that FEI agents familiar with Oswald looked at
the pictures and listened to the tapes and said it wasn't Oswald. The letter is

. ambiguous and it is possible that Hoover sasid the pictures were not of Oswald, as
latter became known. Until records were being processed for disclosure those withheld
were not classified; To the best of my knowledge, aside fruu the exa;t vords, it
had 11l been disclosud by the government. Durdng processing, some of these records
were suddenly upped from unclassified to Top Secret,
The House assassins committee went into this in some detail, and publi. iye
Barlier there had been a new leak to the Waspin§20n Post and it syndicated a

Veans enrliwr most 4 Rit had foer fow AL o Rprond f mupe. His s 7_‘!7)”7 alw was andr[a?‘dj
story that attracted ex i ou may remember that one “unday, when we

were in the Chicago airport, returning from the University of Wisconsin, this story
took up the entire froat page of 4 “hicago papers (The Post interviewed the tapper
and the transcriber of the tape(s).)

Dallas SA Wallace ghitman met the plane. SA Eldon Rudd, who later ran success—
fully for Congress, was the Mexico Citf Asskstant gal Attache who carried the

pictures and tape(s).



Oavwald's income tux records .

Some of his letters about this have Been disclosede

With regard to what remains withheld the FBI is simply refusing to do what it
was told t;do by tho appeals office. The Associate Attorney Ueneral, in his letter
of December 16, 1980, Attachment 3 to the recent Reply, is specific on page 4, where
with regerd to this he stated, " I am specifically finding that the denial of access
ecowas luproper." The FUI stalled any compliance until the past few weeks. Then it

sent mé copies of Jack *uby's income returns and related records and those of his

relatives and friends.

They withhold only Oswald's.

You may remember the reports’that‘Oswald had been a paid FBI informer. The
FBI denied this. It seems to me that if his income +nx does not r. act any such
source of income the I would be more than willing to disclose ite

I do not see how the FBI, in recent weeks, can disclose what I state above and

still withhold Oswald's.



I beliebe you used the word "intercept" in reporting *"is to Department counsel.
It is more than an intercept, although it appears impossible that there was not an
early-morning intercept on my phone in New Orleans. 4gain, I have gone into great
detail on this in my appeals, to'which copdes of disclosed FBI records are appended,

The FBI's own disclosed records mske it beyond doubt that other and withheld

records exist,

. < 4/‘0 /‘{ﬁ a1,
4t about 4 a,m. New Orleans time I received a person-topers@n call from)a well-

known San Francisco reporter who slso had a talk show. I knew he would not have phoned
me at that time, pfter waking my wife to learn where I was, unless it was a matter
he regarded as of some consequence, Dvo, before I accepted the call, I goty wy tape
recordes and taped the ensuing conversation. It was of an alleged mafia.contract,
already let, on Garrison. It was conveyed to him by a man named Richard fye, I kunew
that Garrison had left the nmight before to speak at a university so I awakened the
ranking New Orléans policeman assigned tq his office, told hinm abgat it, and he
Came, immediately, and listened to the tape. I wanted to give the tape to the FBI
immediately, but he wanted to clear it with the agssistant .4 Garrieon tud left in
charge and get his OK. He wanted to confer with his associates, which took time,
When they agreed for me to inform the FBI I phoned and spoke to an SA who gave his
neme as Hood. e disclused New Orleans re;urds givas the correct.btice o omy oill,
However, timed and dated ¥FBIHY records, attached to the appeal, reflect the fact
the' VBIHQ had been informed of this by New Orleans ab- . two hours earlier than
the time I phoned the FBI, The oﬁly‘;pparent means of the FRI's ln..lsdme before I
told it is electronice The‘records reflecting how the F*T knew and wh % it did with
thut knowledge before 1 informed it remain withheld.

4n Elsurs search alone is inadequate. There are too many other places for . . h
information to be sequestered. There are do-not~file files and places the SACs

kept what they regarded as delicate.



Garrison recopds

The disclosed New Orleans records reflect the fact that pertinent Garrison
records are in an 80 file (lLaboratory Research Natters) and I think in a 67 file.
That Uarrison was the subject of electronic surveillance is disclosed in an un~
successful prosecution of him, in which some transcripts were disclosed, and in
a record disclosed to me in C.A. 75-1996. I know of tapes being stored by, and in
fadt made by :he Lab bLecause of what has been disclossd 40 me by the F7. The
language of the request is for "all records on or pertaining to" thosc who gigured
in his investiggtion,_gs,ﬂ of course, he dide

Right or wrong, good or ba‘dvl, he Mis one of the more sign..leant figures in the
JFK agsassination investigation, historically. He is also very mu : of a public
figure. 1 doubt that there is anything defamatory about him that has not been
disclosed one way or anothere Ths FBI lesked his military ‘medica.l records, which
include the psychologicale At the same time, my intersst is not defamgtion, S0 I
do not seek what is defamatory.

If there is any kind of real problem for the FBI here, wheth.er of the bulk of
the records or their personal or defamatory content, I =ee nothing to keep us from
wprking out what it can be satisfied with., We can probably eliminate much from a
list of references,which they should have made long ago in auy event,

A1l iﬁtercepts are within the request. The one I got in C.A. 75-1996 appears to
pertain to sdward Yrady Partin, who, Wth his Yeamsters, are within the allegations
received by the FEI in any events %

The FBI has already disclosed that it had informers on y including in his
own oftice, It also has disaclosed h(mhis staff provided the FBI with office records,
(There was a considerable hassle when that staffer, Comstock, needed those records

back ~JFK assassination records.jome “omstock records also are filed as 67s, as

documented in my appealso)



The critics are public persons if by no other means by what the FBI did to and
disclosed about them, partly reflected::; records disclosed to meo

We also are a significant part of the history of the assassination investigation.

Fhillips undertook to deceive and mislead the “ourt in what he states in his
declaration, that there is nothing not provideds The trick he used is to have g
search made for a file titled, the quotations marks in his declaration,"Warren
Conmdssion‘criticse" This, however, is not what the Associate directed the FBI +to

recordg
do. It was to search for lligpfbn the critics and on criticism of the investigationse

This was to include "any official or unofficial administrative files."

In a number or instqnces I was able to attach the Ful's filing nuw.bers to
ny appealse It has disclosed that it dues have us filed. ..pcuially in Dallas, which
is the Office of Origin., It has no problem locating this withheld information.

To simplify its work and in deference to the judge's desire for speed I am
willing to waive some and if the FBI agrees, will provide qlist.

The F.I's thinking is reflected by the fact that critics were automatically

filed as security-related internal-security cases.,

Some of these records are ppetty far oute The FBI told the White House,

;qttorneys Yereral and other officials and even the “ongress that ny wife an. I

annually celebrated the Russian revolution with an outing at out home. Nothing like
//3\4,}5@ . reliy el

it ever happened and couldn't haves 3 converted an annuai ‘gathering at out f:m,

after the Jewish high holidays, which are quite 32%5 time *forc ihe Russiens

celebrate their revolution, into this defamatiéﬁz Ié/;lso prepared people to try

to ruin we and my books on radio and TV. One was a symbol FBIL informer. It L a't

left us much privacy. However, there is some that, despite the FBI's leaking of it

and my dislike.of him, like the “ark [ane sex record and pictures, that I think should

not be disclosed. The FiI caﬂ claim exemptions. The Lane facts are disflosed, not the

details and it is the detuils that + think ..iould not be disclosed offocially.

-



Attorney'g fees and coats

I think there should be no reasonable question. The FBI has a long record of
not responding in any way until I sue or it is compelled by other means., It was
and from what hus been disclosed remains polimy, stated and approved policy, not to
respond to my requestse. We hhve used these records in C.A. 75-1996, where they
are entircly undispitede In that case also, to reflect implimentation of that

w [97¢)
policy, 1 provided a list of about 25 individual JFK assassination requests, some for
a3 little as a single record, that W&lﬂost a decade remained ignored. To this
day almost all those requests remain ignored. Sog@lso do many I've made since thena.
Thers is no juostion but that I had tq sue to get these records and that oven of ter
I filed suit it required considerable effort to ob'ain what should have been

provided volunturily. .

A

Afterl filed suit the FBI planned tp limit itself iv ihe wain Oswald, Ruby
(o ol 2 procis)

and Commission files, The ,list/):m its new proposed Order reilects how many more
files it now acknowledges are pertinent, 18 of them,

Even after I identified what it had keept secret even f;:om the Warren Comnission,

twie
the existence of its special assassingtior indices, which adlee up more than two
— . \dﬂ\w/?/ |

enE/ ire file cabinets, packed solid;—j& tried to avoid disclosing tl_lemo

The appeals court has found that the JFK assassination is a subject or extra-—
o: inary public interest. In this case I have brought to ligLt mucu that vemained
unknown, even after the recer* Congressional investigations. &M example is the

Dal’as

Charles Bronson film which, incredibly, THSYFBI said did not even show the building
from which it claims that Oswald alone fired all the shots. In fact the film shows
almost 100 individual pictures of that very window and .hose around it and in a
manner not in accord with the FSI's reprédsentations. The FBI {x:‘aa been stonewalliii.
the investigation!ordered by the Attormey Geners? for more than two yearse

The larger of the indexes that the F!'Y resisted disclosing my well be the most
dusclofed "
‘importany single assassination record‘oas evaluated by historiems.



