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My hame is Harold Weisberg. I reside at 7627 Old Receiver Road, Freder\ck, 

Maryland, I am the plaintiff in thesd consolidated casas: My subject-matter sy. 

i oo 
expertise, professional experience and medical and physical limitations are i} 

} pS 
stated in my earlier affidavits and hawe not been disputed by the defendant. ZL

 

1. Once again it required at least a week for the FBI's filing, ite Motidn 

iN ON 

to Dismiss, to reach me because FBI counsel ended its practice of sending apples ‘ 

\ 
of all filings to me. I always offered to pay the costs and the FBI always * 

. \ 
refused to accept payment. I asked my counsel to ask present FBI counsel to send 

me copies, for which I offered to pay, and I was informed that he refused. | I 

believe that under FOIA I am entitled to recéive copies, af not immediately, and 

that under FBI practice I would not be charged for them. I know of no purpose 

served by this refusal, by this ending of years-long practice in some cases 

directed by the court because of my distance from my counsel, other than to cause 

these inevitable delays. These delays required that my counsel request additional



cimw Wad they restricted the information I could provide him. In particular, 

since this past February, they caused greater delays and problems for him and 

for me because of lingering additional illnesses that began with bronchitis and 

was followed by pneumonia, pleurisy, ecchymosis (a kind of internal hemorrhaging 

that is potentially dangerous for me because $ live on a high level af anti~ 

coagulant, which can cause death) and periodic exhaustion that my doctor says can 

be expected to last for a month after the end of these new illnesses. From the 

time I received this Motion to Dismiss until Tuesday, June 7, I had at least one 

medical appointment every working day, more often two and sometimes even three. 

These, too, seriously reduced the time in which I could prepare information for 

my counsel and the time I had for preparing it. I also found that making two 

trips a day to my basement to obtain needed records was too much for me and ended 

the work I could do that day. These illnesses, added to my permanent physical 

and medical limitations, delayed preparation of this affidavit. It also will 

require more timefhfor my wife to retype it because she also suffers the bronchitis 

that is epidemic in this area and because of her age and other medical problems 

is more painful and limiting for her. 

2. Now that on May 18, 1983, the FBI has moved for sanctions against me, 

I believe it is necessary for me to show that its Motion to Dismiss is based upon 

what I regard as fraudulent misrepresentations and to show once again that, 

although the FBI has not even pretended to support iss motion with evidence, the 

existing and unrefuted evidence in the case record that I have provided proves the 

FBI's allegations and representations are not truthful. To the best of my 

recollection I restrict myself in this affidavit to evidence that is in the case 

record and has not been rebutted by the FBI. In this I am saating that the only 

unrefuted evidence in the case record is diametrically opposite the FBI's



representations. 

3. In my affidavit of May 28, 1983, which I incorporate by reference, I 

state that the FBI's Motion to Dismiss contains untruthfulness of such a nature 

it cannot be regarded as accidental error, that it contains misrepresentations 

and that it and the FBI's prior motion for discovery cannot both be truthful 

because each is based upon contradictory and inconsistent representation ~ neither 

of which is supported by any evidence and neither of which the FBI even pretended 

to support by any evidence. 

4. Inherent in all the FBI's misrepresentations in these consolidated 

cases, whether these representations be under oath or adwanced in pleadings without 

any claim to any evidentiary support, is the identical and basic coneatination of 

misrepresentations that I believe constitute fraudulent misrepresentations. 

5. state the belief that an attempt is being made to victimize me by 

fraudulent mhdrepreeentation based on the evidence that follows and the belief, 

coming from my extensive FOIA experience with the FBI and its counsel, my knowledge 

of the intent of the Congress in enacting and amending FOTIA (in which T have a 

well-known involvement because one of my early FOTA cases against the FBI was cited 

as requiring the 1974 amending of the investigatory files exemption of the Act), 

from knowledge of the legislative history of FOIA, from FBI regulations and 

practiaee, and from bhe official statements regarding FOTIA and its purposes going 

back to those of the President and Attorney general bm 1966 in their ringing 

endorsements of the Act and its purposes. 

6. I believe that, except for information that is within the exemptions 

of FOIA, the information I requested is mine as a matter of legal right and, 

through me, is the information of the people as a matter of their right. 

7. UL believe that under the Act the burden of proof is exclusively on the



defendant and that under the Act I have a right to expect the defendant to meet 

the burden of proof and not seek by any means, overt or devious, to impose it upon 

me or any other plaintiff/requester. 

a4 The most basic of the FBI's false representations is that my eequewts 

are limited to four main files. My actual requests, for reasons Bestated most 

recently in my May 28, 1983, affidavit, are quite explicit in stating that they 

are not so limited. My requests include all pertinent information ‘not contained 

within" these FBI maih files. 

9. In this long litigation, the FBI has never provided any attestation, 

whether or not truthful or made of personal knowledge, and it has not provided any 

pleading by counsel that is addressing my actual requests or addresses them in any 

way. Everything the FBI has filed is based upon the FBI's initial and perpetuated 

misrepresentation of my actual requests. I have stated this over and over gain, 

under oath, without refutation or attempted refutation or even merely pro forma 

denials. To the best of my recollection, each of my attestations to this fact 

remains ignored by the FBI. 

10. As I also stated without refutation, I became aware of the FBI's intent 

not to comply with my actual ewqueste before the first calendar call in this 

litigation, before any record had been processed, on the day Judge Oberdorfer 

recused himself. That day my counsel and I conferred with the FBI's tken counsel, 

who told us what the FBI planned in substitution for my requests and I informed him 

that this was not acceptable to me and would not comply with my actual requests. 

I have stated this repeatedly throughout this long litigation and the FBI has 

ignored it. It has not denied or made any effort to refute it. 

11. This means that the FBI knew before it processed any records that I 

regarded what it planned as not complying with my actual requests. Under the FBI's 

regulations, which I have cited without dispute in this litigation, if it disagreed



with meeor could not understand my requests or had any problems with them, it was 

required to ask that I rephrase them and offer assistance in this. It never made 

any such claims and never did any of the things required by its regulations. 

12. This was only the first of continuing FBI violations of its own 

regulations. These regulations required it to make an initial search and inform 

me of the approximate volume of records within my requests, the approximate cost 

of providing them, and the approximate cash deposit it would cequire. Although at 

the time of my requests no fee waiver had been granted and it was being opposedbyy 

the FBI, the FBI never informed me of the approximate volume of records, their cost 

or the size of the deposit it wotld require. The FBI also requires this information 

from the preliminary search for its own purposes, including determination of 

whether or not the request involves enough records for it to be classified as a 

"project" case, for projections of personnel needs and assignments and similar needs. 

13. This was not an accidental oversight by the FBI because I requested 

this information of both the Dallas and New Orleans offices: "I would appreciate 

it if you could let me know the estimated volume of records involved in this 

request and when you expect to begin processing..." Not only was this information 

mine as a matter of right under the FBI's own regulations, it was essential in 

order to be able to pay the down payment the FBI would require of me. 

14. Although I have attested to the informats!n in the immediately 

preceding paragraphs earlier in this litigation, to a large degree on more than 

one occasion, the FBI has not only dontradicted me. It has ignored my attestations. 

Tt has never at any time made any belated attempt to comply with its own regulations; 

never alleged that my requests are not comprehensible; never claimed that it faced 

any problems in either understanding or complying with them; never asked for any 

explanation of them; and it never asked that I rephrase or change or modify them



or offered any assistance in any rephrasing of them, 

15. As I earlier attested without dispute, in other of my FOIA litigation 

a numben of FBI FOIA supervisors offered testimony on behalf of the FBI addressing 

what they testified are its undeviating practices in FOIA matters. It determines 

whether there are pertinent records, whether or not the volume of records classified 

it as a "project" case, what their approximate volume and cost to the requester will 

be, and all the other information required by the FOIPA branch for its own 

information and for it to provide to the requester. In this litigation the FBI 

did not do any of these things that are required of it. 

16. The FBI knows very well that FOIA responses require at a minimum at 

least two searches at the outset, one to determine whether or not it has any 

pertinent information and its volume and then the search to locate and process any 

pertinent information. In these cases it never made either search. It did not 

determine and inform me of the approximate volume and cost of processing the 

requested information and the time this would require and it did not make the 

searches required for compliance with my requests. Instead, as in an unguarded 

moment of aberrational honesty Superviser SA John N. Phillips attested, the Dallas 

field office forwarded my request to FBIHQ where, arbitrarily, capriciously and 

for ulterior and improper purposes I attested to earlier without dispute, SA Thomas 

Bresson decided chat Proutd be limited to three, later amended to four, of the main 

files my request is specific in stating it is not limited to. Dallas, which claims 

to have provided all its search slips, did not even pretent to make any search 

until October 15, 1980, almost three years after it received my request and about 

two years after it first claimed complete compliance. To these main files to which 

my request of it specifically is not limited, the New Orleans office pretends to 

have made a few additional searches under the names of only a few of the persons



it knew are involved in the federal and New Orleans investigations of the 

assassination of President Kennedy and even then did not io ate all its records 

on those persons. Even now the FBI continues to withhold much of the identified 

information that is not in these main files. Among the many defects of the 

alleged New Orleans search to which I have attested without refutatbezect even pro 

forma denial is the fact that most of them are dated Almost a year prior to my 

requests and thus cannot be searches made pursuant to my requests. Neither office 

made or pretends to have made any search for any information related to any of the 

organizations involved in these iuvestigations, although that is specifically 

of both. 
requestade@Seeeih offices. 

17. Even when I provided some of these names voluntarily - the FBI never 

requested any such information from me ~ the FBI steadfastly refused to make those 

searches. And as I have attested, when the appeals office directed that it 

process information pertaining to those known as "oritics' of the official investi- 

gation, the FBI engaged in a deliberate false pretense, that the appeals office 

had directed it to mae a search only under the topic "critics" when the appaals 

office and the FBI anew that it does not file that way and cannot retrieve 

topically. To date, even after T provided many FBI records reflecting the fore- 

going, the FBI refuses to make any part of the search it was directed to make 

pertaining to "critics" and when I offered to dismiss this litigation after it 

processed it information pertaining to some of the known “oritics' that I identified, 

it persisted in this refusal. 

18. Although the FBI claims to have searched under the topic "critics" 

in both field offices and it swears that the search slips it provided are complete 

and authentic, it has not poovided any search slips or requests of any kind 

pertaining to the topic "critics" or to any person known as a "eritic." Likewise,



although it claims ta have made ELSUR searches at each office, as I attested in 

my May 28, 1983, affidavit, the FBI has not provided any search slip or search 

request of any kind relating to any ELSUR searches. 

19. The plain and undenied truth is that the FBI knew very well that my 

litigated requests include “gay information related in any way to the assassinations" 

of both Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., and President Kennedy. I quo@e, with the 

emphaiibeeo£ the original, the August 14, 1978, memo from the Department's then 

appeals director to the FBI's then ror chief, Inspector Allen MeCreight (attached 

ao( Exhibit. 1)) The FBI new and it agreed that any such records "being released 

to anyone will also be released to" me, 

20. This particular copy of this memo is, in fact, from the FBI's FOIA 

file on me and clearly was known to its FOIA personnel involved in this litigation. 

That the FBI correctly understood the Department's intent is stated in other 

internal records disclosed to tie. Moreover, the Department informed me of this in 

writing, including the fact that the FBI had agreed. Despite this agreement 

reported in Exhibit 1, the FBI did not abide by its agreement and the Department's 

directive in this litigation or when it provided JFK assassination information to 

others. 

Even 5 . 
21. Been when I made special requests for JFK assassination information, 

the FBI disclosed to others and withheld from me, the FBI failed and to this day 

continues to fail to provide me with or offer me this already disclosed and 

processed JFK assassination information. Among the examples of this are the 

ignored requests I made when the FBI did not abide by its and the Department's 

word after books conforming to the FBI's assassina&sion views were published by 

Edward Jay Epstein and David Lifton. I made separate requests for the identical 

information and to this day the FBI has not complied. Another examply is my request



for the information provided to the House Select Committee on Assassinations. 

After four or five years my request remains entirely ignored by the FBI. But 

another and later requester has filed suit and the FBI is providing him with 

information. It has not informed me of its disclosures to this other requester. 

It has not even asked me if I would like copies. 

22. Although the FBI did not dispute that it had agreed to provide me 

with all information pertaining in any way to the investigation of thnse assassina- 

tions, it never intended to keep its word and it did not contradict any of the 

information I provided to the Department and it forwarded to the FBI's FOLPA head 

with Exhibit 1. 

23. The truth is that a year earlier the Department promised the Senate's 

FOIA subcommittee that some 25 of my requests the FBI had ignored for up to almost 

a decade would be complied with. (Some of this information is within this liti- 

gation and has not been provided in it.) As of today, more than five years later, 

the FBI has not done so. In fact, Inspector McCreight, also a witness before that 

subcommittee and then present, refused to make this promise. He also did not 

contradict the testimony of the Department's witnesses, that the FBI's behavior 

with me in my FOIA requests was inexcusable. The Department promised, the FBI 

then stonewalled and thereafter extended its stonewalling to this litigation, 

despite the directives to it by the Department and its agreement with them. 

24, Among those 25 old and ignored requests that also are pertinent in 

this litigation is the request I first made under date of January 1, 1969. TI 

accompanied it with the deposit then required. It includes certain motion and 

still pictures. Not one of these has ever been provided to me voluntarily by the 

FBI and most still remain withheld. In two instances, after I complained to the 

FBI that it had disclosed these films to later requesters and still withheld them



from me, I obtained copies. ‘he others remain withheld. Although I attested to 

this earlier in this litigation, the existing and correctly identified films of 

both kinds remain withkeld from me as of today. 

25. (It was common practice to cash my checks and send me nothing at all. 

Once my check was shredded, then patched together orgd¥ly with scotch tape and 

deposited. It cleared all banks and was charged to my account.) M 
thon 

26. With regard to these and other requests (all also Veen this 

litigation) that I made of the FBI that year, I wrote the attorney general on 

January 1, 1970. These and ail otha te films of both kinds are included in my 

January 1, 1970, renewal of my FOTA requests. I recwived no response at all. 

T then wrote the deputy attorney general on December 2, 1970, after the change in 

administrations, about these same requests, That resulted in an internal investi- 

gation some of the records of which were disclosed to me. They disclose the 

existence of FBI copies of these films. But even after PBIHO learned again from 

this internal investigation that its field offices had copies of the requested 

films, they were not provided. (This internal investigation also established 

that some of these films also were withheld from the Warren Commission by the FBI.) 

27. Under date of May 28, 19794 Cand perhaps on other occasions), I filed 

a lengthy and detailed appeal pertaining to this information then withheld in 

this litigation. In addition to about 2,000 words of information and detail, I 

provided copies of the FBI's own records reflecting its possession of the. requested 

still and motion pictures. I never received any response to this appeal. 

28. This encapsulation underscores the spuriousness of the FBI's pretenses 

that it requires more informati fej from me for searches. It reflects the FBI's 

determination not to search and not to comply. 

29. With the long and consistent FBI record of refusing to search and 

10



refusing to comply after it was provided with proof that it had pertinent and 

withheld information - which it did not need in any event to make a proper search 

- and with the record of the attorney general, the deputy attorney general and 

the appeals director, of doing nothing at all when the FBI was obdurate, there is 

no reason to believe that, if the FBI had the discovery it demands in the form in 

which it demands it, it would do anything more than concoct another stonewalling 

cock-and-bull story. Moreover, I reiterate that I have provided all of the 

does 
requested information and documentation of which I am aware and that the FBI B@iis 

not deny this. 

30. That the FBI had copies of some of this film also is disclosed in the 

records it provided to the Warren Commission and it in turn disclosed. Among 

these still withheld pictures are six stills from one of the also requested and 

withheld motion picture films that the New Orleans office used and displayed in 

interrogating witnesses to some of Lee Harvey Oswald's activities in New Orleans. 

31. Another New Orleans withholding that persists until now in this 

litigation overlaps an old FOIA request I made pertaining to one Ronnie Caire. 

The FBI's internal investigation after I complained to the Department disclosed 

the existence of Caire records the FBI had denied exieted. However, that did not 

result in their disclosure then or since then in this litigation. 

32. These January 1, 1969, film requests and other related requests 

pertain to one of the FBI's larger investigatory failures and shortcomings. This 

un idewk ) free 
has to do with the existence of a publicly tevtteiified Bswald preassassination 

associate. In the FBI's solution, this means an associate of the assassin. The 

FBI has and continues to withhold information identifying this associate of the 

alleged assassinjit never identified. It made only a perfunctory New Orleans 

investigation. It obtained fingerprints from one of Oswald's leaflets. TI also 

LL



Made a separate, prepaid request for that information. This involves both TBINQ 

and the New Orleans office at the least. That separate request also remains 

ignored. Tha® information also remains withheld in pthie litigation. If it is 

not filed in any main assassination file, it is otf within my litigated requests, 

and < first requested it almost fifteen years ago. | 

33. These are among the countless proofs that the FBI's present false 

representation, that I am supposedly enlarging and shifting my requests, is 

knowingly and deliberately false. I believe it is also a fraudulent misrepresenta~ 

tion/to defraud me now, as I was defrauded in 1969 when my check was cashed and I 

received nothing for it. It also was asserted to threaten me with possible 

incarceration. My counsel reported to me that the FBI's counsel had made such 

noises to him recently about a possible contempt charge. While it may not be the 

major item in point, I believe that it is significant that these are ignored_1969 

requests, repeated in 1970 to the attorney general and the deputy attorney 

general and on appeal in this litigation in 1678. I select these as illustrative 

because they are the oldest of the 25 documented ignored requests tabulated in 

another case in 1976, because the FBI and the Department continuedthereafter to 

ignore them, because the same information is sought in this litigation and is 

withheld, and because these are the requests the Department promised the Senate 

in 1977 would be complied with promptly and have not been complied with. This 

information also is included in my ignored affidavits in this litigation. Given 

this record, all known to the FBI and the Department, I believe it is obvaous 

that any allegation that I shift or enlarge my request is knowingly and 

deliberately false. 

34. Moreover, it is obvious that when my request was interpreted by both 

the Department and the FBI as encompassing "any record related in any way to the 
P any. any 

12



488ass8inations," the words and the emphasis of the appeals director in Exhibit 1, 

and it begins by referring to the FBI's agreement to this and to providing me 

with any JFK assassination information provided to any other requester, it simply 

is not possible for me to expand or enlarge my requests and the FBI and the 

Department know it. 

35. The foregoing illustratéens are only illustrations. There are countless 

euch matters that characterize this case and to a large degree are set forth in my 

affidavits and are not contradicted. They are merely ignored, Taken togehher 

with the fact that my requests are admittedly all~inclusive, as is stated in 

Exhibit 1, the FBI's own FOIA record pertaining to my litigation, I believe that 

the FBI's false statements, misrepresentations and deceptions throughout this long~ 

stonewalled case, particularly in its discovery stratagem and more recently in its 

demand for sanctions that include my repaying it for the money it squandered to 

defraud me, are not accidental. I am defrauded of my rights under the Act and 

if I pay it I am defaauded of the money it has wasted in defrauding me. If the case 

is dismissed based on its untruths, then I am defrauded even more. Contempt, of 

course, can be more serious. 

bm, the I) ht of hece anal 
actbatities rather than the FBI's fictions, one    364 

of the FBI's representations in seeking the sanction of dismissal is ridiculous 

a 

and ludicrous. It is that its "discovery is merely designed to ascertagén the facts 

and/or documents which a (sic) plaintiff claims exist and which allegedly demonstrate 

that the agency's search was not adequate." (Page 2) Until the FBI proves that it 
requested , 

has searched for all its/information, its search cannot possibly be represented 

as "adequate." It has neither done this nor claimed that it has. 

37. Moreover, as I attested in my affidavit of May 28, 1983, this is an 

entirely different representation than the one made to procude the piscovery Order. 

13



Then it was not alleged that TI had not provided this discovery information, as 

uncontestedly I had. If then was alleged instead that, because the FBI had ignored 

that information and documentation when I provided it, I should now be required to 

draw it all together for the FBI, which is to say, do the work it should have done 

and failed to do. 

38. Although the FBI knows it has not searched to comply with my requests 

and has not provided all the pertinent information it knows it has, as is reflected 

in Exhibit 1 of five years earlier, it now represents that my "failure to comply 

with a discovery order deprives a defendant (i.e., the FBI) of a full and fair 

opportunity to prepare its case and deprives the courts of information indispensable 

to a proper adjudication of the issue." (Page 4) This is obviously and knowingly 

untrue. 

39. This is followed by the equally and knowinglh false representation 

that my "refusal to answer its (the FBI's) discovery will deprive it of a nommiing fd 

opportunity to demonstrate that plaintiff's asiissntheore about the adequacy of the 

FBI's search are baseless." (Pages 4-5) While without it the FBI knew my requests 

are all~inclusive and it made no searches to comply with my requests at all in 

Dallas and made knowingly inadequate searches in New Orleans, neither disputed when 

I attested to both repeatedly throughout this litigation, it is beyond question 

that it knows such allegations are false. 

40. If none of this were true, as all of it is, until the FBI attests 

that it has searched to comply with my actual requests and has done as directed 

and agreed to fin Exhibit 1), any such representations are on this basis alone at 

least premature. The FBI has not provided such attestations in this litigation 

and it does not try now. 

41. Because the FBI knew that its attestations in this litigation do not 

Lum Anite, — 

| 
~ 
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co
 

with fact and truth, to the degree possible it provided incompetent attestations 

by one who, if faced with the charge of perjury, might defend; himself by claiming 

that he did not know anything at all about what he swore tos While I believe that 

FBIHQ SA John Phillips did cross the line and did swear falsely to what he did know 

was not true, much of his swearing is to what, undeniedly, he did not know of 

personal knowledge. Moreover, when I attested to this, neither he nor anyone else 

speaking for the FBI, under oath or otherwise, disputed me in any way. Yet in all 

instances, the FBI has available to it those who do have personal knowledge. 

  

It is my understanding, ofoming from the Londrigan and other decisions, that 

personal knowledge is a requirement. It is undenied that those who have personal 

knowledge are available to the FBI for such attestations. 

42. One example of this that I select because of the frequency of my 

repetition of it under oath and because of the FBI's careful restriction of its 

responses to Phillips, who neither had nor claimed any personal knowledge, is the 

matter of the FBI's copies of the tapes of the Dallas police radiobbroadcasts of 

the time of the assassination. Only Phillips, who has no knowledge, provided 

attestations, and he swore only falsely. He shifted his falsehoods in an effort 

to deny new evidence as I produced it. In plain English, he lied his head off, 

even though his official responsibilities, if not legal training, let him know 

that to provide any competent attestation he required personal knowledge. His 

official position also hold him who could or did have such personal knowledge in 

Dallas. None of this deterred Phillips or FBI counsel, who were also informed 

by my undenied, unrefuted and unrefutable and documented affidavits. They also 

prove that the FBI undertook, from the outset, to hide its copies of these Dallas 

police radio tapes. This also is undenied. Tt cannot be denied because I provided 

the FBI's own proof of it. The FBI provided it to me in this litigation. 

15



43. In this matter also it is obvious that nedihd, discovery nor docu- 

mentation is required of me for any purpose. Heee also I provided voluntarily 

what the FBI both ignores and demands again under ddudovery;: NL 

44, I select the matter of the police radio broedenat tapes of the many 

available illustrations because, iin addition to my hawing provided all the 

information I have about them, it is a matter about which the FBI had ockion lied 

to the Department and to the panel of aaparta. te convoked to study those tapes. 

The FBI's lie is that it did not have these tapes when it did and it knew it did and 

its own records contemporaneous with the lie and disclosed to me in this litigation 

establish that it did, (Its earlier contemporaneous records, as without denial I 

attested, are deliberately misfiled outside the main assassination files and still 

have not been searched for.) ‘The attorney general had promised the Congress that 

he would have such a study made, As without dispute I also attested earlier, based 

on records with which the FBI did not trouble me, the Department simply gloated — 

when it was possible to arrange for this official study to be made by private sector 

persons who are outside FOIA. They never had the FBI's still withheld copies of 

those tapes for their "study" and were reduced to using what the FBI's own records 

describe as crumbling and damaged versions of the poorest quality. 

45] This is far from the FBI's only withholding from the Congress and its 

duly authorized investigating committee, As I have also attested without 

refuldbien or even unsworn pro forma denial, in this litigation the FBI undertook 

to limit me to the field office companion files of FBIHQ's main files to which it 

intended to limit this Congressional committee. Those FBIHQ main files just happen 

to ba those the FBI had already disclosed. Once I was able to commpel the FBI, in 

. FRILG van 
this litigation, to disclose the field office companion files of these @ReRGRRERQ 

files, the FBI schemed to withhold from that committee what it was disclosing to me. 

16



In its internal scheming, as I have already attested and illustrated with the FBI's 

own record withheld from me but provided to another, if the FBI could not get away 

with total withholding from it, it planned to offer the Congressional committee a 

"compromise" - copies of some of the records disclosed to me in this litigation, 

as long as the cmmmittee did not want too many of them! 

46. This matter also reflects the FBI's intent not to provide me with 

pertinent information within my requests and its intent not to keep its word as 

recorded in Exhibit 1, to provide me with copies of any and all JFK assassination 

records disclosed to anyone else. A later requester duplicated one of my requests. 

When he received no compliance, he entered suit. The FBI is compelled to make 

disclosure to him. However, it has not provided me with what it discloses to him, 

has not offered it to me or even asked if I want it. Yet five years ago it agreed 

with the Department that it would provide all such information to me. 

47. There are many FBI records bearing on the deliberateness of its non- 

compliance and refusals to search, some in the Waki cetond and unrefuted. Others 

I cannot now search for and retrieve are in the case records of other of my lawsuits 

agaanst the FBI, are well known to it and its counsel, and they also are unrefuted. 

In this litigation Phillips, who has a record of swearing to anything at all, had 

not addressed these allegations. I believe that this is because the FBI's record 

and its own records are clear and unequivocal on this and because of the possibility 

that I might produce additional FBI records refuting any such representations. 

Recently, in reviewing the far from complete records the FBI provided in response 

to my request for all its records on me, I did locate a few more FBI records 

supporting these and other allegations I have made in this litigation. 

48. There are many FBI records bearing on the deliberateness of its non- 

compliance and refusals to search, some in the case record and unrefuted. Others 

17



43. One of the records that is in the case record and is ignowed by the 

FBI is the memorandum of the then Department director of appeals, Quinlan Shea, 

stating that the FBI was withholding many pertinent records from me because it had 

them filed in files that it simply refused to search or comply from. He held that 

filing is not relevant to pertinence. This is exactly the point in and purpose of 

the FBI's refusal to search in compliance with my requests and its arbitrary, 

capricious and.entirely improper FBIHQ decision to limit me to a few main feles 

even though my request is explicit in stating that it is not limited to them. 

49, Mr. Shea discussed this with me. fe stated that, whether or not it 

had made a proper search, New Orleans appeared to have at least made a gesture 

toward complying with regulations but that Dallas hdd not even made any such 

gesture and had not complied. This was not rectified by Dallas, which never made 

any search until October 15, 1980, in response to a few directives from Mr. Shea. 

‘The inadequacies of the New Orleans searches and their phoniness is documented in 

my prior affidavits and, despite the declarations subsequently filed by Phillips 

and New Orleans FOIA SA Clifford Anderson, remain undenied. (It can hardly be 

denied that searches dated a year before my requests were not made in response to 

my requests.) Mr. Shea was so dissatisfied he told me he planned to send an 

assistant to both offices to supervise searches. He then lost that assistant, who 

accepted other employment. 

50. An oft-repeated example of this tricky filing and refusal to search 

is the FBI's tapes of the broadcasts of the Dallas police for the period of the 

assassination. Without question, despite Phillips’ repeated false swearings to 

what he knew nothing about, the Dallas FBI obtained them. This is stated in the 

FBI's own records pertaining to the study and analysis the attorney general agreed 

jn 1979 to have made of these tapes for the five minutes of time of the assassination 
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that an open microphone made the voices broadcast incomprehensible to the human 

ear. 

51. The request was by the House Select Committee on Assassinations whose 

eminent experts had concluded that their analysis of the versions of tapes it had 

established the firing of a fourth shot which, the committee concluded, meant 

that there had been a conspiracy to assassinate the President. The FBI's solutdon 

holds that only three shots were fired. 

52. Although the Dallas FBI did make and have these tapes and did transcribe 

them for the Warren Commission, this is not reflected in the special Dallas index. 

It, however, is limited to the few main files that, without dispute, do not hold 

all information pertaining to the assassination and its investigation. As of today 

no search for these tapes has been made in Dallas and no attestation to any such 

search has been provided by Dallas. This is precisely the sort of thing the 

director of appeals referred to. Those tapes are indubitably and undeniedly within 

my requests, do exist, are withheld and, despite such motions as this to dismiss, 

have not yet been searched for after more than five years. 

53. It is obvious that the FBI needs no help from me in making a belated 

search for these tapes and it is undenied that I have provided it with all the 

information I have. It also is undenied that there is nothing more I can provide 

under discovery. This also included documentation. I have provided the FBI with 

its own records reflecting when, where and how it made copies of these recorded 

broadcasts, with its records establishing that it had transcribed them for the 

Warren Commission, and with all the information I have that does not come from its 

records. I even provided it with the pertinent content of its own special index, 

which establishes the tricky filing outside the appropriate main files. 

54. This gets to motive for such refusals to search and such withholdings, 

19



motive in addition to the ¥Bi's stated purpose of "stopping! me and my writing 

(about which more appears below). If the FBI now provides me with copies of these 

tapes and still withholds pertinent records, it thereby admits not only that it 

swore falsely in this litigation instead of searching ~ it admits that it lied to 

the Department in not providing these tapes for the use of the attorney general's 

special panel referred to above. It also is possible that those withheld records 

contemporaneous with that very untoward event, the obliterating of what the police 

broadcast/fat the very moment of the assassination, disclose that instead of appearing 

to have ignored this exceptional development, the FBI was aware of it and still 

was silent. It is possible that the FBI's contemporaneous tapes are superior to 

the recordings of the police, which were not stored properly and have been 

scientifically rated as of poor quality for such a study. 

55. There are numerous such matters that now can be very embarrassing to 

the FBI, numerous investigative failings when it supposedly investigated "the 

crime of the century." I have referred to some of its failings and faults in this 

litigation. My accurate reporting of some of them in my writing was so embarrassing 

to the FBI that it concocted its scheme of "stopping" me and my writing by filing 

a spurious libel suit against me. TI have found some of thesn records in the 

personal records that were disclosed to me. All exist in the FBIHQ main files. 

I also provided copies of them in other litigation and in appeals. (See Paragraphs 

65 ££.) 

56. These records disclose that the FBI filed my information requests as 

“subversive” in its file on me as an alleged subversive, 100-351938. The FBI's 

100 classification means "Subversive Matter (Individual); Internal Security 

(Organizations); Domestic Security Investigations." To it, as I have alleged 

without denial throughout this litigation, my requests for information related to 
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these most serious and truly subversive of modern crimes and its investigation of 

them is subversion. 

57. These records also reflect the inconsistencg of FBI filing and how, 

through tricky filing and indexing, it can attest to a search that does not 

disclose records it knows exist. This, too, is something I have stated without 

refutation throughout this litigation. 

58. Some of my supposedly "subversive" records are "Not Recorded." ‘This 

is to say they are not the record copies that are indexed. Others are the "Recorded" 

or record and indexed copies. Thus a search limited to what is indexed to the 

FOIPA files (190) will not report the existence of my information-request records 

filed and recorded as "subversive" (100). (it is my recollection that other FBI 

records pertaining to my information requests are also filed under classifications 

other than 100 and 190 

59. Those processing FBI records can and do expose the deliberate 

inadequacy of its searches. For exapple, when FBI reporting of my allegedly 

subversive life could include seemingly derogatory information, they disclosed 

what appeared to damage my reputation, the FBI's purpose in its distributed 

rehashes. Where the identifications of the underlying files were not withheld, 

these FBI rehashes disclose that existing known and identified records weee not 

searched and were not provided. There were a number of instances of this, I 

appealed, and after more than five years my appeals remain ignored and the FBI 

itself has not responded in any way. 

60. In this litigation, as I have attested without contradiction, the 

Ldoutiflaation/withheld pertinent records on "persons and organizations" who are 

"critics" of the FBI's investigation was disclosed. TI appealed, sometimes including 

the disclosed Dallas and New Orleans file numbers, and the FBI still has not 
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searched for and has not provided these identified and pertinent records, In that 

appeal I was successful, but the FBL deliberately contorted and misrepresented 

Mr. Shea's directive into what he and the FBI knew to be an absolutely impossible 

topical search. The FBI does not file that way and cannot retrieve that way. 

TL attested to this repeatedly, attaching FBI records stating that it does not file 

and cannot retrieve topically, and the FBI has not denied it. Yet it still has 

not made the required searches. Instead, it demands that I provide it with the 

information it knows it does not require for belated searches without attesting to 

any such need, and thus stonewalls this litigation, attempts to rewrite and Largely 

nullify FOIA, and tries to shift its legislated burden of proof onto me. 

61. As an FOIA requester/plaintiff of some experience, I attest, based on 

this experience, particularly with the FBI, that requiring discovery of any 

requester, even a wealthy requester who can afford to pay counsel for rhdeonaddéer- 

able time and costs this would require, for practical purposes largely negates 

FOIA. I cannot pay my counsel and if required to do as the FBI demands, it might 

take the rest of my life, something the FBI has not denied or contradicted in any 

way. 

62. Another example of this tricky FBI filing that has resulted in the 

withholding of JFK assassination records from me even after they are processed for 

and disclosed to another (and thus should have been provided to me on that 

additional basis, as is stated explicitly in Exhibit 1) is filing — assassina- 

tion records only under the file classification of a Congressional committee. I 

have provided illustrations of this in attachments to earlier affidavits. 

63. This further illustrates how mot making field office searches and 

instead limiting me to a few main files can withhold pertinent information that is 

not filed in these main files. I have provided illustrations of this, without any 
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contradiction even being attempted. 

64. The field offices do not have duplicates files as ''Not Recorded" 

copies. This means that information withheld by such filing would not be disclosed 

by accident through the disclosure of duplicates filed elsewhere and/or properly. 

65. When I attested to these matters and practices in my earlier affidavits, 

including how the FBI schemed to "stop" me, Phillips, who could have made a search 

and disputed me, made no response at all. Instead, FBI counsel made sneering 

comments without any basis for them being either cited or existing. 

66. The first of theee FBI schemes to "stop'' me and my writing was cooked 

up by Lyndall L. Shaneyfelt. He was an FBI Laboratory photographic expert who 

was in a liaison role with the Warren Commission. The FBI provided that Commission's 

photographic services, including duplicating film and photographing its reenactment 

of the crime, LIFE magazine had the rights to the best amateur motion picture of 

the assassination, made by the late Abratan Zapruder. It provided the Commission 

with color slides made from individual frames of this movie. Shaneyfelt did the 

Lab work on these slides and made black~and-white copies for publication. As he 

testified, he numbered the slides to correapontf with the numbered frames. They 

are known to this day by Shaneyfelt's numbers. 

67. In the official solution of the crime, it was not possible for Oswald 

to have shot the President until Frame 210, when he was in the course of being 

hidden from Zapruder's camera by a road sign between it and hke limousine. 

68. In the original film - and this is a matter about which Shaneyfelt 

was totally silent - this and the frames around it are missing. Shaneyfelt, 

pretending none of this had happened, numbered the slides as though they include 

the frames that they do not include. In fact, where one slide clearly depicts the 

splice made when the tpp of the first missing frame was cemented to the bottom of 
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the last, this FBI expert gave that hodgepodge the number of the bottom half. 

69, The original motion picture only has an image that is not shown on 

projection. It is captured on the film between the sprocket holes by which the 

film is moved. This amounts to about 20 percent of the total area and information 

of the exposed film. Shaneyfelt never testified to this or to the information 

between the sprocket holes. If he had given honest testimony about this sprocket 

hole information, he would have testified in contradiction to the official solution, 

which was decided upon by the then FBI director the very day of the crime and prior 

to investigaténn. (My attestations to the latter fact remain undisputed. ) 

70. In filming the reenactment of the crime, Shaneyfelt did not use the 

Zapruder camera and did not photograph the reenactment from where Zapruder did. 

He thus, by his own admission to the Commission, wound up a full third wrong in the 

quintessential timing. His expert's fairy-tale explanation to the Commission is 

that it could ignore this error because he made a yellow mark on the enactment film 

at the correct point. 

71. These are far from all of Shaneyfelt's and the FBI Lab's failings in 

investigating and in reporting its investigation of the JFK assassination. Jt was 

embarrassing to Shaneyfelt, his Lab and his FBI when I exposed these and other 

shortcomings teed. 1966 and early 1967. This is what led to his scheme to "stop" 

me. Shaneyfelt wrote a memo about it on January 26, 1967, to go upward through the 

chain of command. In it he alleged I was inaccurate and libeled him and the FBI. 

No FBI component investigated his or my accuracy. Instead, it was merely assumed 

that I libeled him, and on this assumption the FBI's Legal Research Desk, without 

making any effort to determine fact, decided that the FBI could use Shaneyfelt as a 

front to sue me. The decision moved up to Director Hoover. 

72, What Shaneyfelt bucked to Hoover about my first two books is that they



"appear to be libelous of both the Bureau and SA Shaneyfelt. Accordingly, in an 

effort to discourage and stop such highly irresponsible and unwarranted attacks 

against the Bureau on the part of Weisberg and others like him, the Bureau may wish 

to explore the feasibility of having a libel action brought against him in SA 

Shaneyfelt's name." (Emphasis added. (Bxhibie 2) 

73. This recommends explicitly that the FBI 'stop'’ me and my writing and 

that it do this by using Shaneyfelt as a front, suing me in his name. This is not 

the only such FBI refeeence to 'stopping'' me and my writing and it is not the only 

one to originate in the Lab. 

74. So there would be no doubt about Shaneyfelt's and the Lab's intentions, 

tH he have the FBI use him as a front for suing and ¥stopping'' me, he also stated, ''SA 

Shaneyfelt, of course, contemplates no action in the matter unless desired by the 

Bureau," 

75. Shaneyfelt's stating that "of course" he would not personally sue me 

was not without other purpose in the FBI of that time when, it was been widely 

reported, its bureaucracts were nantpulatding the aging Director J. Edgar Hoover. 

Moreover, former FBI Assistant Direcoor William C. Sullivan states in his book, 

$the Bureau: My Thirty Years in Hoover's FBI," that it was well known throughout 

the FBI that Hoover had a horror of FBI involvement in civil litigation. So, 

Shaneyfelt and the Lab, without confronting my accurate exposures of their failings, 

used this means of defending themselves to the top FBI brass, including Hoover, and 

at the same time presented themselves, not only as super-loyal and self-sacrificing, 

but also as willing to be used as a front by tke FBI while having no intention of 

suing me for any other purpose or in any other way. 

76. As I attested earlier, the word "stop" is the word the FBI used, and 

that I and my writing are to be "stopped" is clear. Later, another Laboratory 

agent, Marion Williams, was even more explicit in stating that both I and my writing 
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were to be "stopped" in theinterest of the FBI. (This record was mot included 

among @hese disclosed as pertaining to me. it is, however, in disclosed FBIHQ 

main files and copies are attached to affidavits filed in other of my FOIA lawsuits 

against the FBI. It has never made any effort to deny my allegations. ) 

7b. Aside from any other copying and routing by some of the recipients, 

Shaneyfelt's proposal was routed to all the top FBI brass who are listed on its 

first page and who initialed it. They also received the results of the so-called 

legal research (Exhibit 3) that was performed at taxpayer expense. ‘This so-called 

legal research did not include determining whether or not my writing was accurate. 

Tt merely assumed that it was not accurate, without which I could not be sued. Tt 

also concluded that my writing was libelous and that such a suit could be filed. 

The FBI's "legal research" does not state the FBI cannot or should not use an 

employee to front for it in a suit to "stop" a writer and his writing. 

78. If in any of this anyone at all in the FBI, including among its top 

brass and its "legal research" component, had any question at all about the 

legality, morality, propriety, decency or éthics of this scheme, it is not indicated 

anywhere or in any way in any record disclosed to me or anywhere else of which T 

have knowledge. 

79, Hoover and others agreed that the decision - on whether the FBI would 

use Shaneyfelt as a front in suing me to "stop" me and my writing - be left to 

Shaneyfelt. He, having accomplished his purposes and having presented himself as 

the most loyal and self-sacrificing of FBI employees, then decided against it. His 

alleged reasons are those of which he and the FBI were aware from the outset. 

(exhibi cae). 

80. There is another reason not stated. There is no way that Shaneyfelt 

or the Laboratory or the FBI is going to permit testing of the accuracy of my 
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writing about it and its investigation in open court. 

81. When I learned about this scheme I called Shaneyfelt's bluff - twice. 

My first knowledge came when he intruded it into a deposition in a prejudicial and 

entirely irrelevant manner. At the end of his testimony, I told the FBI's in-house 

lawyer and its official counsel that if they so desired I would provide a written 

waiver of the statute of limitations. Later, when Shaneyfelt, who had told his 

FBI superiors he had "no desire to obtain a finanelal advantage" (in Exhibit 4), 

demanded $35 an hour in addition to the prescribed and prepaid witness fees and 

expenses, I repeated some of what I had published earlier. TI gave him a direct 

challenge that he file suit and “ written waiver of the statute of limitations. 

I received no response. (Exhibit 5) 

82. ‘hose earlier schemed purposes are and have been accomplished by the 

FBI in my FOIA Kiet geei. which it can and has stalled successfully, thereby taking 

up much of hhe time that remaina to me. One of the means by which it stalls is by 

ignoring my FOIA requests and thus forcing unnecessary litigation. Another is not 

to search after I file suit, and this has, consistently, been followed by repre~ 

sentations to the courts, sworn and unsworn, that are evasive, that misrepresent 

and seek to deceiver and that are just plain false. 

83. In this litigation my airsd wt ta. of these practices and purposes to 

the FBI are almost entirely ignored. It therefore is, for the most part, not denied 

that the FBI has deceived, misrepresented, evaded and been untruthful, including 

under oath. My allegations are specific and, if not factual, are subject to 

refuaation by the FBI, which has not done so. 

84. Among my sworn allegations that the FBI has not refuted are that I 

have already provided all the information and documentation sought under discovery, 

that the FBI Has not testified to any need for discovery, that it has no such need, 

27



A 

that it hag not searched to comply with my requests, and that this unnecessary 

discovery has ulterior and improper purposes and is excessively burdensome if not 

impossible for me because of the nature of the FBI's demands, my age and my 

impaired health and resultant physical limitations. 

85. There is, and the FBI knows there is, much pertinent information in 

its files that it has not searched for and that is not in the few disclosed main 

files. Like the tapes of the Dallas police broadcasts, aoncluded by the House 

committee to hold proof that the FBI's solution to the "crime of the century" is 

not gct, there is other and potentially embarrassing information in the field 

  

offices that has not been searched for and has not been pprovided in the main files. 

Another illustration of this that also involves Shaneyfelt and is one of the many 

reasons he will not sue me is his investigation of the curbstone struck by a missed 

shot during the assassination. 

86. He had it dug up and taken to the Lab in Washington for testing. He 

did not report that this evidence had been altered, although it is obviaus and is 

reported in a Dallas record I obfained in this litigation. The FBI Lab proceeded 

to test what obviously was not’ the impact of a bullet and palmed off this phony 

test as genuine on the Warren Commission and the sorrowing nation. 

87. It happens that a bystander was wounded slightly as a result of this 

missed shot. The FBI knew this immediately and later was reminded of it when it 

transcribed the police broadcasts, which report it several times. When that by- 

stander, James T. Tague, then a young man from Indiana, planned to visit his folks, 

he returned to Dealey Plaza to take a movie of this spot in which he became part of 

the nation's history. That was in May 1964. He then discovered that the scar that 

was visible at the time of the shooting, that was photographed the next day and was 

published in the Dallas papers, no longer existed. When this curbstone impact that 
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the FBI ignoeed was reported to the Dallas United States Atorney in June, an 

investigation was compelled and Tague was deposed by the Warren Commission staff 

counsel. (Shaneyfelt's later removal of the curbstone for testing is part of the 

forced investigation.) During this deposition, Tague was shown photographs and 

was asked if they were frames from his motion picture of the curbstone and that 

area. He was astounded. He had not told anyone, he testified, that he had such 

pictures and he had no idea how the Commission could know. He was not told. 

88. The FBI did the investigating for the Commission. There is no disclosed 

record of which I know, other than in the transcript of this deposition, that makes 

any reference to Tague's taking or having this movie, The Dallas FBI did that 

investigating for the Gaumiseton. Tt has not provided ay such record in this 

litigation. And, mysteriously and inexplicably, although Tague had mot provided 

it to the FBI or the Commission, his movie disappeared from his home. 

89. The areas of embarrassment for the FBI in this matter provide motive 

for not making any search in Dallas pertaining to this part of the investigation. 

The FBI, which knew that acknowledging this missed shot meant confirming that there 

had been a conspiracy to assassinate the President, simply consigned it to the 

memory hole until it had not alternative. It then conducted a phony test of the 

patched curbstone and presented that as authentic testing of bhe original missile 

impact, which is under the patch and has never been tested. 

90. Before he appointed the Commission, President Johnson directed that 

the FBI make a special investigation for him. (As Director Hoover testified to the 

Commission and as is recorded in a number of internal FBI records disclosed to me, 

the FBI had no law enforcement jurisdiction and its investigation was not not for 

law enforcement purposes. That there be a law enforcement purpose is required for 

claim to FOIA Exemption 7.) The FBI's report, touted as definitive and the be-all 
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and end-all, is contained in five bound volumes, excerpts from which I used in 

facsimile in my first book. ‘The excerpts I used are the two incredibly brief and 

entirely inadequate references to the actual crime, The FBI did not even mentaon 

all the known shooting or all the President's known and reported wounds in its 

definitive investigation. In this supposedly and toutedly definitive FBI volution 

to the assassination, there is but a single 10-word sentence referring to the 

crime itself and three short sentences referring to the wounds and one of the 

bullets allegedly fired in the crime. Instead of investigating the crime and 

reporting the evidence, the FBI created a multivolume diatribe against Oswald, who 

was presumed by Hoover to be the lone assassin. I attach the table of contents of 

the text volume to reflect its content. (Exhibit 6) 

91. As the table of contents reflects, there is no reference to any missed 

shot or to the wounding of Tague, both known and reported immediately and publicly. 

To reflect that there is no mention of this known missed or even any other shot, 

I attach as Exhibit 7 the pages of the index that would include shots and Tague's 

name if either had been menténned. Neither the missed shot nor the wounding of 

bystander Tague is mentioned in the FBI's "solution" to this terrible crime. 

92. If the Tague records required to have existed in Dallas were to be 

disclosed to me in this litigation, it could be the cause of great embarrassment to 

the FBI. If they had been disclosed before the end of my C.A, 75-226 in which the 

FBI was the defendant, it could have been even more seriously embarrassing to the 

FBI. 

93. To make this and motive clear, I state two uncontroverted and 

incontrovertible facts basic in this assassination and its investigation: 1) 

nobody, not the best shots available to the Commission, not the best shots in the 

FBI and no private sharpshooters, has ever been able to duplicate the shooting 
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attributed to Oswald and that rifle, which required that, in all official versions, 

three shots be fired with accuracy in about 5 sedonds; and 2) that the FBI accounted 

for all three shots without regard to and only by completely ignoring this missed 

or Tague-wounding shot. 

94. All of the foregoing pertaining to the missed shot and Tague are 

stated in great detail in C.A, 75-226 with complete documentation that includes 

FBI and Commission records and photographs, the deposition transcript and an 

affidavit provided by Tague. The FBI merely ignored all of this. However, it has 

all the information I have and all the pertinent documenta@an as a result of that 

litigation, so it knows that there is no ates information or documentation I 

possess, if as it has not done it testified to any need for such information in 

this litigation® 

95. There are a large number of such matters that can be embarrassing to 

the FBI and that can account for its refusals to make searches responsive to my 

actual requests. This also can account for its arbitrary, capricious and wrongful 

effort to limit me to the few main files in which the FBI was careful not to include 

such information. 

96. The above~referred-to Shaneyfelt allegations that my work is not 

accurate and all other such FBI allegations and defamations of which I am aware, 

which means all it has disclosed to me, are not correct and sometimes are just made 

up ~ fabricated. My alleged inaccuracy and alleged baekground are two of the 

reasons stated in FBI records - and I mean this literally - for the supposedly legal 

determination that it did not have to respond to my FOIA requests in its interpreta- 

tion of FOIA. The decision not to respond to my requests was approved by Hoover. 

One of these creations was required by the dominating FBI fiction that it and its 

director are always right, not matter how wrong they are. How the FBI " proves" 

_ thetrebt<aednite direc tor-ere 
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that it and Director Hoover were correct when, without possibility of doubt, they 

were entirely and irrefutably wromg and how, when I am beyond any question 

completely accurate, it creates records that state that t was completely wrong is 

illustrated in Exhibit 8, another record from the FBI's main file on my alleged 

subversion, where it is the record and indexed copy of this concoction, Serial 9. 

(Exhibit 8) 

97. One of the perplexink and unaddressed questions about the assassination 

nvesteg eter 
Jjamrentag@t@On is why the alleged assassin did not fire a shot the only time he had a 

clear and unobstructed view from his so-called sniper's nest in that sixth-floor 

window. That one time was when the motorcade was going toward him, north on 

Houston Street, which th the eastern border of Dealey Plaza. Hoover testified to 

the Commission that "some people have raised the question: Why didn't he shoot the 

President as the car came toward the storehouse where he was wortdne?™ Hoover's 

explanaténn is that trees then obstructed Oswald's view. In my first book I quoted 

this testimony and published a Secret Service photograph taken from the so-called 

Oswald sniper's nest to show that there is not a single tree on Houston Street. 

Cixhibit be The fact is that when the motorcade was on Houston Street is the only 

stime there weee no trees between that window and it. 

98. The FBI's "proof" that I was wrong when I was right and that Hoover was 

right when he was wrong, that I was "completely off base," consisted of telling 

Hoover that because after the motorcade left Houston Street, after it "turned left 

off of Houston Street," there were trees. (Emphasis addedd 
  

99, This record also reflects the fact that the FBI monitored my public 

appearances. I have alleged, without refutation from the FBI, that as part of its 

plan to “stop'' me it also interfered in my life and ried to damage me and my books. 

The FBI and its affiant FOIA Supervisor Phillips do not have to make any searches 
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to determine the truth. ‘They also do not need to know what is in the records the 
4 

PBE still. withholds. sek" o show this is in what the FBI disclosed to me. This 

also bears on FBI motive for refusing to search for and process its information 

pertaining to "critics." It engaged in improprieties against us. 

100. Another FBI record I cannot now locate but gave the FBI in other 

litigation states that WNEW-TV, in New York City, which had invited me to be a 

guest on a talk show, had asked the New York FBI to provide opposition and to 

refute my first book and whatever I might say. The Wew York FBI declined to do 

this but offered instead to provide information that others might use for that 

purpose. As another FBI report about this (Exhibit 10) states, the FBI "furnished 

all public source data and material which refuted criticism placed on the FBI or 

the Warren Commission investigationoof the assassination." 

101. As the FBI itself states in Exhibit 10, I was not unfair to it. As 

no FBL record provided to me even indicates, by this effort to ruin me and my book, 

which failed miserably because I knew the facts and was prepared to refute its 

propaganda, the FBI actually made an overnight success and best seller of it. Even 

though the FBI's ''data and material which refuted ovitigien’ was in the hands of 

four erudite lawyers planted in the audience. 

102. The copy I use as Exhibit 10 is the non-record copy from the FBI's 

file on my supposed "subversion." The withholdings are not justified. The nameg 

quite obviously, was of a public figure who was known to me; and when the FBI 

disclosed the record copy, in this instance filed correctly in ites main assassina- 

tion file, the name of the producer who invited me to be on that show, Paul Noble, 

is not withheld. 

103. While not all FBI intrusions into my life and work were as helpful 

to me, and there is no reason to believe that helpfulness to me was within any 
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official purpose, this one was quite helpful. When that show was aired, I could 

not get copies of my first book to retailers and wholesalers servicing the area 

covered by the TV station fast pd a = meet the immediate demgad and, thanks to 

the FBI, a reprint was required immediately. (Some stores sold as many as 300 

copies a day.) 

104. An FBI symbol informer tried to ruin me and my second book on the 

opposite coast, when I appeared on a talk show on KCBS, San Francisco. He tried 

to do this by red-baiting me in the orthodox FBI manner. It sold every available 

copy of my books in the area before sundown. It also provided a standing-room- 

only audience when I spoke in Golden Gate Park the next night. How and why this 

FBI informer who sought to ruin me could or would know about alleged events in my 

life on the opposite coast and when he was an infant is not apparent, but his 

"information" also is in disclosed FBI files. (All I had to do to face my faceless 

and unidentified FBI accuser down was not to dodge and refute his allegations after 

keeping the station from cutting him off because of the viciousness of what he 

said.) That this was done to me by a symbol FBI informer was disclosed to me by 

the San Franktisco FBI, I believe because those processing its records a decade 

and a half later knew nothing at all about what had transpired, the actual event 

and its helpfulness to me, 

105. This was disclosed to me along with the filled-in printed FBI form 

for contacts with informers, the form I have stated without refutation the Dallas 

FBI was required to fill in for each and every contact it had with Jack Ruby. The 

FBI admits that Ruby was its PCI infornatién fallas but it has not provided that 

file (a 137 file) or these filled-in informer contact forms for each contact with 

him. 

106. Exhibit 10 also reflects the inconsistencies in FBI filing to which 
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IL have attested. In New York the record is classified "66, Administrative 

Matters" called "admats.'" At FBIHQ it is classified "62, Miscallaneous ~- 

including Administaative Inquiry." and is in the main assassination file. A 

search in New York directed to assassination or Commission records thus could 

avoid including this “admats" record which is in one of the FBI's catchaall 

classifications. 

107. This record also reflects the accuracy of my statement that the FBI's 

information on and about "crities" was rouhed to its "Crime Records" division, 

which actually handled the FBI's propaganda and lobbying. It is obvious that the 

subject matter of this record is not related to "erime records" or to crime or to 

records pertaining to any criminal activities. 

108. Cartha DeLoach, to whom the Shaneyfelt scheme to "stop? me also was 

nC prime 

routed, then headed"*épiaiiie Records" and the FBI's propaganda and lobbying activities. 

Tt is his office that leaked the substance of the FBI's fiee-volume report five 

days before it reached the Warren Commission, after which the FBI pretended to 

adihgent 

mount widkekgent and vigilant search for the allegedly unknown leaker. 

109. Another of my allegations and attributions of motive that was not 

responded to with any evidence but was the subject of FBI's counsel's sneers is 

my allegation that the FBI told the President, the attorneys general and other 

Department lawyers, and many others, what was not true about me but what was very 

hurtful at the time and, as new lawyers have access to it, I believe has been 

since. This is that I (and in another version also my wife) celebrate the Russian 

revolution annually. This is a complete fabrication and the FBI Knew it was not 

true from other records it disclosed to me. This is part of the defamation the 

FBI sent to the White House when President Johnson was interested in crititism of 

the official solution to the assassination. The covering letter of November 8, 
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1966, was to Honorable Marvin Watson, Special Assistant to the President. The 

alleged summary of the FBI's information on me was attached, and this summary 

ineludes: 

"Tn 1956 it was alleged that Weisberg held an annual celebration 

of the Russian Revolution. ‘This celebration involved a picnic at 

his residence and was attended by 25 to 30 unknown people.” 

110. The event, which did not coincide with the Russian Revolution ta” 

time and had no connection of any kind with it, was a religioug gathering at the 

farm I then owned. Tt was arranged for by the Washington rabbi of the Jewish 

Welfare Board. I[t was Me? the fall Jewish high holidays. It was for Washington 

area service personnel and their families, particularly their children. All our 

farm stock was tame, We had eggs hatching weekly, always had baby chicks and baby 

waterfowl for the kids, they gathered eggs, played with and rode on animals, and 

did other things children do not often have an opportunity to do and enjoy. What 

I then did was so popular and so attractive that the University of Maryland, 

which was aware of it, adopted it under the name "Old McDonald's Farm." 

111. This totally fabricated defamation of me and alleged linking of me 

and thus criticism of the official solution to the assasshaation with Russia was 

enough to end that White House interest which, if responded to honestly by the 

FBI, could have caused it considerable embarrassment. 

112. DeLoach handled the matter and the delivery to the White House. 

113. It is not only "erities'" like me that the FBI harpooned to the White 

House and thereby directed interest away from itself. It also made such secret 

attacks on the CIA, particularly when Jim Garrison was making similar accusations 

in New Orleans. Another DeLoach memo, this one intended for Hoover, dated 4/4/67 

and in the FBIHQ main assassination file, states that the White House was giving 

some credence to what Garrison was alleging. DeLoach states (pages 3 and 4): 
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in this connection, Marvin Watson called me late last night and 
stated that the President had told him in an off moment he was now 
convinced that there was a plot in connection with the assassination. 
Watson stated the President felt that the CIA had something to do 

with this plot. Watson requested any further information we could 
furnish in this connection ... would be most appreciated by him and 
the President. I reminded Watson that the Director had sent over to 
the White House some weeks back all the information in our possession 
in connection with the CIA's attempts to use 

the mafia to assassinate Castro. (This is what was sometimes alleged to have 

triggered a kickback assassination of President Kennedy.) What the FBI did to make 

it appear that the CIA was involved in the assassination was deljfered by DeLoach 
f 

to Mildred Steagall at the White Huwase and it did make it appear that the CIA was 

responsible for the assassination of President Kennedy. 

114. Some of theee FBI records pertaining to me confirm my allegations 

that the FBI refuses to make proper searches to comply with those of my requests it 

does not entirely ignore and that it forces and then stonewalls litigation, leaving 

no alternative other than abandoning information requests. These FBI records also 

reflect an attitude toward the FOIA that is contrary to its intent and purposes 

with which I am familiar going back to that provision of the Administrative 

Practices Act prior to the 1966 enactment. Some of these FBI records reminded me 

of copies of Department records of which I did make separate copies dar and did 

use in other litigation. ‘The FBI has those copies. They show that even when the 

attorney general and the Department's Office of Legal Counsel (OLC) wanted 

compliance with a request, the FBI resisted and refused, thus causing litigation 

that lasted for more than a decade. That case went to the appeals court five times 

before it stated that it was satisfied that the FBI had finally made an adequate 

search. And, as the Department forecast, the litigation had consequences the 

Department feared and did not desire. It led to the 1974 amending of the investi~ 

gatory files exemption. TI believe that the FBI was aware of this and regarded it 
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as potentially less adverse to FBI hiterest than disclsure of the requested 

information could have been. 

115. My first request of the FBI for disclosure of the results of its 

nonsecret spectrographic examinations in the JFK assassination investigation was 

made in my letter of May 23, 1966. The FBI bureaucracy decided and Director Hoover 

agreed that it was not required to respond because it did not like me. I received 

no seupanee. 

116. About a year later, in an appearance on "Pace the Nation," Attorney 

Ceneral Clark, apparently misinformed, spoke inaccurately about the availability of 

all nonexempt information related to the JFK assassination investigation. I wrote 

him explaining that he was misinformed and I illustrated this with the example of 

the still withheld information pertaining to the spectrographic examinatinns. The 

Archives informed the Department that the FBI had not provided the results to the 

Commission, that they were not in the Commission's files, and that I was not the 

only reqeester of that withheld information. The Department, particularly OLC and 

the Attorney General's office, desired that this information be disclosed, even 

though the clerks apparently failed to find my request. However, the FBI was 

adamant and refused. ‘Time passed. I desired the information and finally, four 

years after my initial and ignored request, I filed the then required DJ-118 form 

the attached copy of which was provided to me by the poi (exhibit Ub 11) } 

117. This FBI record also reflects its success in misleading the courts 

and in misrepresenting my requests. It also is pertinent to this Court's recent 

citation of the last appeals court decision in that case in which it is represented 

that my inclusion of the President's shirt collar and tie represent an enlargement 

of my request. This request, Exhibit 11, is quite specific in stating that it 

includes all "objects" allegedly struck by bullets or fragments of bullets, 
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imatluding garments and part of vehicle and curbatone." 1 did not and could not 

have enlarged an all-inclusive request. 

118. In replying to the Department about this request((Exhibit 12); the 

FBI began by seeking to incide prejudice against me in an inaccurate aad incomplete 

reference as an action under the McCarran Rider later found to be unconstitutional. 

(Among its omissions is the subsequent public apology to me over this action. My 

then counsel included a former federal commissioner, a former federal appeals court 

judge and a former subcabinet officer who was later a Supreme Court Justice. ) 

Along with these personal defamations used regularly by the FBI as a substitute for 

fact, eivieh it cannot refute my accurate writing, it described my writing as 

"vitriolic and diabolical." These characterizations appear to have been much 

favored by Director Hoover, who euployed them in his handwritten notes. His 

underlings in the FBI repeated them regularly whenever they had occassion to refer 

to my writing. As indicated above and as is reflected in Exhibits 8 and 9, the FBI 

has not been able to find factual error in my writing, as it has not been able to 

confront my affidavits and appeals factually. That its political diatribes and 

false characterizations were also designed to intimidate all those, especially 

those in the Department, who received copies is reflected by the fact that not one 

ever once raised any questions of fact in the countless records I have read, 

These include the Department's JFK assassination file. (I do not suggest that this 

kind of treatment was reserved exclusively for me. It is, from my extensive study 

of FBI records, standard practice for the FBI when it is criticized or even when 

it suspects criticism. Even the general counsel of the Defense Department, who had 

the same questions I raised about the FBI's five-volume report to President Johnson, 

received similar treatment in disclosed FBI records, as did several attorneys 

general and a United States attorney. » 
Jt 

/3 
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119. This record, too, is from the FBI's "subversive'’ file on me in which 

it is the officially indexed or recorded copy, as Serial 8. Again bearing on how 

the FBI files and how it can ignore records in searching, this record is captioned 

as my FOIA request but is indexed not as that but as "subversive." 

120. The FBI took the position that because it had already disclosed what 

it wanted to disclose it had disclosed all it was required to disclose. (Page 2) 

All the FBI had disclosed to the Commission is that it regarded the specimens 

tested as "similar." This means nothing at all, except that the tests did not 

disclose what is required by the FBI's solution to the crime, identical composition. 

Later, when I deposed the FBI's expert, he actually testified that the FBI never 

states the results of such tests as "similar" even though this was the very word 

he used in his Commission testimony which the FBI claimed was the only disclosure 

required of it. In this present litigation I obtained some previously withheld 

pages of19 Laboratory worksheets, including his notes. They reflect this FBI 

expert's interpretation of "similar." He stated that the results of the 

spectrographic examination of the curbstone showed that the deposit tested @huld 

have been caused by an automobile wheel weight. That is hardly the same as or 

even "similar" to a bullet or fragment of bullet. 

121. How the FBI prevailed im the first litigation for the spectrograltse 

examination information without even making any search is paralleled in this Gam 

instant cause. In both there are sworn and unsworn untruths. Although the attorney 

general and other high officials of the Justice Department had actually wanted 

disclosure of the information I requested, the FBI's counsel told that court that 

the attorney general had determined that disclosure would not be in the "national 

interest." Aside from being untrue, this was not a provision of the Act and Congress 

had decided that it could no longer used as an excuse to withhold. Along with this, 
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the second Lab agent who had stated that I and my writing had to be "stopped," 

Marion Williams, swore that disclosing the reaults of these nonsecret tests would 

be ruinous to the FBI and would lead to disclosure of the identifications of its 

confidential inforters and be a "national security" holocaust. This was trans~ 

parently false, was never argued again, and when, after years of litigation, there 

was disclosure, none of the forecast disasters were visited upon the FBI or the 

country. 

122. Related directly to continued withholdings in this instant cause and 

my allegations of FBI untruthfulness in the alleged searcHes for David Ferrie 

records and the FBL's withholding of them is its reference to Ferrie records on 

pages 3 and 4 of Exhibit 12. As the FBI itself interpreted my Ferrie reqaest of 

more than a decade ago, it includes all documents "withheld from the Warren 
The FBI's respopnse is absolutely false: "Comment: Noodocuments relating 

Commission." This was knowingly false because an at least FBIHQ, New Orleans and 
to David Wild\iam Ferrie were withheld from the Warren Commission." 
Miami there were Ferrie records of which I have personal knowledge that the FBI 

withheld from everyone. It continues to withhold them from me even after New 

Orleans SA Clifford Anderson belatedly additted finding smme, which also refer to 

still others. This untruthful FBI claim to having given the Commission all of its 

Ferrie records was long before the time Anderson conjectured some were destroyed. 

I have all the FBI Ferrie records in the Commission's files and all those of the 

Commission's copies originally withheld by the Department's order (page 3) and 

they do not include the records to which I have referred — without refutation ~ 

throughout this instant cause. 

123. Phony as it is, the New Orleans Ferrie search slip in this instant 

cause in itself gives the lie to the FBI's statements to the Department that it 

withheld no Ferrie records. That slip lists records the FBI did not provide to 

the Commission. 

41



124. There is no doubt that long before I filed this litigation % requested 

and the FBI hnew I requested all its Ferrie information, including what it allegedly 

iater destroyed. There also is no doubt at all that the FBI lied, either without 

making a search or after making tke search that obviously disclosed the existence 

of pertinent records it had withheld from the Commission and from me. 

125. In this litigation the FBI has taken the position that if information 

I requested in it also is included within other requests, only the other requests 

are pertinent. With regard to the still withheld Ferrie information, my first 

request was in 1967, I made another request that the FBI clearly understood 

correctly in 1970 (Exhibit 12), that same request is included in this litigation, 

and as of today all the Ferrie records still have not been processed. With regard 

to some of this withheld Ferrie information, in this litigation I informed the FBI 

where it is. Yet whdm Anderson provided a declaration he still did not provide 

the Ferrie information he did locate after I identified it and at the same time 

pretended to compliance. 

126. Clearly, the FBI is determined not to comply. Its record is one of 

repeated untruthfulness. Tt is not envisioned in the Act, as I understand its 

language and intent, that in 1983 IT am required to repeat my prior requests of 

more than a decade aga that still have not been complied with or that I must file 

a ahpaxate lawsuit for that requested information which also is included within 

this 1978 case. The FBI seeks to place an enormous burden on requesters and the 

courts this way and, within my extensive experience, succeeds. 

127. This FBI's FOIA attitude that if it disclosed what it wanted to 

disclose and not what was requested it had complied with the Act also is reflected 

on pages 4 and 5. This refers to the deliberately unclear and deliberately © 

corrupted pictures of the President's shirt collar and tie that the FBI provided 
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to the Commission. The FBI held that because it had provided unclear and unfaithful 

copies to the Commission the Act did not require it to provide copies of its clear 

and uncorrupted pictures of this basic evidence to me. The significance of the 

FBI's position and its actual reasons for refusing me a clear copy of these 

photographs ~ which it had not provided to the Commission - became apparent on 

examination of them and when I deposed an FBI Lab agent in another case in which 

they are exhibits. In order to have it believed that an exiting bullet had gone 

through the knot of the President's tie, when it had not, the FBI undid the knot 

and photographed it reconstituted so that @ hole appeared to be in the center of 

the knot. With regard to the shirt collar, it is apparent that a clear photograph 

depicts the fact that the two slits in in, allegedly made by an exiting bullet in 

the FBI's solution, in fact do not coincide, are not even the same length and 

could not have been caused by a bullet. (In fact, they were caused by a scalpel 

during emergency procedures in the Dallas hospital, as was the nick, not a hole, 

that actually was at the upper left extreme of the knot of the tie as worn.) The 

FBI agent testified that because he had had the same quedeaga whether those slits 

could have been caused by a bullet, he had directed an additional study be made 

by a Laboratory fibers expert. It is with regard to the sesults of this test, 

wtill withheld by the FBI, that the appeals court was mislead concerning the scope 

of my request, as indicated above in connection with my DJ-118 request that includes 

the "garments," Exhibit 11. 

128. ‘The foregoing Paragraphs represent the kind of information that is 

embarrassing to the FBI when I compel its disclosure. These Paragraphs also 

illustrate that the FBI can be embarrassed by exposure of the flaws and errors in 

its investigation of this most serious and most subversive of crimes. In addition, 

they illustrate how the FBI deceived and misled President Johnson, for whom its 
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investigation was made, and the Commission, for which the FBI provided most 

investigatory and laboratory services. 

129. I believe that is because the FBI is well aware of the truthfulness 

of my allegations about its campaign of noncompliance and to "stop" me and my 

writing and of the contents of its records like those I attach and refer to 

herein that it has not made any effort to refute my allegations. I believe that 

this also is why instead FBI counsel. has made sneering and deprecating references 

to them and to my alleged imagining of these things instead of confronting my 

allegations. These records, some of those provided in incomplete response to my 

request for the FBI's records on and about me, reflect its tricky filing, its 

stonewalling and noncompliance policy, its policy of deceitQ misrepresentation, 

untruth and slander in avoiding searches and compliance and the means by which it 

negates the Act and creates and inflates entirely unnecessary cost statistics by 

means of which it seeks limitation of the right of the people to know under the 

Act. 

130. In seeking first discovery and now dismissal in this case, in 

contradiction of all of the entirely unrefuted evidence I have produced and without 

even pretending to produce any evidence of its own, the FBI continues to seek 

immunity for hate it continues to withhold, for not having made the required 

searches, and for perpetuated withholding of what is improperly withheld from the 

disclosed records. When I offered to dismiss because of my seriously impaired 

health, it refused and instead insisted upon a costly and impossible Vaughn inde \ 

Some of its withholdings cannot be justified. Some of those that Phillips swears: 

are necessary, in another of my cases the FBI swore to the opposite, that they are 

in violation of its policies and practices in such historical cases. This is 

literally true with regard to the withholding of the names of special agents in 
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Such historical cases. This is literally true with regard to the withholding of 

the names of special agents in the last half of the records processed in this case, 

after they were not withheld from the first half. At the very time Phillips swore 

fo the need to withhold (what had already been disclosed in any event) the FBI 

sore ah C.J. 75-1996 that its policy had changed as of 1977 and thereafter it 

would not withhold such names. Meanwhile, in this litigation it had already 

disclosed much more than the names of these Dallas agents. It provided me with a 

list of them, their home addresses and phone numbers, and thereafter asserted a 

‘orivacy" claim to withhold merely the names - from records that could be 

embarrassing to the FBI if the names of the investigators were not withheld. 

CCixnibit 13)) 
cena Fold 

131. Based on my FHA Axperiences with the FBI and its public record, I 

believe that if it succeeds in having this case dismissed it will thereafter refuse 

to disclose any of the information it withholds and will claim, although it has not 

and cannot jueb ey its withholdings, that the matter has already been ddcided by 

this Churt - without the Vaughn index not made, which could not justify these 

withholdings if it were made. 

132. Based on this experience and knowledge, I believe also that the FBI 

will claim immunity for the relevant records it has not even searched for by 

claiming that they are included within my litigated requests. It has done this 

in the past. 

133. It thus seeks the sanetion of this Court for perpetual withholding 

of all its undisclosed information relating to the assassination of the President 

and its investigation from any and all other requesters. 

134. The only reason T have persisted in this litigation after my arterial 

surgery and its serious and severely limiting consequences is to prevent the FBI's 
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misuse of me and this litigation for the Orwellian purpose of suppressing 

important information while professing "exhaustive" efforts to disclose all. 1 

know of no other reason for the FBI to have rejected out-of*hand my offer to end 

this litigation without prejudice to the rights of others. 

135. I know of no reason other than intended noncompliance for the FBI 

not to have made the preliminary and final searches required of it by its own 

regulations or for its failure to abide by other provisions of its regulations or 

for its failure to respond to my proper invocation of its regulations, either 

when I filed my requests in 1977 or at any time since. 

136. I cannot conceive that compliance with my requests would not have 

been much less costly and time-consuming than foreing litigation and then prolonging 

it by stonewalling that is contrived by endless departures from truth, as I have 

documented in detail throughout this long litigation. Moreover, compliance with 

my requests would have eliminated forever what now will be inevitable, additional 

requests for what remains withheld and greater costs in meeting those requests or 

still greater costs in litigating to resist disclosure. 

137. If the FBI had really had any problem with my requests, if it had 

abided by its own regulations instead of violating them deliberately - and its 

violation was deliberate because I invoked its regulations in my requests ~ any 

such problems would have been eliminated easily. I believe the FOIA examptions 

are proper and necessary. This is not to say that I agree with the FBI's 

interpretations and unilateral revisions of them, which I have opposed. From 

personal experience I know the importance of protecting genuinely confidential 

sources as from the FBI's deliberate abuse of my rights to privacy I am made more 

aware of the genuine privacy rights of others. My record with the FBI in FOIA 

litigation, including in this litigation, bears me out. 
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138. In this litigation I declined duplicates of the FBI's tapes of its 

electronic surveillances of Macha Gash as well as transeripts of them. In 

other litigation I reported the disclosure of the identities of FBI symbol 

informers, even after it became apparent that such disclosures could not all have 

been accidental and that some were for the FBI's own ulterior purposes. (The FBI 

never responded, did not replace the records with excised copies to protect its 

symbol informers and never asked me to return the copies identifying them. One 

identified informer was in the mafia.) 

139. With regard to privacy and rights under the Privacy Act, when it 

became apparent that the FBI was going to disclose defamatory JFK assassination 

records and it had not complied with my request (and my appeals also were ignored), 

my counsel wrote and cetlegraphed scence FBI Director and then the Attorney 

Gemeral asking that I be enabled to exercise my Privacy Act rights. Neither he nor 

I received any response from the Director or the Attorney General and the truly 

malevolent mendacities with which it had larded its records were not only disclosed 

and converted into a perpetual defamation ~ the FBI called them to the attention of 

the press, some of whom consulted me about them the day of the disclosure of those 

many thousands of pages of FBIHQ general releasas. 

140. From the outset, from before the first calendar call in these cases, 

as I have attested without even unsworn contradiction, it was apparent that the 

FBI intended not to comply with my requests and wauld be compelled to resort to 

misrepresentation, deception, evasion and untruth. It thus left me no real 

alternative to documenting these abuses. JI have done that with regard to each and 

every filing. Because what the FBI has done in this litigation is as I describe 

it, it has not refuted me and on only a few occasions has made any effort to do so. 

When it did, nothing was too demeaning, as for example Phillips' persistence in 
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insisting that the FBI provided me with “photostatic'" copies when I did not receive 

a single photostat from it, or his subsequent insistence that all dictionary 

definitions are wrong and his fabrication is correct with regard to the kinds of 

copies provided and with regard to ticklers. 

141. Aside from the FBI's pursuit of its long-standing vendetta against me 

and my work, what it has accomplished by more than five years of totally unnecessary 

litigation is using the Act that requires disclosure as an Act for suppressian of 

public information; and having done that, it now seeks sanctions against me in an 

effort to procure a judicial license to continue to suppress now and in the future 

and for Shylockian extortion. Initially FBI counsel tried to intimidate me through 

my counsel (and perhaps him also) by threatening to have me thrown in jail for 

contempt. He then also found it appropriate to scoff at the permanent disabilities 

and circulatory illness of a septuagenarian, as my counsel has stated. When I was 

not intimidated and when it was without question that I was not going to be 

intimidated, he backed off on contempt and attempted jailing and sought dismissal 

as a sanction - in FOIA litigation in which, after more than five years, the initial 

searches to comply with my requests still are not made and attested to and in which 

none of the withholdings has been justified. In its quest for sanctions, which is 

no more than a cover for its newfangled Cointelproing of the Act and of me and for 

its deliberate suppression of what can be embarrassing to it, the FBI leaves this 

factual record: 

1) it has presented no testimony to the need for discovery of any kind; 

2) it has not refuted my attestations that it has no need for any 

discovery; 
3) it has not denied that voluntarily, before it sought discovery, in 

ny ignored affidavits and my also ignored appeals I had already provided it 

with all the information and documentation I have that it pretends to seek 

by discovery; 
4) Tt has not denied that, until the untruthful allegation in the Motion 

to Dismiss, it Had not even claim to need discovery; 
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5) it has not denied that it still has not made searches to comply 

with my requests, as it has not and I attested it has not; 

6) it has not denied that, if unintentionally, Phillips disclosed 

that it did not make searches to comply with my request and instead and 

without searches provided only records of its own choice; 

7) it has not denied that even after I informed it that it had not 

made searches to comply with my requests it still refuses to make those 

searches; 

8) it has not denied that this unnecessary if not also inappropriate 

discovery is extraordinarily burdensome, particularly because of my 

advanced age and seriously impaired health and consequent physical and 

medical limitations; 

9) it has not denied that it still has not searched for and processed 

pertinent records I have identified in this litigation; 

10) it has not denied that it knowingly and deliberately misrepresented 

the instructions to it by the Department pertaining to "critics" and that 

it did not file topically and could not search or retrieve topically; 

11) it has not denied that even after I informed it of this it still 

refuses to make the searches directed by the Department; 

12) it does not deny that it has not yet made any searches for such 

clearly pertinent records as ticklers - not even as described in Phillips' 

rewriting of the dictionaries I quoted - or the tapes of the Dallas 

police assassinatinn broadcasts or for many pertinent individual and 

organizational records I have identified, including among others those 

on individual "critics" and their organizations and on David Ferrie, 

which I identified by their correct file numbers; 

13) it does not deny that it has pertinent informatinn filed outside 

the few main files to which it sought to limit me in addition to the 

relatively few pages it was forced to process; 

14) it does not deny that it has not yet made any ELSUR searches and 

that it still has not made Dallas and New Orleans searches to comply with 

the instructions of the Court with regard to them; 

15) it does not deny that the records it identified and withheld and 

withholds as “irrelevant are not irrelevant but are clearly within my 

requests; 
16) it does not deny that it is required to have and has not searched 

for other copies or versions of allegedly destroyed records; 

17) it does not deny that it has and has not searched special reposi- 

tories holding pertinent information, some of which I identified correctly; 

and 

18) it has not denied my allegation that its discovery demands were 

not made in good faith and are harassment. 

142. Whether or not there is a judicial determination of Seoefact, as I 

have alleged, that FOIA places the burden of proof on the government, the FBI has 

not even bothered to deny this. 

143. As I have attested throughout this litigation, the FBI has not even 

claimed to have met its burden of proof of showing that it made searches responsive 
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to my actual requests and justified its withholdings. (The Act states that "the 

burden is on the agency to sustain its action.'') 

144. If the FBI really believed that sanctions against me are appropriate, 

it and its counsel have all the many affidavits I have filed in direct contrad¢tction 

of their own, and the government has the opportunity, if not indeed the responsi- 

bility, of seeking to punish perjury if I swore falsely. 

145. I have the subgect*matter expertise of which the FBI informed 

another court, stating that I knew more about the assassination and its investiga- 

tions than anyone in the FBI; and I have the FOIA experiences with the FBI to 

which I have attested in this and in other litigation. And there is the record 

I have made, subject to if not challenging refutatinn throughout this litigation. 

I therefore have no reason to believe that the FBI or the Department will seek any 

judicial determination of whether the FBI or I swore falsely, as I have no reason 

bo believe that the FBI's sworn infidelities to fact were not known to be unfaithful 

to fact when uttered. The FBI and the Department know very well that I have been 

truthful and accurate. 

146. I know of no provision of FOIA for sanctions against requesters/ 

plaintiffs, but I do know of provisions for sanctions against "agency personnel" 

who "acted arbitrarily and capriciously with respect to withholding" (4(F)) and 

for "noncompliance with the order of the Court" (4(G)), both of which I believe 

are pertinent in this litigation, 

147. In this affidavit $o0n which I have not been able to work continuously 

amd will not have time to reorganize) I enlarge upon some of the allegations I made 

pertaining to searches not made and for which no assistance from is either 

necessary or testified to in any manner by any agency employee; to discovery and 

whether or not it is necessary or appropriate; and to the FBI's ulterior motives 

wee 
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and I believe entirely improper actions in this and in other of my FOAA requests 

and lawsuits against it to show a pattern. While the additional records I attach 

hereto are not the result of a special search, which is impossible for me, and 

are not by any means complete, they make it clear, I believe, that the sneering 

depeanacions by FBI counsel in substitution for any evidence from it are 

inappropriate and unfaithful to fact as the FBI very well knows. T have also 

addressed the Motion to Dismiss with uncontradicted evidence and have egopnted out 

that (a) both it and the FBI's representation in requesting discovery cannot both 

be truthful (and that neither is) and (b) that it does not address the uncontra- 

dicted factual evidence in my earlier affidavits. 

148. When I was able to appear before them, one of the questions asked 

most frequently by collegiate audiences is, if the government has nothing to hide, 

why does it hide so much? I believe the question is self-answering and that Lt 

also is appropriate in evaluating the demands for discovery, made without any 

supporting evidence and in the face of all the evidence, and the Motion to Dismiss, 

guised as a sanction against me, when the FBI has not yet made searches in response 

to my requests. If the FBI has nothing to hide in its ticklers (which is where I 

found that it has me filed under bank robberies and yet did not produce those 

records in response to a number of requests); has nothing to hide in its tapes of 

the Dallas police assassination broadcasts and related records; has nothing to 

hide in its ELSUR records and indices; has nothing to hide in its records pertaining 

to its investigation of this terrible crime and the persons and organizations 

involved therein - if the FBI has nothing to hide, why does it hide so much and 

steadfastly refuse even to search? The question is rhetorical. The FBI has much 

to hide and therefore does not search and therefore seeks sanctions against me for 

my accurate exposures and my persistence in seeking the information it has 
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suppressed for almos¢~ two decades. 
—™ 

149. The vigorous, extensive and less than honest FBI campaign aGisns 

me that is only partially indieated in this affidavit and its attachments hue 

successfully obfuscated the nature of my work and study. It is not the pursuit 

a real-life mystery, of a whodunit. I have made and continue to make a study o 

the functioning of our basic institutions in time of great stress and thereafte 

In this litigation I believe more than in any other case the government has wri 

its own history, in addition to requiring me to assist it in doing so. Regardl 

of the outcome of this litigation and the immediate government objectives in 

seeking the sanction of dismissal and earlier in its discovery diversion, this 

history is written. As a subject-matter expert I am satisfied that no historia 

could record this history as the FBI has forced it onto paper in permanent cour 

records; and if there. is hardly any other endeavors to which I would not have 
Sh 

preferred devoting that part of the time that still remains to me which has bee 

consumed in this litigation, there is no outcome that can make it a waste of ti 

in my study or in history. History, an ancient Roman philosopher once said, 

writes truth. This litigation, regardless of its outcome, now is part of the 

history of the functioning of our basic institutions (which include the Departm 

the FBI and the courts) in that time of great streas, when our entire system of 

self-government was nullified by the crime of assassination, and thereafter, 

continuing as long as anyone seeks the government's publie information and as 

long as disclosure of it is resisted, 

150. After I completed the draft of this affidavig and my wife was ret 

it, I found a document consisting of a series of four 1970 FBI records I had co 

for use in this affidavit that had gotten mixed in with papers on my desk relat 

to another matter on which I had been working. (Attached as Rihibit 14)/ This 
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document, also from FBIHQ's file on my alleged subversion, is captioned "PREEDOM 

OF INFORMATION ACT." No duplicate filing in any JPK assassination file is 

indicated. ‘The FBI's response to the DAG pertaining to my FOIA requests relates 

to Exhibit 12 above and to other of my requests to which L refer above. As can 

be seen, the FBI's answer to everything consisted in defaming me, for all the 

world as though that is in any way related to an FOIA request. 

151. (These reiterated FBI allegations of disloyalty against me also 

reflect its dishonesty, the dishonesty of its searches and its retrieval from its 

own files and its intent to defame by selective disclosures in which it discloses 

unfair defamations while withholding exculpations. Prior to the time of the State 

Department's public apology and retraction of its action against me, one of my 

then counsel discussed the apparent unfairness with Mrs. Ogden Reid, then owaer of 

the New York Herald Tribune. As a vesult its chief Washington correspondent , 

  

Pulitzer Prizewinner Bert Andrews, was assigned to report the entire matter. He 

did, at length, and his reporting was published extensively in other papers that 

are clipped and filed by the FBI. This includes the Washington Post, where it was 

front-paged. Andrews! investigation {neluded an interview with J. Edgar Hoover. 

He told Andrews that there was no case at all and that under the same conditions he 

would not have done anything to FBI employees. This information has not been 

disclosed by the FBI, 1 believe because if it had it would not have been able to 

poison the minds of those many who recieved the FBI's dishonest and intentionally 

prejudicial accounts. rhincthewadpresent incomplete searches and/or improper 

withholding. Likewise, the FBI haa continued to withhold J. Edgar Hoover's letter 

praising some of my World War Il period investigative reporting, the patriotism 

and loyalty of which are beyond question, as is its public good. ) 

152. My request of December 2, 1970, repeats ignored requests — made two 
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years agwlier, both accomppnied by checks. All parts of this reqaest pertain to 

New Orleans and/or Dallas records. I have never heard anything from FBIHQ or 

from either office, including when I raised questions pertaining to these with- 

holdings in this litigation, in which all parts of these requests are included. 

This also identifies the still withheld identification pictures used by the FBI 

in New Orleans when it briefly looked for a known but unidentified Owwald 

associate. (Theee may have been more than one such Oswald associate.) After 

receiving this request, the DAG referred it to the FBI. It responded twice, first 

telling him that "extensive research" would be required (a not inconsiderable 

exaggeration because only a phone call was required) and then misleading and 

misrepresenting to him. This memo also reflects ha FBI's concept of vigoraus 

investigation, how in its proud boast, it "left no stone unturned." It did not 

give a motion picture of Oswald being arrested ~ with three others not mentioned 

- and showing other persons nearby, a motion picture deseribed by four witnesses 

as including an unidentified Oswald associate, to the Presidential Commission for 

which it was investigating, "because the arrest had been completely documented, 

and other film was available regarding the incidents leading up to the arrest of 

Oswald." Without non sequiturs the FBI gould be crippled. 

153. All that the FBI states, even if true, is not relevant to its or the 

Commission's examination of a motion picture for its evidence, which ranges from 

identification of Oswald's mysterious associate or associates to the dependability 

of the witnesses who testified ineonsidtently to the arrests and what led to them. 

Moreover, I do not recall seeing any of these earlier photographs to which the 

FBI refers. 2 am confident that they do not exist in Warren Commission files ond 

have not been provided to me in this litigation, although there is reason to believe 

that the New Orleans FBI had such pictures and suppressed them. The first paragraph 
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of iny request refers to this possibility, 

154. fhe FBI's "extensive research" referred to is not unlike its 

"exhaustive eras in this litigation —- almost nonexistent. All that "research" 

told the DAG is only what I had wéready told him, that the FBI had returned the 

two amateur films. The FBI set out to deceive and mislead the DAG and it 

succeeded; it did not let him know that the FBI made and had copies of the films, 

which I had reported, and it deceived him into believing that it had returned 

those filma without making copies. 

155. After the FBI diseloged the Doyle film under a request more than a 

decade after mine, I complained and eventually received a copy. It still has not 

plovided a copy of the John Martin (Minneapolis) movie or the others. It simply did 

not respond. In this litigation they still remain withheld. 

156. As my letter states, I obtained copies of some of the films from the 
owners, all of whom claimed that the FBI had removed parts of their footage. What 

makes this particularly provocative about the Martin film is what happened when I 

obtained it from him. 1 had addressed a large noontime audience of University of 

Minnesota students. Several Older men, obviously nonstudents and not of the press, 

were in the audience with a niger eee der that showed when they changed 

tapes. When the meeting broke up, they followed me and a smaller group of students 

who assembled elsewhere. Martin came up to me and offered me his film. He, some 

other students and I went to his home, he got his film, and we then went to a 

private university projection room where we examined it. However, instead of 

taking it with me, as Martin had offered, I arranged for one of the studenta to 

have copies made locally, to mail a copy to me and to return his copy to Martin. 

Nobody outside this small group knew that I did not have his film. 

157. When I left Minneapolis that evening on a plane that originated there,



~ saw my luggage go down the correct chute. On leaving the plane at its first sOop, 

Kansas City, I was the only passenger whose luggage was missing. When it finally 

reached me several days later, the air line represent dabweatold me he did not 

believe the explanation given to him but he could offer ao other explanation. 

My clothes were a shambles and every scrap of paper, my receipts and even papers 

of matches, had been removed from my Valapak. My brand-nww portable typewriter was 

virtually demolished, without leaving a scratch on the case, and an also new tape 

recorder, without a visible scratch, had been fixed so it would not record. 

158. Obviously, if the FBI altered Martin's film, that is significant 

information. Because Martin charges that it did, if it did not, Rg also is 

significant information. But the FBI, typically totally nonresponsive, has not 

provided a copy, including in this Litigation. 

159, In its letter to the DAG the FBI acknowledged that it withheld any 

and all information about Martin and his film from the Commission. This perhaps 

represents some FBI concept of investig&ting the assassinatéon of a President and 

his allegedly lone assassin who ha FBI had been told by many witnesses was not 

alone. And although my request states explicitly that I had a copy of Martin's 

film, the FBI's nonresponse to the DAG and its revision of FOIA is that TI get a 

copy from Martin. 

160. The James Powell/Army Intelligence picture referred to was not 

provided to me by the FRU until a decade or more later, long after it was provided 

to a later requester who then published it. When Tf complained to the FBI, it did 

provide a copy, but nothing else, no copy of any cecords or other pictures, and 

no reference to any search for them or their existence or nonexistence. Moreover, 

this FBI report to the DAG underinforms him to the point of deceiving him. It fails 

to mention the fact that Army Intelligence Agent Powell rushed into the building 
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from which the FBI claims all shots were fired, was there for the search of the 

building, and had his loaded camera with him. The FBI makes no reference to this, 

to any other pictures, or to any other reports. It represents that Powell, outside 

the building, took only one photographs, and it referred me to him for it. Tt does 

not appear to be unreasonable to believe that an Army intelligence agent, inside 

the building for a long time and armed with a camera during the search at the seene 

of such a crime, might have taken some pictures and filed a report or reports. 

161. What makes this, and particularly the FBI's nonresponsiveness 

pertaining to any other Powell pictures and reports, more provocative is the fact 

that all of the records of his intelligence unit have been destroyed. This is not 

supposed to happen, but it did, years ago, and the Army informed me of it. The 

Army records had been sent to Indiantown Gap, Pennsylvania, for storage but were 

destroyed. And what makes this even more provocative, again something strictly 

prohibited, the Army also destroyed all its JFK assasination records and so 

informed me. As I recall it, the Army identified three frees files to me. Nobody 

ever bothered to explain why any Army records in any historical case, or any Army 

records pertaining to the assassinatson of a President/Commander-in-Chief, would 

be destroyed. 

162. With regard to the professional New Orleans TV film still not 

provided or even offered, the FBI first rewrote the copyright law, as in time I 

was forced to establish by the litigation it forced, and then told me to get the 

film from the stations, although my letter states that I had already and wanted to 

compare the FBI's copies because one of the stations had informed me that some of 

its footage had disappeared. 

163. What makes this, too, more provocative is the fact that the Secret 

Service also examined that footage at the time of the assassination and its 
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description states clearly that Oswald had and was with an unidentified assocbaye 

the FBI has yet to identify. (This also is the subject of another old request in 

which I sought the fingerprint identification of one such associate, a request to 

which there has been no response from either FBIHQ or New Orleans. ) 

164. That the FBI received my requests and underatood them is reflected in 

its report to the DAG in which it paraphrases them. That my check was received and 

cashed also is clear. Yet except as indicated above, I have not received any 

senprnes from the FBI to this date and no response from either field office in this 

litigation even though I have repeated these specific requests on a number of 

occasions during this litigation. No search has been made, no search has been 

reported ~ the FBI just stonewalls and now it pretends it needs help from me in 

searching. This obviously is not true and it is one of the multitudinous 

indications of bad faith in the FBI's discovery and sanctions demands. 

165. The inadvertent omission of this document reminded me of an earlier 

such inadvertency, dropping the reference in the reyyping of my April 10, 1983, 

affidavit to its attached Exhibit 13. That Dallas record, provided in this 

litigation, reflects the truthfulness and accuracy of my attestation that the FBI 

never investigated the crime of the assassination itself but was dominated from 

the first by Director Hoover's instant vision/lone-nut-assassin solution. One of 

the areas of embarrassment to the FBI is disclosure of shortcomings and failings 

in its investigation. 

166. The preceding paragraph refers to a Dallas FBI memo of the day of 

the assassination, written before Oswald had been charged with the crime, reporting 

that a nearby sheriff "advised JIMMY GOERGE ROBINSON and members of the National 

States Rights Party should be considered possible suspects in the assassination." 

Before there was any investigation, even before Oswald was charged, the FBI in 
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Dallas wrote on this memo, "Not necessary to cover as true subject located." 

167. Even if the FBI had had any way of knowing at that time that Oswald 

was the "true subject," as it did not, it certainly had no way of knowing in those 

ok 
first few moments that there had not been any conspiracy. Btt no cons piracy! fad 

feow ert. Butrtcrnsttghbe . — - 

__bedainedained and there was no genuine conspiracy investigation, even after 1t 

was dlear bayond question that the acknowledged evidence of the crime showed that 

it was beyond the capability of any one man. (In this the matter of the still 

withheld police broadeast tapes is relevant. ) 

A 168. What makes this instant FBI decisions that Oswald alone was guilty 

and its refusal to investigate anything elsey even more provocative is that 

as disclosed records reveal not fewer than three such threats against the President by 

the National States Rights Party in that area at that time. In addition, only 

three days before the assassination the President's mptorcade in Miami was forbidden 

by the Secret Service after one of those NSRPers had been taped in a threat against 

him. Using an informer who had been an FBI symbol informer, the Miami police made 

this tape and gave it to the FBI, which still withholds it from me. TI did request 

it. 

169, In regard to the allegations of bank president William Walters, the 

former FBI New Orleans clerk, s6me of the records of which Dallas deliberately hid, 

as without denial I have alreddy established in this litigation, the FBI investiga- 

tion of his allegations of a threat against the President is limited to a teletype, 

which it states it did not find, Tt makes no reference i any search for any 

other form of communication. Several other threats of that time against the 

President are recorded in form other than teletype. One in the Dallas area is 

that some of these extreme rightwingers were going to "rub his dick in the dirt" 

when the President was in Dallas. This also was reported to the FBI by local 
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authorities. No report of any subsequent investigation has been disclosed to me 

in this litigation. 

170. Related to this immediate FBI determination not to investigate the 

exrime itself are other existing records not disclosed in the so-called Dallas and 

New Orleans searches that also report this determination. That the records exist 

is revealed in what was disclosed to another requester in tke records of the Little 

Rock field office. Not long after the crime FBIHQ notified all field offices that 

their investigations were to be limited to Oswald and not the crime, which the FBI 

regarded as solved. This disclosed record is the memo of that special agent in 

charge reporting this to all his agents. It states specifically that FBIHQ had 

communicated this to all field offices, and all Ineludes Dallas and New Orleans. 

I provided a copy to the FBI. It has been silent since. Specifically, no Dallas 

or New Orleans search for any such records is reported and no such records have 

been provided to me. The obvious explanation is what I have referred to as "tricky" 

FBI filing by means of which it can retrieve anything it wants to retrieve but also 

can hide information from FOIA requesters by keeping it out of the main assassina- 

tion files and by refusing to search any other pertinent files. (Another 

illustration of this already in the case record is the New Orleans withholding 

from its main assassination files of its inventory of them. The Dallas copy was in 

those files and was provided. This led to my proving that Dallas was knowingly and 

deliberately withholding pertinent records, which embarrassed the FBI.) 

171. This addendum further reflects permeating FBI bad faith with regard 

to all of my requests, including in this instant litigation; that its noncompliances 

and refusals to search are deliberate; that its demands for discovery and sanctions 

are motivated by bad faith and have no basis in fact; and that all it has done in 

this litigation is designed to frustrate compliance, negate the Act, overburden the 
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courts and me, and is part of its decade and a half old scheme to "stop" me and 

my writing by tying me up in unnecessary litigation. Morever, while some of my 

allegations in this litigation may be new to the Court, none are to the FBI, 

whose own records, of which Exhibit 14 above is only the newest illustration that 

I provide, reveal the completeness and accuracy of the information I provided, 

that I always provided more than enough accurate and pertinent information, and 

that no discovery was ever at any time needed. From my extensive experience, 

only some of which is indicated in the completely accurate attestations I have 

provided in this litigation, if the FBI needs anything pertaining to searches or 

compliance, it is a willingness to abide by the law, make good faith searches 

and comply with requests. 

  

“Harold Weisberg 

FREDERICK COUNTY, MARYLAND 

Before me this 13th day of June 1983 Deponent Harold Weisberg has appeared 

and signed this affidavit, first having sworn that the statements made therein are 

true. 

My commission expires July 1, 1986. 

  

NOTARY PUBLIC IN AND FOR 

FREDERICK COUNTY, MARYLAND 
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ADDENDUM TO JUNE 13, 1983, AFFIDAVIT OF HAROLD WEISBERG 

172. After I completed this affidavit(pobtained proof of the truthfulness 

of my allegations relating to New Orleans FBI 8A Clifford Anderson}s declaration 

pertaining to his alleged search for David Ferrie records. This is also to say that 

I then obtained proof of the FBI's and Anderson's intent not to be fully informative 

and responsive, of their intent to deceive, mislead and misrepresent, and of their 

intent not to be honest and not to make proper searches while attesting to 

"exhaustive' searches. 

173. I received a copy of a record that was disclosed to another requester 

but is still withheld from me in this litigation. This record exactly fits the 

description I provided in earlier affidavits that, characteristically, were entirely 

ignored. Anderson did confirm that there had been a neutrality act file on Ferrie, 

which I alleged. JI also referred to other Ferrie records but in his declaration in 

pretended response Anderson made no reference to them. I had provided the number 

of a file in which another copy was filed, {105-1456 FRD. Anderson still did not 

produce the record he admits finding in this 105=1456 FRD file. I then stated that 

inevitably, from standard FBI practice, Anderson and the FBI rene eee to find 

other and existing copies if the one that I referred to had been destroyed. I 

raised questions about the truthfulness of Anderson's attestation to destruction 

and I stated this New Orleans 105-1456 FRD file pertains to anti-Castro activity. 

In referréng to Anderson's phrasing, which I stated was not really his but was that 

of FBIHQ, I described it as "loose language" that for an expert like Anderson is 

"impreaise if not evasive." I also saated that Anderson has a record in my litigation 

of swearing to whatever he is told to swear to by FBIHQ without regard to what he 

knows. 

174. The FBIHQ copy of a New Orleans report in its 105-1456 FRD file 
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discdosed to another confirms all that I attested to. Tt also raises substantial 

questions about Anderson's untruthfulness and intent to deceive, mislead and 

misrepresent to this Court. 

175. "“FRD' represents 'Frente Revolucionario Democratica.'' The New Orleans 

title also includes "aka," given as "Cuban Democratic Revolutionary Front," 

"ete." The et cetera includes a number "Friends of Democratic Cuba" and includes an 

of persons who are named and on whom there also are records. In some instances 

their file numbers are listed. 

176. Distribution to and the existence of pertinent records in other field 

offices also are indicated. 

177. The FBIHQ serial number on this file indicates that there are many 

pertinent records in it, not just the one to which Anderson attested. (I have 

knwwledge of others that are disclosed, but not to me, having seen this one.) 

178. Not just David Ferrie but all of the organizatbnns and all the persons 

mentioned (meaning those names not obliterated) figure in all investigations of the 

BFK assassination, including those of the FBI, the Warren Commission and Jim 

Garra&son, and thus all awe within my requests. Pertaining to Ferrie, Anderson 

claimed making a search that was not and could not have been made for this litigation. 

He and Phillips attested that it was made in this litigatann. 

179. Although this record was classified Secret and claimed to be exempt 

from automatic downgrading, which is not supported by its content, and it was first 

disclosed in 1978, albetes then still withheld from me, no claim to exemption was 

made, It just was not included in any search. The entieeffile is pertinent. 

180. Three copies were sent to FBLHQ for its main file 105-87912 and a 

FAIL 
fourth BBBRQ copy was sent for its 105-89923 file. This establishes that at FBIHQ 

any missing New Orleans copy could be replaced from not fewer than two different 
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files, as could also be done £rom the other field offices and agencies to which 

copies were sent and are listed. This is precisely what I had attested to. 

181. The reason for Anderson's imprecise language that I described as 

"loose" and "imprecise if not evasive" is apparent once a copy of this record is 

examined, and this, I believe, accounts for his not providing it after he located a 

copy. This also accounts for FBIHQ's, particularly its FOIPA branch's, failure to 

provide their readily accessible copies. More copies were filed in New Orlenas 

than Anderson's supposedly first-person attestation includes. 

182. Moreover, still another copy was made for and filed in still another 

New Orleans file the identificatann of which is removed from this copy provided-to 

another requester. No claims to exemption wre noted on the copy provided to him so 

the claimed reason for this withholding is not known to me. 

183. As without possikility of deabtion Anderson knew, if as he swore he 

examined any cppy of the recofd I referred to, two copies of it were filed in 

105-1456 FRD, not the one to which he attested. He thus could easily swear that a 

copy was destroyed and not provide any record of its destruction because the second 

copy survives. (It is common FBI practice to note destructénn of duplicates on 

remaining copies.) He could also swear in seeming safety that apparently the 

destroyed copy was not indexed because the destroyed copy would not be the indexed 

copy. And he made no mention in his declaration of any filing under another caption, 

where it also could have been indexed, 

184. The subject matter of this file, its extensive routing inside and 

outside the FBI and the persons, organizations and activities mentioned in it leave 

ho without doubt that an experienced FBI SA like Anderson and his FBI counterparts 

knew immediately that all copies of it simply would not be destroyed. 

185. Bearing on FBIHQ intent, this file wa onder review, for disclosure, 
i 

{ 
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a second time at approximately the time FBIHQ was telling Anderson what to swear to 

- which it now is clear means tilling him to swear to what is not true, to what 

4 
deceives, misleads and misrepresents, and not to provide it. 

186. Other records in the same File inevitably refer to other peetinent 

persons and organizatéuns and thus it is inevitable that other individual records, 

including those referring to Ferrie, also exist in other known and easily searched 

files. In FBI practice, those files and offices the author of the report intends 

copies for are indicated by him and others are added at FBIHQ. Depending on their 

content, other individual records in this file were routed to other field offices. 

There also are other FBIHQ files in which other records in this New Orleans file 

also are duplicated. 

187. It is entirely improbablgy that there is but a single reference to 

Ferrie in this New Orleans 105-1456 FRD file because he was an active member and 

because one of his "boy friends," Layton Martens, then a minor, worked for FRD and 

also was picked up by the poléce outside the residence of the titular leader, Sergio 

Arcachia Smith. He and Martens also figure in all official investigations. Martens 

also was charged with perjury in Garrison's investigation. During that period 

Martens stayed in touch with the New Orleans FBI. 

188. The FBI was well aware of the pertinence of this file to my request. 

Moreover, the FBI provided information from it to the Warren Commission. 

189. Other persons who figured in all official investigations and are 

pertinent in this litigation alao are mentioned in this New Orleans file. 

190. One of these other persons represents an area of potential embarrassment 

to the FBI that I have not indicated earlier. Guy Banister was a former FBI Special 

Agency in Charge of one of its major divisions, Chicago. He was an incorporator of 

this group. He, too, figures in all official investigations. 
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191. This group also was connected with the CIA. Just before the Bay of 

Pigs the CIA required it, the major ultraconservative Anti-Gastro outfit, to combine 

with the trade-union anti-Castros. The CIA got them together at the Skylark Motel 

in Miami about a month before the Bay of Pigs, knocked their heads together until 

they agreed, and then supported and financed the merged group under the name of the 

Cuban Revolutionary Council (CRC). It was to provide the CIA's government in exile 

if the Bay of Pigs operation had not failed. 

192. The CRC had the address 544 Camp Street in New Orleans. Oswald also 

used that return address on some of his literature. The Warren Commission was never 

able to get a copy of this from the FBI, and it did try. In the end it obtained a 

copy from the Secret Service. In its "no stone unturned" investigation the FBI in 

New Orleans never did get around to telling FBIHQ or the Warren Commission that 544 

Camp Street was the very building in which Guy Banister had his offices. It also 

newer reported that Ferrie, too, worked in Banister's office. (This imvestigative 

brilliance, together with the joke of a New Orleans investigation of the CRC, was 

the work of the case supervisor, SA Kemest Wall. He managed to report his inwestiga- 

tions in reports of a mere six and seven lines.) 

193. Consistent with all of this, when the New Orleans FBL learned that the 

Secret Service was conducting its own investigation of the printing of Oswald's 

literature, it immediatefy applied pressure to have the Secret Service abandon its 

investigation. When the printer said it was not Oswald who picked up the printing, 

the FBI told the Warren Commission the opposite, that it was Oswald. 

194. If Oswald had been a paid FBI informer, of which there is no evidence, 

although this allegation was made in Dallas, the FBI's reaction to this Secret 

Service investigaténn could not have been more immediate, forceful and close to 

hysterical. 
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FREDERICK COUNTY, MARYLAND 

Before me this 17th day of June 1983 Deponent Harold Weisberg has 

appeared and signed this addendum to affidavit of June 13, 1983, first having 

sworn that the statements made therein are true. 

My commission expires July 1, 1986. 

  

NOTRRY PUBLIC IN AND FOR 

FREDERICK COUNTY, MARYLAND 
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UNLTED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

HAROLD WETSBERG, 

Plaintiff, 

Vv. : CIVIL ACTIONS NOS. 78-0322 

— : and 78-0420 
FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATTON, : Consolidated 

et al., : 

Defendants. 

AFFIDAVIT 

My name is Harold Weisberg. I reside at 7627 Old Receiver Road, Frederick, 

Maryland. I am the plaintiff in these consolidated cases. My subject-matter 

expertise, professional experience and medical and physical limitations are 

stated in my earlier affidavits and have not been disputed by the defendant. 

1. Once again it required at least a week for the FBI's filing, its Motion 

to Dismiss, to reach me because FBI counsel ended its practice of sending copies 

of all filings to me. I always offered to pay the costs and the FBI always 

refused to accept payment. I asked my counsel to ask present FBI counsel to send 

me copies, for which I offered to pay, and I was informed that he refused. I 

believe that under FOIA I am entitled to receive copies, if not immediately, and 

that under FBI practice I would not be charged for them. I know of no purpose 

served by this refusal, by thas ending of years-long practice in some cases 

directed by the court because of my distance from my counsel, other than to cause 

these inevitable delays. These delays required that my counsel request additional



time and they restricted the information I could provide him. In particular, 

since this past February, they caused greater delays and problems for him and 

for me because of lingering additional illnesses that began with bronchitis and 

was followed by pneumonia, pleurisy, ecchymosis (a kind of internal hemorrhaging 

that is potentially dangerous for me because I[ live on a high level of anti- 

coagulant, which can cause death) and periodic exhaustion that my doctor says can 

be expected to last for a month after the end of these new illnesses. From the 

time I received this Motion to Dismiss until Tuesday, June 7, I had at least one 

medical appointment every working day, more often two and sometimes even three. 

These, too, seriously reduced the time in which I could prepare information for 

my counsel and the time I had for preparing it. L also found that taking two 

trips a day to my basement to obtain needed records was too much for me and ended 

the work I could do that day. These illnesses, added to my permanent physical 

and medical limitations, delayed preparation of this affidavit. It also will 

require more time for my wife to retype it because she also suffers the bronchitis 

that is epidemic in this area and because of her age and other medical problems 

is more painful and limiting for her. 

2. Now that on May 18, 1983, the FRI has moved for sanctions against me, 

1 believe it is necessary for me to show that its Motion to Dismiss is based upon 

what I regard as fraudulent misrepresentalions and to show once again that, 

although the FRI has not even pretended to support its motion with evidence, the 

existing and unrefuted evidence in the case record that I have provided proves the 

FBI's allegations and representations are not truthful. To the best of my 

recollection I restrict myself in this affidavit to evidence that is in the case 

record and has not been rebutted by the FEE. fn this f am stating that the onty 

unrefuted evidence in the case record is diametrically opposite the FBI's



representations. 
Ud 

3. In my affidavit of May 28, 1983, which I incorporate by reference, I 

state that the FBI's Motion to Dismiss contains untruthfulness of such a nature 

it cannot be regarded as accidental error, that it contains misrepresentations 

and that it and the FBI's prior motion for discovery cannot both be truthful 

because each is based upon contradictory and inconsistent representation ~ neither 

of which is supported by any evidence and neither of which the FBI even pretended 

to support by any evidence. 

4. Inherent in all the FBI's misrepresentations in these consolidated 

cases, whether these representations be under oath or advanced in pleadings without 

any claim to any evidentiary support, is the identical and basic concatination of 

misrepresentations that I believe constitute fraudulent misrepresentations. 

5. 1. state the belief that an attempt is being made to victimize me by 

fraudulent misrepresentation based on the evidence that follows and the belief, 

coming from my extensive FOIA experience with the FBI and its counsel, my knowledge 

of the intent of the Congress in enacting and amending FOIA (in which I have a 

well-known involvement because one of my early FOIA cases against the FBI was cited 

as requiring the 1974 amending of the investigatory files exemption of the Act), 

from knowledge of the legislative history of FOIA, from FBI regulations and 

practices, and from the official statements regarding FOIA and its purposes going 

back to those of the President and attorney general in 1966 in their ringing 

endorsements of the Act and its purposes. 

6. I believe that, except for information that is within the exemptions 

of FOTIA, the information T requested is mine as a matter of legal right and, 

through me, is the information of the people as a matter of their right. 

7. 1 believe that under the Act the burden of proof is exclusively on the



defendant and that under the Act I have a right to expect the defendant to meet 

the burden of proof and not seek by any means, overt or devious, to impose it upon 

me or any other plaintiff/requester. 

8; The most basic of the FBI's false representations is that my requests 

are limited to four main files. My actual requests, for reasons stated most 

recently in my May 28, 1983, affidavit, are quite explicit in stating that they 

are not so limited. My requests include all pertinent information "not contained 

within" these FBI main files. 

9.. In this long litigation, the FBI has never provided any attestation, 

whether or not truthful or made of personal knowledge, and it has not provided any 

pleading by counsel that is addressing my actual requests or addresses them in any 

way. Everything the FBI has filed is based upon the FBI's initial and perpetuated 

misrepresentation of my actual requests. I have stated this over and over gain, 

under oath, without refutatiop or attempted refutation or even merely pro forma 

denials. To the best of my recollection, each of my attestations to this fact 

remains ignored by the FBI. 

10. As I also stated without refutation, I became aware of the FBI's intent 

not to comply with my actual requests before the first calendar call in this 

litigation, before any record had been processed, on the day Judge Oberdorfer 

recused himself. .That day my counsel and I conferred with the FBI's then counsel, 

who told us what the FBI planned in substitution for my requests and I informed him 

that this was not acceptable to me and would not comply with my actual requests. 

I have stated this repeatedly throughout this long litigation and the FBI has 

ignored it. It has not denied’ or made any effort to refute it. 

ll. This means that the FBI knew before it processed any records that I 

regarded what it planned as not complying with my actual requests. Under the FBI's 

regulations, which I have cited without dispute in this litigation, if it disagreed



with me or could not understand my requests or had any problems with them, it was 

required to ask that I rephrase them and offer assistance in this. It never made 

any such claims and never did any of the things required by its regulations. 

12. This was only the first of continuing FBI violations of its own 

regulations. These regulations required it to make an initial search and inform 

me of the approximate volume of records within my requests, the approximate cost 

of providing them, and the approximate cash deposit it would require. Although at 

the time of my requests no fee waiver had been granted and it was being opposed by 

the FBI, the FBI never informed me of the approximate volume of records, their cost 

or the size of the deposit it would require. The FBI also requires this information 

from the preliminary search for its own purposes, including determination of 

whether or not the request involves enough records for it to be classified as a 

"project"' case, for projections of personnel needs and assignments and similar needs. 

13. This was not an’ accidental oversight by the FBI because I requested 

this information of both the Dallas and New Orleans offices: "I would appreciate 

it if you could let me know the estimated volume of records involved in this 

request and when you expect to begin’ processing..." Not only was this information 

mine as a matter of right under the FBI's own regulations, it was essential in 

order to be able to pay the down payment the FBI would require of me. 

14, Although I have attested to the informats!n in the immediately 

preceding paragraphs earlier in this litigation, to a large degree on more than 

one occasion, the FBI has not only contradicted me. It has ignored my attestations. 

It has never at any time made any belated attempt to comply with its own regulations; 

never alleged that my request’s are not comprehensible; never claimed that it faced 

any problems in either understanding or complying with them; never asked for any 

explanation of them; and it never asked that I rephrase or change or modify them



or offered any assistance in any rephrasing of them. 

15. As TI earlier attested without dispute, in other of my FOTA litigation 

a number of FBI FOIA supervisors offered testimony on behalf of the FBI addressing 

what they testified are its undeviating practices in FOIA matters. It determines 

whether there are pertinent records, whether or not the volume of records classifies 

it as a "project" case, what their approximate volume and cost to the requester will 

be, and all the other information required by the FOLEPA branch for its own 

information and for it to provide to the requester. In this litigation the FBI 

did not do any of these things that are required of it. 

16. The FBI knows very well that FOIA responses require at a minimum at 

least two searches at the outset, one to determine whether or not it has any 

pertinent information and its volume and then the search to locate and process any 

pertinent information. In these cases it never made either search. It did not 

determine and inform me of the-approximate volume and cost of processing the 

requested information and the time this would require and it did not make the 

searches required for compliance with my requests. Instead, as in an unguarded 

moment of aberrational honesty Supervisor SA John N. Phillips attested, the Dallas 

field office forwarded my request to FBIHQ where, arbitrarily, capriciously and 

for ulterior and improper purposes I attested to earlier without dispute, SA Thomas 

Bresson decided that Yrould be limited to three, later amended to four, of the main 

files my request is specific in stating it is not limited to. Dallas, which claims 

to have provided all its search slips, did not even pretent to make any search 

until October 15, 1980, almost three years after it received my request and about 

two years after it first claimed complete compliance. To these main files to which 

my request of it specifically is not limited, the New Orleans office pretends to 

have made a few additional searches under the names of only a few of the persons



it knew are involved in the federal and New Orleans investigations of the 

assassination of President Kennedy and even then did not locate all its records 

on those persons. Even now the FBI continues to withhold much of the identified 

information that is not in these main files. Among the many defects of the 

alleged New Orleans search to which I hdve attested without refutation or even pro 

forma denial is the fact that most of them are dated almost a year prior to my 

requests and thus cannot be searches made pursuant to my requests. Neither office 

made or pretends to have made'any search for any information related to any of the 

organizations involved in these investigations, although that is specifically 

requested of both offices. 

17. Even when I provided some of these names voluntarily - the FBI never 

requested any such information from me — the FBI steadfastly refused to make those 

searches. And as | have attested, when the appeals office directed that it 

process information pertaining to those known as "critics" of the official investi- 

gation, the FBI engaged in a deliberate false pretense, that the appeals office 

had direeted it to make a search only under the topic “erities" when the appeals 

otfice and the FRL knew that it does not file that way and cannot retrieve 

topically. Yo date, even after L provided many BE records reffeeting the tore> 

going, the FB] refuses to make any part of the search it was directed to make 

pertaining to "critics" and when I offered to dismiss this litigation after it 

processed it information pertaining to, some of the known "critics" that I identified, 

it persisted in this refusal. 

18.) Although the FRE claims fe bave searched under the topic “eritres” 

in both field offices and it swears that the search slips it provided are complete 

and authentic, it has not provided any search slips or requests of any kind 

pertaining to the topic "critics" or to any person kuuwn as a "critic." Likewise,



although it claims to have made MLSUR searches at each office, as I attested in 

my May 28, 1983, affidavit, the FBT has not provided any search slip or search 

request of any kind relating to any ELSUR searches. 

19. The plain and undenied truth is that the FBI knew very well that ay 

litigated requests include "any information related in any way to the assassinations" 

of both Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., and President Kennedy. I quote, with the 

emphasis of the original, the August 14, 1978, memo from the Department's then 

appeals director to the FBI's then FOIPA chief, Inspector Allen McCreight (attached 

as Exhibit 1). The FBI knew and it agreed that any such records "being released 

to anyone will also be released to" me. 

20. This particular copy of this memo is, in fact, from the FBI's FOIA 

file on me and clearly was known to its FOIA personnel involved in this litigation. 

That the FBI correctly understood the Department's intent is stated in other 

internal records disclosed to me. Moreover, the Department informed me of this in 

writing, including the fact that the FBI had agreed. Despite this agreement 

reported in Exhibit 1, the FBI did not abide by its agreement and the Department's 

directive in this litigation or when it provided JFK assassination information to 

others. 

21. Even when I made special requests for JFK assassination information, 

the FBI disclosed to others and withheld from me, the FBI failed and to this day 

continues to fail to provide me with or offer me this already disclosed and 

processed JFK assassination information. Among the examples of this are the 

ignored requests I made when the FBI did not abide by its and the Department's 

word after books conforming to the FBI's assassination views were published by 

Edward Jay Epstein and David Lifton. I made separate requests for the identical 

information and to this day the FBI has not complied. Another exampl@ is my request



for the information provided to the House Select Committee on Assassinations. 

After four or five years my request remains entirely ignored by the FBI. But 

another and later requester has filed suit and the FBI is providing him with 

information. [It has not informed me of its disclosures to this other requester. 

It has not even asked me if I would like copies. 

22. Although the FBI did not dispute that it had agreed to provide me 

with all information pertaining in any way to the investigation of thnse assassina- 

tions, it never intended to keep its word and it did not contradict any of the 

information 1 provided to the Department and it forwarded to the FBI's FOIPA head 

with Exhibit 1. 

23. The truth is that a year earlier the Department promised the Senate's 

FOLA subcommittee that some 25 of my requests the FBI had ignored for up to almost 

a decade would be complied with. (Some of this information is within this lJiti~ 

vation and has not been provided in it.) As of today, more than five years later, 

the FBI has not done so. In fact, Inspector McCreight, also a witness before that 

subcommit!ce and then present, refused to muke this promise, He also did not 

contradict the testimony of the Department's witnesses, that the FBI's behavior 

with me in my FOIA requests was inexcusable. ‘The Department promised, the FBL 

then stonewalled and thereafter extended its stonewalling to this litigation, 

despite the directives to it by the Department and its agreement with them. 

24. Amony those 25 old and ipnored requests that also ace pertinent in 

this litigation is the request I first made under date of January 1, 1969. I 

accompanied it with the deposit then required. It includes certain motion and 

still pictures. Not one of these has ever been provided to me voluntarily by the 

FBI and most still remain withheld. In.two instances, after 1 complained to the 

FBI that it had disclosed these films to later requesters and still withheld them



28 iden 

from me, I obtained copies. The others remain withheld. Althongh T attested to 

this earlier in this litigation, the existing and correctly identified films of 

both kinds remain withheld from me as of today. 

25. (It was common practice to cash my checks and send me nothing at all. 

Once my check was shredded, then patched together crudely with scotch tape and 

deposited. It cleared -all banks and was charged to my account. ) 

26. With regard to these and other requests (all also within this 

litigation) that I made of the FBI that year, I wrote the attorney general on 

January 1, 1970. These and all other FBI films of both kinds are included in my 

January 1, 1970, renewal of my FOIA requests. 1 received no response at all. 

I then wrote the deputy attorney general on December 2, 1970, after the change in 

administrations, about these same requests. That resulted in an internal investi- 

gation some of the records of which were disclosed to me. They disclose the 

existence of FBI copies of these films. But even after FBIHQ learned again from 

this internal investigation that its field offices had copies of the requested 

films, they were not provided. (This internal investigation also established 

that some of these films also were withheld from the Warren Commission by the FBI.) 

27. Under date of May 28, 1979 (and perhaps on other occasions), I filed 

a lengthy and detailed appeal pertaining to this information then withheld in 

this litigation. In addition to about 2,000 words of information and detail, I 

provided copies of the FBI's own records reflecting its possession of the requested 

still and motion pictures. I never received any response to this appeal. 

28. This encapsulation underscores the spuriousness of the FBI's pretenses 

that it requires more information from me for searches. It reflects the FBI's 

determination not to search and not to comply. 

29. With the long and consistent FBI record of refusing to search and 

‘10



refusing to comply after it was provided with proof that it had pertinent and 

withheld information ~ which it did not need in any event to make a proper search 

- and with the record of the attorney general, the deputy attorney general and 

the appeals director, of doing nothing at all when the FBI was obdurate, there is 

no reason to believe that, if the FBI had the discovery it demands in the form in 

which it demands it, it would do anything more than concoct another stonewalling 

cock-and-bull story. Moreover, I reiterate that I have provided all of the 
  

requested information and documentation of which I am aware and that the FBI does 

not deny this. 

30. That the FBI had copies of some of this film also is disclosed in the 

records it provided to the Warren Commission and it in turn disclosed. Among 

these still withheld pictures are six stills from one of the also requested and 

withheld motion picture films that the New Orleans office used and displayed in 

interrogating witnesses to some of Lee Harvey Oswald's activities in New Orleans. 

31. Another New Orleans withholding that persists until now in this 

litigation overlaps an old FOIA request I made pertaining to one Ronnie Caire. 

The FBI's internal investigation after I complained to the Department disclosed 

the existence of Caire records the FBI had denied existed. However, that did not 

result in their disclosure then or since then in this litigation. 

32. These January 1, 1969, film requests and other related requests 

pertain to one of the FBI's larger investigatory failures and shortcomings. This 

has to do with the existence of a publicly unidentified Oswald preassassination 

associate. In the FBI's solution, this means an associate of the assassin. The 

on) 
FBI has and continues to withhold information identifying this associate of the 

alleged assassin it never identified. It made only a perfunctory New Orleans 

investigation. It obtained fingerprints from one of Oswald's leaflets. I also 

11



Made a separate, prepaid request for that information. This involves both FBLHQ 

and the New Orleans office at the least. That separate request also remains 

ignored. That information algo remaing withheld in this litigation. Lf it ta 

not filed in any main assassination file, it is still within my litigated requests, 

and I first requested it almost fifteen years ago. 
  

33. These arc among the countless proots that the FBI's present false 

representation, that | am supposedly enlarging and shifting my requests, is 

knowingly and deliberately false. T believe it is also a fFrandulent misrepresenta- 

tion to defraud me now, as I was defrauded in 1969 when my check was cashed and I 

received nothing for it. It also was asserted to threaten me with possible 

incarceration. My counsel reported to me that the FBI's counsel had made such 

noises to him recently about a possible contempt charge. While it may not be the 

major item in point, | believe that it is significant that these are ignored 1969 

requests, repeated in 1970 to the attorney general and the deputy attorney 

general and on appeal in this litigation in 1978. 1 select these as illustrative 

because they are the oldest of the 25 documented ignored requests tabulated in 

another case in 1976, because the FBI and the Department continuedfhereafter to 

ignore them, because the same information is sought in this litigation and is 

withheld, and because these are the requests the Department promised the Senate 

in 1977 would be complied with promptly and have not been complied with. This 

information also is included in my ignored affidavits in this litigation. Given 

this record, all known to the FBI and the Department, I believe it is obvious 

that any allegation that I shift or enlarge my request is knowingly and 
vA 

deliberately false. 

34. Moreover, it is obvious that when my request was interpreted by both 

the Department and the FBI as encompassing “any record related in any way to the 

12



asSaSSinations," the words and the emphasis of the appeals director in Exhibit 1, 

and it begins by referring to the FBI's agreement to this and to providing me 

with any JFK assassination information provided to any other requester, it simply 

is not possible for me to expand or enlarge my requests and the FBI and the 

Department know it. 

35. The foregoing illustrations are only illustrations. There are countless 

such matters that characterize this case and to a large degree are set forth in my 

affidavits and are not contradicted. They are merely tynored. Taken together 

with the fact that my requests are admittedly all-inclusive, as is stated in 

Exhibit 1, the FBI's own FOIA record pertaining to my litigation, [ believe that 

the FBI's false statements, misrepresentations and deceptions throughout this long- 

stonewalled case, particularly in its discovery stratagem and more recently in its 

demand for sanctions that include my repaying it for the money it squandered to 

defraud me, are not accidental. I am defrauded of my rights under the Act and 

if I pay it I am defrauded of the money it has wasted in defrauding me. If the case 

is dismissed based on its untruths, then I am defrauded even more. Contempt, of 

course, can be more serious. 

36, In the light of these actualities rather than the FBI's fictions, one 

of the FBI's representations in seeking the sanction of dismissal is ridiculous 

and ludicrous. It is that its "discovery is merely designed to ascertain the facts 

and/or documents which a (sic) plaintiff claims exist and which allegedly demonstrate 

that the agency's search was not adequate." (Page 2) Until the FBI proves that it 
requested 

has searched for all its/information, its search cannot possibly be represented 
~~ 

as "adequate." It has neither done this nor claimed that it has. 

37. Moreover, as I attested in my affidavit of May 28, 1983, this is an 

entirely different representation than the one made to procure the 4iscovery Order. 

13



Then it was not alleged that 1 had not provided this discovery information, as 

uncontestedly I had. It then was alleged instead that, because the FBI had ignored 

that information ‘and documentation when I provided it, I should now be required to 

draw it all together for the FBI, which is to say, do the work it should have done 

and failed to do. 

| 38. Although the FBI knows it has not searched to comply with my requests 

and has not provided all the pertinent information it knows it has, as is reflected 

in Exhibit 1 of five years earlier, it now represents that my "failure to comply 

with a discovery order deprives a defendant (i.e., the FBI) of a full and fair 

opportunity to prepare its case and deprives the courts of information indispensable 

to a proper adjudication of the issue." (Page 4) This is obviously and knowingly 

untrue. , 

39. This is followed by the equally and knowingly false representation 

that my "refusal to answer its (the FBI's) discovery will deprive it of a meaningful 

opportunity to demonstrate that plaintiff's assertions about the adequacy of the 

FBI's search are baseless." (Pages 4-5) While without it the FBI knew my requests 

are all-inclusive and it made no searches to comply with my requests at all in 

Dallas and made knowingly inadequate searches in New Orleans, neither disputed when 

I attested to both repeatedly throughout this litigation, it is beyond question 

that it knows such allegations are false. 

40. If none of this were true, as all of it is, until the FBI attests 

that it has searched to comply with my actual requests and has done as ditected 

and agreed to (in Exhibit 1), any such representations are on this basis alone at 

least premature. The FBI bas not provided such attestations in this litigation 

and it does not try now. 

41. Because the FBI knew that its attestations in this litigation do not 

14



Conform with fact and truth, to the degree possible it provided incompetent attestations 

by one who, if faced with the charge of perjury, might defend himself by claiming 

that he did not know anything at all about what he swore to. While I believe that 

FBIHQ SA John Phillips did cross the line and did swear falsely to what he did know 

was not true, much of his swearing is to what, undeniedly, he did not know of 

personal knowledge. Moreover, when I attested to this, neither he nor anyone else 

speaking for the FBI, under oath or otherwise, disputed me in any way. Yet in all 

instances, the FBI has available to it those who do have personal knowledge. 

lt is my understanding, coming from the Londrigan and other decisions, that 

personal knowledge is a requirement. It is undenied that those who have personal 

knowledge are available to the FBI for such attestations. 

42. One example of this that I select because of the frequency of my 

repetition of it under oath and because of the FBI's careful restriction of its 

responses to Phillips, who neither had nor claimed any personal knowledge, is the 

matter of the FBI's copies of the tapes of the Dallas police radio broadcasts of 

the time of the assassination. Only Phillips, who has no knowledge, provided 

attestations, and he swore only falsely. He shifted his falsehoods in an effort 

to deny new evidence as I produced it. In plain English, he lied his head off, 

even though his official responsibilities, if not legal training, let him know 

that to provide any competent attestation he required personal knowledge. His 

official position also told him who could or did have such personal knowledge in 

Dallas. None of this deterred Phillips or FBI counsel, who were also informed 

by my undenied, unrefuted and unrefutable and documented affidavits. They also 

prove that the FBI undertook, from the outset, to hide its copies of these Dallas 

police radio tapes. This also is undenied. lt cannot be denied because I provided 

the FBI's own proof of it. The FBE provided it to me in this litigation.



43. In this matter also it is obvious that neither discovery nor docu- 

mentation is required of me for any purpose. Here also I provided voluntarily 

what the FBl both ignores and demands again under discovery. : 

44. I select the matter of the police radio broadcast tapes of the many 

available illustrations because, in addition to my having provided all the 

information J have about them, it is a matter about which the FBI had earlier lied 

to the Department and to the panel of experts if convoked to study those tapes. 

The FBI's lie is that it did not have these tapes when it did and it knew it did and 

its own records contemporaneous with the lie and disclosed to me in this litigation 

establish that it did. (its earlier contemporaneous records, as without denial I 

attested, are deliberately misfiled outside the main assassination files and still 

have not been searched tor.) The attorney generat bad promised the Congress that 

he would have such a study made. As without dispute I also attested earlier, based 

on records with which the FBI did not trouble me, the Department simply gloated 

when it was possible to arrange for this official study to be made by private sector 

persons who are outside FOIA. They never had the FBI's still withheld copies of 

those tapes for their “study and were reduced te using what the FEI's own records 

describe as crumbling and damaged versions of the poorest quality. 

45, This is far from the FBI's only withholding from the Congress and its 

duly authorized investigating committee. As I have alse attested without 

refutation or even unsworn pro forma denial, in this litigation the FBI undertook 

to limit me to the field office companion files of FBIHQ's main files to which it 

‘intended to limit this Congressional committee. Those FBIHQ main files just happen 

to be those the FBI had already disclosed. Once I was able to compel the FBI, in 

this litigation, to disclose the field office companion files of these FBIHG main 

files, the FBI schemed to withhold from that committee what it was disclosing to me. 
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In its internal scheming, as I have already attested and illustrated with the FBI's 

own record withheld from me but provided to another, if the FBI could not get away 

with total withholding from it, it planned to offer the Congressional committee a 

"compromise" — copies of some of the records disclosed to me in this litigation, 

as long as the committee did not want too many of them! 

46. This matter also reflects the FBI's intent not to provide me with 

pertinent information within my requests and its intent not to keep its word as 

recorded in Exhibit 1, to provide me with copies of any and all JFK assassination 

records disclosed to anyone else. A later requester duplicated one of my requests. 

When he received no compliance, he entered suit. The FBI is compelled to make 

disclosure to him. However, it has not provided me with what it discloses to him, 

has not offered it to me or even asked if I want it. Yet five years ago it agreed 

with the Department that it would provide all such information to me. 

47. There are many FBI records bearing on the deliberateness of its non- 

compliance and refusals to search, some in the case record and unrefuted. Others 

I cannot now search for and retrieve are in the case records of other of my lawsuits 

against the FBI, are well known to it and its counsel, and they also are unrefuted. 

In this litigation Phillips, who has a record of swearing to anything at all, had 

not addressed these allegations. I believe that this is because the FBI's record 

and its own records are clear and unequivocal on this and because of the possibility 

that I might produce additional FBI records refuting any such representations. 

Recently, in reviewing the far from complete records the FBI provided in response 

to my request for all its records on me, | did locate a few more FRE records 

supporting these and other allegations I have made in this litigation.



48. One of the recorde.that is in the case record and is ignored by the 

FBL is the memorandum of the then Department director of appeals, Quinlan Shea, 

stating that the FBI was withholding many pertinent records from me because it had 

them filed in files that it simply refused to search or comply from. He held that 

filing is not relevant to pertinence. This is exactly the point in and purpose of 

the FBI's refusal to search in compliance with my requests and its arbitrary, 

capricious and entirely improper FBIHQ decision to limit me to a few main files 

even though my request is explicit in stating that it is not limited to them. 

49. Mr. Shea discussed this with me. He stated that, whether or not it 

had made a proper search, New Orleans appeared to have at least made a gesture 

toward complying with regulations but that Dallas had not even made any such 

gesture and had not complied. This was not rectified by Dallas, which never made 

any search until October 15, 1980, in response to a few directives from Mr. Shea. 

The inadequacies of the New Orleans searches and their phoniness is documented in 

my prior affidavits and, despite the declarations subsequently filed by Phillips 

and New Orleans FOIA SA Clifford Anderson, remain undenied. (It can hardly be 

denied that searches dated a year before my requests were not made in response to 

my requests.) Mr. Shea was so dissatisfied he told me he planned to send an 

assistant to both offices to supervise searches. He then lost that assistant, who 

accepted other employment. 

50. An oft-repeated example of this tricky filing and refusal to search 

is the FBI's tapes of the broadcasts of the Dallas police for the period of the 

assassination. Without question, despite Phillips' repeated false swearings to 

what he knew nothing about, “the Dallas FBI obtained them. This is stated in the 

FBI's own records pertaining to the study and analysis the attorney general agreed 

in 1979 to have made of these tapes for the five minutes of time of the assassinati- 
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that an open microphone made the voices broadcast incomprehensible to the human 

ear. 

51. The request was by the House Select Committee on Assassinations whose 

eminent experts had concluded that their analysis of the versions of tapes it had 

established the firing of a fourth shot which, the committee concluded, meant 

that there had been a conspiracy to assassinate the President. The FBI's solution 

holds that only three shots were fired. 

52. Although the Dallas FBI did make and have these tapes and did transcribe 

them for the Warren Commission, this is not reflected in the special Dallas index. 

It, however, is limited to the few main files that, without dispute, do not hold 

all information pertaining to the assassination and its investigation. As of today 

no search for these tapes has been made in Dallas and no attestation to any such 

search has been provided by Dallas. This is precisely the sort of thing the 

director of appeals referred to. Those tapes are indubitably and undeniedly within 

my requests, do exist, are withheld and, despite such motions as this to dismiss, 

have not yet been searched for after more than five years. 

53. It is obvious that the FBI needs no help from me in making a belated 

search for these tapes and it is undenied that I have provided it with all the 

information I have. It also is undenied that there is nothing more I can provide 

under discovery. This also included documentation. I have provided the FBI with 

its own records reflecting when, where and how it made copies of these recorded 

broadcasts, with its records establishing that it had transcribed them for the 

Warren Commission, and with all the information I have that does not come from its 

records. I even provided it with the pertinent content of its own special index, 

which establishes the tricky filing outside the appropriate main files. 

54. This gets to motive for such refusals to search and such withholdings, 
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motive in addition to the FBI's stated purpose of "stopping" me and my writing 

(about which more appears below). If the FBI now provides me with copies of these 

tapes and still withholds pertinent records, it thereby admits not only that it 

swore falsely in this litigation instead of searching - it admits that it lied to 

the Department in not providing these tapes for the use of the attorney general's 

special panel referred to above. It also is possible that those withheld records 

contemporaneous with that very untoward event, the obliterating of what the police 

broadcast/fat the very moment of the assassination, disclose that instead of appearing 

to have ignored this exceptional development, the FBI was aware of it and still 

was silent. It is possible that the FBI's contemporaneous tapes are superior to 

the recordings of the police, which were not stored properly and have been 

scientifically rated as of poor quality for such a study. 

55. There are numerous such matters that now can be very embarrassing to 

the FBI, numerous investigative tailings when it supposedly tnvestigated “the 

crime of the century." I have referred to some of its failings and faults in this 

litigation. My accurate reporting of some of them in my writing was so embarrassing 

to the FBI that it concocted its scheme of "stopping" me and my writing by filing 

a spurious libel suit against me. I have found some of thesn records in the 

personal records that were disclosed tame. ALP cxist in the Pelig main files. 

I also provided copies of them in other litigation and in appeals. (See Paragraphs 

65 ff.) sessm. 

56. These records disclose that the FBI filed my information requests as 

"subversive" in its file on me as an alleged subversive, 100-351938. The FBI's 

100 classification means “Subversive Matter (Individual); Internal Security 

(Organizations); Domestic Security Investigations." To it, as I have alleged 

without denial throughout this litigation, my requests for information related to 
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these most serious and truly subversive of modern crimes and its investigation of 

them is subversion. 

57. ‘These records also reflect the inconsistency of FBI filing and how, 

through tricky filing and indexing, it can attest to a search that does not 

disclose records it knows exist. This, too, is something I have stated without 

refutation throughout this litigation. 

" records are "Not Recorded." This 58. Some of my supposedly "subversive' 

is to say they are not the record copies that are indexed. Others are the "Recorded" 

or record and indexed copies. Thus a search limited to what is indexed to the 

FOIPA files (190) will not report the existence of my information-request records 

filed and recorded as "subversive" (100). (It is my recollection that other FBI 

records pertaining to my information requests are also filed under classifications 

other than 100 and 190.) 

59. Those processing FBI records can and do expose the deliberate 

inadequacy of its searches. For example, when FBI reporting otf my allegedly 

subversive life could include seemingly derogatory information, they disclosed 

what appeared to damage my reputation, the FBI's pyrpose in its distributed 

rehashes. Where the identifications of the underlying files were not withheld, 

these FBI rehashes disclose that existing known and identified records were not 

searched and were not provided. There were a number of instances of this, I 

appealed, and after more than five years my appeals remain ignored and the FBI 

itself has not responded in any way. 

60. In this litigation, as I have attested without contradiction, the 
of : 

identification/withheld pertinent records on "persons and organizations" who are 

"critics" of the FBI's investigation was.disclosed. I appealed, sometimes including 

the disclosed Dallas and New Orleans file numbers, and the FBI still has not 
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searched for and has not provided these identified and pertinent records. In that 

appeal I was successful, but the FBI deliberately contorted and misrepresented 

Mr. Shea's directive into what he and the FBL knew to be an absolutely impossible 

topical search. The FBI does not file that way and cannot retrieve that way. 

I attested to this repeatedly, attaching FBI records stating that it does not file 

and cannot retrieve topically, and the FBI has not denied it. Yet it still has 

not made the required searches. Instead, it demands that I provide it with the 

information it knows it does not require for belated searches without attesting to 

any such need, and thus stonewalls this litigation, attempts to rewrite and largely 

nullify FOIA, and tries to shift its legislated burden of proof onto me. 

61. As an FOIA requester/plaintiff of some experience, I attest, based on 

this experience, particularly with the FBI, that requiring discovery of any 

requester, even a wealthy requester who can afford to pay counsel for the consider- 

able time and costs this would require, for practical purposes largely negates 

FOIA. I cannot pay my counsel and if required to do as the FBI demands, it might 

take the rest of my life, something the FBI has not denied or contradicted in any 

way. 

62. Another example of this tricky FBI filing that has resulted in the 

withholding of JFK assassination records from me even after they are processed for 

and disclosed to another (and thus should have been provided to me on that 

additional basis, as is stated explicitly in Exhibit 1) is filing these assassina- 

tion records only under the file classification of a Congressional committee. I 

have provided illustrations of this in attachments to earlier affidavits. 

63. This further illustrates how not making field office searches and 

instead limiting me to a few main files.can withhold pertinent information that is 

not filed in these main files. I have provided illustrations of this, without any 
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contradiction even being attempted. 

64. The field offices do not have duplicate files as "Not Recorded" 

copies. This means that information withheld by such filing would not be disclosed 

by accident through the disclosure of duplicates filed elsewhere and/or properly. 

65. When I attested to these matters and practices in my earlier affidavits, 

including how the FBI schemed to "stop" me, Phillips, who could have made a search 

and disputed me, made no response at all. Instead, FBI counsel made sneering 

comments without any basis for them being either cited or existing. 

66. The first of these FBI schemes to "stop" me and my writing was cooked 

up by Lyndal L. Shaneyfelt. He was an FBI Laboratory photographic expert who 

was in a liaison role with the Warren Commission. The FBI provided that Commission's 

photographic services, including duplicating film and photographing its reenactment 

of the crime. LIFE magazine had the rights to the best amateur motion picture of 

the assassination, made by the late Abraham Zapruder. It provided the Commission 

with color slides made from individual frames of this movie. Shaneyfelt did the 

Lab work on these slides and made black-and-white copies for publication. As he 

testified, he numbered the slides to correspond with the numbered frames. They 

are known to this day by Shaneyfelt's numbers. 

67. In the official solution of the crime, it was not possible for Oswald 

to have shot the President until Frame 210, when he was in the course of being 

hidden from Zapruder's camera by a road sign between it and the limousine. 

68. In the original film - and this is a matter about which Shaneyfelt 

was totally silent - this and the frames around it are missing. Shaneyfelt, 

pretending none gf this had happened, numbered the slides as though they include 

the frames that they do not include. In. fact, where one slide clearly depicts the 

splice made when the top of the first missing frame was cemented to the bottom of 

23



the last, this FBI expert gave that hodgepodge the number of the bottom half. 

69. The original motion picture only has an image that is not shown on 

projection. Lt is captured on the film between the sprocket holes by which the 

film is moved. This amounts to about 20 percent of the total area and information 

of the exposed film. Shaneyfelt never testified to this or to the information 

between the sprocket holes. If he had given honest testimony about this sprocket- 

hole information, he would have testified in contradiction to the official solution, 

which was decided upon by the then FBI director the very day of the crime and prior 

to investigation. (My attestations to the latter fact remain undisputed. ) 

70. In filming the reenactment of the crime, Shaneyfelt did not use the 

Zapruder camera and did not photograph the reenactment from where Zapruder did. 

He thus, by his own admission to the Commission, wound up a full third wrong in the 

quintessential timing. His expert's fairy-tale explanation to the Commission is 

that it could ignore this error because he made a yellow mark on the enactment film 

at the correct point. 

71. These are far from all of Shaneyfelt's and the FBI Lab's failings in 

investigating and in reporting its investigation of the JFK assassination. It was 

embarrassing to Shaneyfelt, his Lab and his FB1 when I exposed these and other 

shortcomings in late 1966 and early 1967. This is what led to his scheme to "stop" 

me. Shaneyfelt wrote a memo about it on January 26, 1967, to go upward through the 

chain of command. In it he alleged I was inaccurate and libeled him and the FBI. 

No FBI component investigated his or my accuracy. Instead, it was merely assumed 

that I libeled him, and on this assumption the FBI's Legal Research Desk, without 

making any effort to determine fact, decided that the FBI could use Shaneyfelt as a 

front to sue me. The decision moved up.to Director Hoover. 

72. What Shaneyfelt bucked to Hoover about my first two books is that they 
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“appear to be libelous of both the Bureau and SA Shaneyfelt. Accordingly, in an 

effort to discourage and stop such highly irresponsible and unwarranted attacks 

against the Bureau on the part of Weisberg and others like him, the Bureau may wish 

to explore the feasibility of having a libel action brought against him in SA 

Shaneyfelt's name." (Emphasis added. Exhibit 2) 

73. This recommends explicitly that the FBI "stop" me and my writing and 

that it do this by using Shaneyfelt as a front, suing me in his name. This is not 

the only such FBI reference to "stopping" me and my writing and it is not the only 

one to originate in the Lab. 

74. So there would be no doubt about Shaneyfelt's and the Lab's intentions, 

to have the FBI use him as a front for suing and "stopping" me, he also stated, "SA 

Shaneyfelt, of course, contemplates no action in the matter unless desired by the 

Bureau." 

75. Shaneyfelt's stating that “of course" he would not personally sue me 

was not without other purpose in the FBI of that time when, it has been widely 

reported, its bureaucracts were manipulating the aging Director J. Edgar Hoover. 

Moreover, former FBI Assistant Director William C. Sullivan states in his book, 
' 

"The Bureau: My Thirty Years in Hoover's FBI," that it was well known throughout 

the FBI that Hoover had a horror of FBI involvement in civil litigation. So, 

Shaneyfelt and the Lab, without confronting my accurate exposures of their failings, 

used this means of defending themselves to the top FBI brass, including Hoover, and 

at the same time presented themselves, not only as super-loyal and self-sacrificing, 

but also as willing to be used as a front by the FBI while having no intention of 

sulng me for any other purpose or in any other way. 

76. As I attested earlier, the word "stop" is the word the FBI used, and 

that IT and my writing are to be "stopped" is clear. Later, another Laboratory 

agent, Marion Williams, was even more explicit in stating that both I and my writing 
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were to be "stopped" in thelinterest of the FBI. (This record was not included 

among those disclosed as pertaining to me. It is, however, in disclosed FBIHQ 

main files and copies are attached to affidavits filed in other of my FOIA lawsuits 

against the FBI. It has never made any effort to deny my allegations. ) 

77. Aside from any other copying and routing by some of the recipients, 

Shaneyfelt's proposal was routed to all the top FBI brass who are listed on its 

first page and who initialed it. They also received the results of the so-called 

legal research (Fxhibit 3) that was performed at taxpayer expense. This so-called 

legal research did not include determining whether or not my writing was accurate. 

It merely assumed that it was not accurate, without which T could not be sued. It 

also concluded that my writing was libelous and that such a suit could be filed. 

The FBI's "legal research" does not state the FBI cannot or should not use an 

employee to front for it in a suit to "stop" a writer and his writing. 

78. If in any of this anyone at all in the FBI, including among its top 

brass and its "legal research" component, had any question at all about the 

legality, morality, propriety, decency or ethics of this scheme, it is not indicated 

anywhere or in any way in any record disclosed to me or anywhere else of which I 

have knowledge. oe 

79. Hoover and others agreed that the decision - on whether the FBI would 

use Shaneyfelt as a front in suing me to "stop" me and my writing - be left to 

Shaneyfelt. He, having accomplished his purposes and having presented himself as 

the most loyal and self-sacrificing of FBI employees, then decided against it. His 

alleged reasons are those of which he and the FBI were aware from the outset. 

(Exhibit 4). . 

80. There is another reason not stated. There is no way that Shaneyfelt 

or the Laboratory or the FBI is going to permit testing of the accuracy of my 
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writing about it and its investigation in open court. 

81. When I learned about this scheme I called Shaneyfelt's bluff - twice. 

My firat knowledge came when he intruded it into a deposition in a prejudicial and 

entirely irrelevant manner. At the end of his testimony, I told the FBI's in-house 

lawyer and its official counsel that if they so desired I would provide a written 

waiver of the statute of limitations. Later, when Shaneyfelt, who had told his 

t FBI superiors he had "no desire to obtain a financial advantage" (in Exhibit 4), 

demanded $35 an hour in addition to the prescribed and prepaid witness fees and 

expenses, I repeated some of what [I had published earlier. 1 gave him a direct 

challenge that he file suit and a written waiver of the statute of limitations. 

1 received no response. (Exhibit 5) 

82. Those earlier schemed purposes are and have been accomplished by the 

FBI in my FOIA litigatin, which it can and has stalled successfully, thereby taking 

up much of the time that remains to me. One of the means by which it stalls is by 

ignoring my FOIA requests and thus forcing unnecessary litigation. Another is not 

to search after I file suit, and this has, consistently, been followed by repre- 

sentations to the courts, sworn and unsworn, that are evasive, that misrepresent 

and seek to deceive, and that are just plain false. 

83. In this litigation my attribution of these practices and purposes to 

the FBI are almost entirely ignored. It therefore is, for the most part, not denied 

that the FBI has deceived, misrepresented, evaded and been untruthful, including 

under oath. My allegations are specific and, if not factual, are subject to 

refutation by the FBI, which has not done so. 

84. Among my sworn allegations that the FBI has not refuted are that I 

have already provided all the information and documentation sought under discovery, 

that the FBI Has not testified to any need for discovery, that it has no such need, 
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that it has not searched to comply with my requests, and that this unnecessary 

discovery has ulterior and improper purposes and is excessively burdensome if not 

impossible for me because of the nature of the FBI's demands, my age and my 

impaired health and resultant physical limitations. 

85. There is, and the FBI knows there is, much pertinent information in 

its files that it has not searched for and that is not in the few disclosed main 

files. Like the tapes of the Dallas police broadcasts, concluded by the House 

committee» to hold proof that the FBI's solution to the "crime of the century" is 

not cofrect, there is other and potentially embarrassing information in the field 

offices that has not been searched for and has not been provided in the main files. 

Another illustration of this that also involves Shaneyfelt and is one of the many 

reasons he will not sue me is his investigation of the curbstone struck by a missed 

shot during the assassination. 

86. He had it dug up and taken to the Lab in Washington for testing. He 

did not report that this evidence had been altered, although it is obvious and is 

reported in a Dallas record I obtained in this litigation. The FBI Lab proceeded 

to test what obviously was not the impact of a bullet and palmed off this phony 

test as genuine on the Warren Commission and the sorrowing nation. 

87. It happens that a bystander was wounded slightly as a result of this 

missed shot. The FBI knew this immediately and later was reminded of it when it 

transcribed the police broadcasts, which report it several times. When that by- 

stander, James T. Tague, then a young man from Indiana, planned to visit his folks, 

he returned to Dealey Plaza to take a movie of this spot in which he became part of 

the nation’s history. That was in May 1964. He then discovered that the scar that 

was visible at the time of the shooting, that was photographed the next day and was 

published in the Dallas papers, no longer existed. When this curbstone impact that 
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the FBI ignored was reported to the Dallas United States Atorney in June, an 

investigation was compelled and Tague was deposed by the Warren Commission staff 

counsel, (Shaneyfelt's later removal of the curbstone for testing is part of the 

forced investigation.) During this deposition, Tague was shown photographs and 

was asked if they were frames from his motion picture of the curbstone and that 

area. He was astounded. He had not told anyone, he testified, that he had such 

pictures and he had no idea how the Commission could know. He was not told. 

88. The FBI did the investigating for the Commission. There is no disclosed 

record of which I know, other than in the transcript of this deposition, that makes 

any reference to Tague's taking or having this movie. The Dallas FBI did that 

investigating for the Commission. It has not provided any such record in this 

litigation. And, mysteriously and inexplicably, although Tague had not provided 

it to the FBI or the Commission, his movie disappeared from his home. 

89. The areas of embarrassment for the FBI in this matter provide motive 

for not making any search in Dallas periaining to this part of the investigation. 

The FBI, which knew that acknowledging this missed shot meant confirming that there 

had been a conspiracy to assassinate the President, simply consigned it to the 

memory hole until it had not alternative. It then conducted a phony test of the 

patched curbstone and presented that as authentic testing of the original missile 

impact, which is under the patch and has never been tested. 

90. Before he appointed the Commission, President Johnson directed that 

the FBI make a special investigation for him. (As Director Hoover testified to the 

Commission and as is recorded in a number of internal FBI records disclosed to me, 

the FBI had no law enforcement jurisdiction and its investigation was not not for 

law enforcement purposes. That there be a law enforcement purpose is required for 

claim to FOIA Exemption 7.) The FBI's report, touted as definitive and the be-all P 
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and end-all, is contained in five bound volumes, excerpts from which I used in 

facsimile in my first book. The excerpts I used are the two incredibly brief and 

entirely inadequate references to the actual crime. The FBI did not even mention 

all the known shooting or all the President's known and reported wounds in its 

definitive investigation. In this supposedly and toutedly definitive FBI solution 

to the assassination, there is but a single 10-word sentence referring to the 

crime itself and three short sentences referring to the wounds and one of the 

bullets allegedly fired in the crime. Instead of investigating the crime and 

reporting the evidence, the FBI created a multivolume diatribe against Oswald, who 

was presumed by Hoover to be the lone assassin. I attach the table of contents of 

the text volume to reflect its content. (Exhibit 6) 

91. As the table of contents reflects, there is no reference to any missed 

shot or to the wounding of Tague, both known and reported immediately and publicly. 

Yo reflect that there is no mention of this known missed or even any other shot, 

1 attach as Exhibit 7 the pages of the index that would include shots and Tague's 

name if either had been mentioned. Neither the missed shot nor the wounding of 

bystander Tague is mentioned in the FBI's "solution" to this terrible crime. 

92. If the Tague records required to have existed in Dallas were to be 

disclosed to me in this litigation, it could be the cause of great embarrassment to 

the FBI. If they had been disclosed before the end of my C.A. 75-226 in which the 

FBI was the defendant, 1t could have been even more seriously embarrassing to the 

FBI. 

93. To make this antmotive clear, I state two uncontroverted and 

incontrovertible facts basic in this assassination and its investigation: 1) 

nobody, not the best shots available to the Commission, not the best shots in the 

FBI and no private sharpshooters, has ever been able to duplicate the shooting 
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attributed to Oswald and that rifle, which required that, in all official versions, 

three shots be fired with accuracy in about 5 seconds; and 2) that,the FBI accounted 

for all three shots without regard to and only by completely ignoring this missed 

or Tague-wounding shot. 

94. All of the foregoing pertaining to the missed shot and Tague are 

stated in great detail in C.A. 75-226 with complete documentation that includes 

FBI and Commission records and photographs, the deposition transcript and an 

affidavit provided by Tague. The FBI merely ignored all of this. However, it has 

all the information I have and all the pertinent documentation as a result of that 

litigation, so it knows that there is no other information or documentation I 

possess, if as it has not done it testified to any need for such information in 

this litigation. 

95. There are a large number of such matters that can be embarrassing to 

the FBI and that can account for its refusals to make searches responsive to my 

actual requests. This also can account for its arbitrary, capricious and wrongful 

effort to limit me to the few main files in which the FPBE was careful not to include 

such information. 

96. ‘the above-referred-to Shaneyfelt allegations that my work is not 

accurate and all other such FBI allegations and defamations of which I am aware, 

which means all it has disclosed to me, are not correct and sometimes are juet made 

up - fabricated. My alleged inaccuracy and alleged background are two of the 

reasons stated in FBI records - and I mean this literally - for the supposedly legal 

determination that it did not have to respond to my FOIA requests in its interpreta~ 

tion of FOIA. The decision not to respond to my requests was approved by Hoover. 

One of these creations was required by the dominating FBI fiction that it and its 

director are always right, no matter how wrong they are. How the FBI " proves" 
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that it and Director Hoover were correct when, without possibility of doubt, they 

were entirely and irrefutably wrong and how, when I am beyond any question 

completely accurate, it creates records that state that I was completely wrong is 

illustrated in Exhibit 8, another record from the FBI's main file on my alleged 

subversion, where it is the record and indexed copy of this concoction, Serial 9. 

(Exhibit 8) 

97. One of the perplexing and unaddressed questions about the assassination 

imestigationis why the alleged assassin did not fire a shot the only time he had a 

clear and unobstructed view from his so-called sniper's nest in that sixth-floor 

window. That one time was when the motorcade was going toward him, north on 

Houston Street, which is the eastern border of Dealey Plaza. Hoover testified to 

the Commission that "some people have raised the question: Why didn't he shoot the 

President as the car came toward the storehouse where he was working?" Hoover's 

explanation is that trees then obstructed Oswald's view. In my first book I quoted 

this testimony and published a Secret Service photograph taken from the so-called 

Oswald sniper's nest to show that there is not a single tree on Houston Street. 

(Exhibit 9) The fact is that when the motorcade was on Houston Street is the only 

stime there were no trees between that window and it. , 

98. The FBI's "proof" that I was wrong when I was right and that Hoover was 

right when he was wrong, that I was "completely off base," consisted of telling 

Hoover that because after the motorcade left Houston Street, after it "turned left 

off of Houston Street," there were trees. (Emphasis added) 

99. This record also reflects the fact that the FBI monitored my public 

appearances. I have alleged, without refutation from the FBI, that as part of its 

plan to "stop" me it also interfered in my life and tried to damage me and my books. 

The FBI and its affiant FOIA Supervisor Phillips do not have to make any searches 
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to determine the truth. They also do not need to know what is in the records the 

FBI still withholds. Enough to show this is in what the FBI disclosed to me. This 

also bears on FBI motive for refusing to search for and process its information 

pertaining to "critics."’ It engaged in improprieties against us. 

100. Another FBI record I cannot now locate but gave the FBI in other 

litigation states that WNEW-TV, in New York City, which had invited me to be a 

guest on a talk show, had asked the New York FBI to provide opposition and to 

refute my first book and whatever I might say. The New York FBI declined to do 

this but offered instead to provide information that others might use for that 

purpose. As another FBI report about this (Exhibit 10) states, the FBI "furnished 

all public source data and material which refuted criticism placed on the FBI or 

the Warren Commission investigation of the assassination." 

101. As the FBI itself states in Exhibit 10, I was not unfair to it. As 

no FBI record provided to me"even indicates, by this effort to ruin me and my book, 

which failed miserably because I knew the facts and was prepared to refute its 

propaganda, the FBI actually made an overnight success and best seller of it. Even 

though the FBI's "data and material which refuted criticism" was in the hands of 

four erudite lawyers planted in the audience. 

102. The copy I use as Exhibit 10 is the non-record copy from the FBI's 

file on my suppofed "subversion." The withholdings are not justified. The name, 

quite obviously, was of a public figure who was known to me; and when the FBI 

disclosed the record copy, in this instance filed correctly in its main assassina~ 

tion file, the name of the producer who invited me to be on that show, Paul Noble, 

~A 

is not withheld. 

103. While not all FBI intrusians into my life and work were as helpful 

to me, and there is no reason to beliéve that helpfulness to me was within any 
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official purpose, this one was quite helpful. When that show was aired, I could 

not get copies of my first book to retailers and wholesalers servicing the area 

covered by the TV station fast enough to meet the immediate demand and, thanks to 

the FBI, a reprint was required immediately. (Some stores sold as many as 300 

copies a day.) 

104. An FBI symbol informer tried to ruin me and my second book on the 

opposite coast, when I appeared on a talk show on KCBS, San Francisco. He tried 

to do this by red-baiting me in the orthodox FBL manner. [t sold every available 

copy of my books in the area before sundown. It also provided a standing-room- 

only audience when I spoke in Golden Gate Park the next night. How and why this 

FBI informer who sought to ruin me could or would know about alleged events in my 

life on the opposite coast and when he was an infant is not apparent, but his 

"information" also is in disclosed FBT files. (Atl 7 had to do to face my faceless 

and unidentified FBI accuser down was not to dodge and refute his allegations after 

keeping the station from cutting him off because of the viciousness of what he 

said.) That this was done to me by a symbol FBI informer was disclosed to me by 

the San Francisco FBI, I believe because those processing its records a decade 

and a half later knew nothing at all about what had transpired, the actual event 

and its helpfulness to me. 

105. This was disclosed to me along with the filled-in printed FBI form 

for contacts with informers, the form I have stated without refutation the Dallas 

FBI was required to fill in for each and every contact it had with Jack Ruby. The 

FBI admits that Ruby was its PCI informer in Dallas but it has not provided that 
; ' ~4 

file (a 137 file) or these filled-in informer contact forms for each contact with 

him. 

106. Exhibit 10 also reflects the inconsistencies in FBI filing to which 
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I have attested. In New York the record is classified "66. Administrative 

9 

Matters" called "admats." At FBIHQ it is classified "62. Miscellaneous - 

including Administrative Inquiry." and is in the main assassination file. A 

search in New York directed to assassination or Commission records thus could 
' 

avoid including this “admats" record which is in-one of the FBI's catchrall 
t 

classifications. 

107. This record also reflects the accuracy of my statement that the FBI's 

information on and about "critics" was routed to its "Crime Records" division, 

which actually handled the FBI's propaganda and lobbying. It is obvious that the 

subject matter of this record is not related to "crime records" or to crime or to 

records pertaining to any criminal activities. 

108. Cartha DeLoach, to whom the Shaneyfelt scheme to "stop" me also was 

routed, then headed "Crime Records" and the FBI's propaganda and lobbying activities. 

It is his office that leaked the substance of the FRt's five-volume report five 

days before it reached the Warren Commission, after which the FBI pretended to 

mount a diligent and vigilant search for the allegedly unknown leaker. 

109. Another of my allegations and attributions of motive that was not 

responded to with any evidence but was the subject of FBI's counsel's sneers is 

my allegation that the FBI told the President, the attorneys general and other 

Department lawyers, and many others, what was not true about me but what was very 

hurtful at the time and, as new lawyers have access to it, I believe has been 

since. This is that I (and in another version also my wife) celebrate the Russian 

revolution annually. This is a complete fabrication and the FBI knew it was not 
~4 

true from other records it disclosed to me. This is part of the defamation the 

FBI sent to the White House when President Johnson was interested in criticism of 

the official solution to the assassination. The covering letter of November 8, 
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1966, was to Honorable Marvin Watson, Special Assistant to the President. The . 

alleged summary of the FBI's information on me was attached, and this summary 

includes: 

"In 1956 it was alleged that Weisberg held an annual celebration 
of the Russian Revolution. This celebration involved a picnic at 
his residence and was attended by 25 .. 30 unknown people." 

110. The event, which did not coincide with the Russian Revolution in 

time and had no connection of any kind with it, was a religiou® gathering at the 

farm I then owned. It was arranged for by the Washington rabbi of the Jewish 

Welfare Board. It was after the fall Jewish high holidays. It was for Washington 

area service personnel and their families, particularly their children. All our 

farm stock was tame, We had eggs hatching weekly, always had baby chicks and baby 

waterfowl for the kids, they gathered eggs, played with and rode on animals, and 

did other things children do not often have an opportunity to do and enjoy. What 

I then did was so popular and so attractive that the University of Maryland, 

which was aware of it, adopted it under the name "Old McDonald's Farm." 

lll. This totally fabricated defamation of me and alleged linking of me 

and thus criticism of the official solution to the assassination with Russia was 

enough to end that White House interest which, if responded to honestly by the 

FBI, could have caused it considerable embarrassment. 

112. DeLoach handled the matter and the delivery to the White House. 

113. Jt is not only "critics" like me that the FBI harpooned to the White 

House and thereby directed interest away from itself. It also made such secret 

attacks on the CIA, particularly when Jim Garrison was making similar accusations 

in New Orleans. Another DeLoach memo, this one intended for Hoover, dated 4/4/67 

and in the FBIHQ main assassination file, states that the White House was giving 

some credence to what Garrison was alleging. DeLoach states (pages 3 and 4): 
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in this connection, Marvin Watson called me late last night and 
stated that the President had told him in an off moment he was now 
convinced that there was a plot in connection with the assassination. 
Watson stated the President felt that the CIA had something to do 
with this plot. Watson requested any further information we could 
furnish in this connection ... would be most appreciated by him and 
the President. I reminded Watson that the Director had sent over to 
the White House some weeks back all the information in our possession 
in connection with the CIA's attempts to use 

the mafia to assassinate Castro. (This is what was sometimes alleged to have 

triggered a kickback assassination of President Kennedy.) What the FBI did to make 

it appear that the CIA was involved in the assassination was delivered by DeLoach 

to Mildred Steagall at the White House and it did make it appear that the CIA was 

responsible for the assassination of President Kennedy. 

114. Some of these FBI records pertaining to me confirm my allegations 

that the FBI refuses to make proper searches to comply with those of my requests it 

does not entirely ignore and that it forces and then stonewalls litigation, leaving 

no alternative other than abandoning information requests. These FBI records also 

reflect an attitude toward the FOIA that is contrary to its intent and purposes 

with which I am familiar going’ back to that provision of the Administrative 

Practices Act prior to the 1966 enactment. Some of these FBI records reminded me 

of copies of Department records of which I did make separate copies for and did 

use in other litigation. The FBI has those copies. They show that even when the 

attorney general and the Department's Office of Legal Counsel (OLC) wanted 

compliance with a request, the FBI resisted and refused, thus causing litigation 

that. lasted for more than a decade. ‘That case went to the appeals court five times 

before it stated that it was satisfied that the FBI had finally made an adequate 
; «i 

search. And, as the Department forecast, the litigation had consequences the 

Department feared and did not desire. It led to the 1974 amending of the investi- 

gatory files exemption. I believe that the FBI was aware of this and regarded it 
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as potentially less adverse to FBI interest than disclsure of the requested 

information could have been. 
4 

115. My tirst request of the FBI for disclosure of the results of its 

nonsecret spectrographic examinations in the JFK assassination investigation was 

made in my letter of May 23, 1966. The FBI bureaucracy decided and Director Hoover 

agreed that it was not required to respond because it did not like me. I received 

no response. 

116. About a year later, in an appearance on "Face the Nation," Attorney 

General Clark, apparently misinformed, spoke inaccurately about the availability of 

all nonexempt information related to the JFK assassination investigation. I wrote 

him explaining that he was misinformed and I illustrated this with the example of 

the still withheld information pertaining to the spectrographic examinations. The 

Archives informed the Department that the FBI had not provided the results to the 

Commission, that they were not in the Commission's files, and that I was not the 

only requester of that withheld information. The Department, particularly OLC and 

the Attorney General's office, desired that this information be disclosed, even 

though the clerks apparently failed to find my request. However, the FBI was 

adamant and refused. Time passed. I desired the information and finally, four 

years after my initial and ignored request, I filed the then required DJ-118 form 

the attached copy of which was provided to me by the FBI. (Exhibit 11) 

117. This FBI record also reflects its success in misleading the courts 

and in misrepresenting my requests. It also is pertinent to this Court's recent 

citation of the last appeals court decision in that case in which it is represented 

that my inclusion of :the President's shirt collar and tie represent an enlargement 

of my request. This request, Exhibit 11, is quite specific in stating that it 

includes all "objects" allegedly struck by bullets or fragments of bullets, 
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“including garments and part of vehicle and curbstone." I did not and could not 

have enlarged an all-inclusive request. 

118. In replying to the Department about this request (Exhibit 12), the 

FBI began b¥ seeking to incite prejudice against me in an inaccurate and incomplete 

reference to an action under the McCarran Rider later found to be unconstitutional. 

(Among its omissions is the subsequent public apology to me over this action. My 

then counsel included a former federal commissioner, a former federal appeals court 

judge and a former subcabinet officer who was later a Supreme Court Justice. ) 

Along with these personal defamations used regularly by the FBI as a substitute for 

cact Mimich it cannot refute my accurate writing, it described my writing as 

"vitriolic and diabolical." These characterizations appear to have been much 

favored by Director Hoover, who employed them in his handwritten notes. His 

underlings in the FBI repeated them regularly whenever they had occassion to refer 

to my writing. As indicated above and as is reflected in Exhibits 8 and 9, the FBI 

has not been able to find factual error in my writing, as it has not been able to 

confront my aftidavits and appeals factually. That its political diatribes and 

false characterizations were also designed to intimidate all those, especially 

those in the Department, who received copies is reflected by the fact that not one 

ever once raised any questions of fact in the countless records I have read. 

These include the Department's JFK assassination file. (I do not suggest that this 

kind of treatment was reserved exclusively for me. It is, from my extensive study 

of FBI records, standard practice for the FBI when it is criticized or even when 

it suspects criticism. Even the general counsel of the Defense Department, who had 

the same questions I raised about the FBI's five-volume report to President Johnson, 

received similar treatment in disclosed #BI records, as did several attorneys 

general and a United States attorney.) 
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119. This record, too, is from the FBI's "subversive" file on me in which 

it is the officially indexed br recorded copy, as Serial 17. Again bearing on how 

the FBL files and how it can ignore records in searching, this record is captioned 

as my FOIA request but is indexed not as that but as "subversive." 

120. The FBI took the position that because it had already disclosed what 

it wanted to disclose it had disclosed all it was required to disclose. (Page 2) 

All the FBI had disclosed to the Commission is that it regarded the specimens 

tested as "similar." This means nothing at all, except that the tests did not 

disclose what is required by the FBI's solution to the crime, identical composition. 

Later, when 1 deposed the FBI's expert, he actually testified that the FBI never 

states the results of such tests as "similar" even though this was the very word 

he used in his Commission testimony which the FRI claimed was the only disclosure 

required of it. In this present litigation 1 cbt»ined some previously withheld 

pages of the Laboratory worksheets, including his notes. They reflect this FBI 

expert's interpretation of "similar." He stated that the results of the 

spectrographic examination of the curbstone showed that the deposit tested could 

have been caused by an automobile wheel weight. ‘That is hardly the same as or 

even "similar" to a bullet or fragment of bullet. 

121. How the FBI prevailed in the first litigaticn for Lhe spectrographic 

examination information without even making any search is paralieled in this 

instant cause. In both there are sworn and unsworn untruths. Although the attorney 

general and other high officials of the Justice Department had actually wanted 

disclosure of the information I requested, the FBI's counsel told that court that 
. . wd 

the attorney general had determined that disclosure would not be in the "national 

interest.'' Aside from being untrue, this- was not a provision of the Act and Congress” 

had decided that it could no longer used as an excuse to withhold. Along with this, 
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the second Lab agent who had stated that I and my writing had to be "stopped," 

Marion Williams, swore that disclosing the results of these nonsecret tests would 

be ruinous to the FBI and would lead to disclosure of the identifications of its 

confidential informers and be a "national security" holocaust. This was trans- 

parently false, was never argued again, and when, after years of litigation, there 

was disclosure, rone of the forecast disasters were visited upon the FBI or the 

country. 

122. Related directly to continued withholdings in this instant cause and 

my allegations of FBI untruthfulness in the alleged searches for David Ferrie 

records and the FBI's withholding of them is its reference to Ferrie records on 

pages 3 and 4 of Exhibit 12. As the FBI itself interpreted my Ferrie request of 

more than a decade ago, it includes all documents "yi thheld from the Warren 

_ Comission." », This was knowingly false because in at least FBIHQ, New Orleans and 

[ Miami there were Ferrie records of which I have personal knowledge that the FBI 

withheld from everyone. It continues to withhold them from me even after New 

Orleans SA Clifford Anderson belatedly admitted finding some, which also refer to 

still others. This untruthful FBI claim to having given the Commission all of its 

Ferrie records was long befcre the time Anderson conjectures some were destroyed.   I have all the FBI Ferrie records in the Commission's files and all those of the 

Commission's copies originally withheld by the Department's order (page 3) and 

they do not include the records tu which I have referred - without refutation - 

throvghout this instant cause. 

123. Phony as it is, the New Orleans Ferrie search slip in this instant 

cause in itself gives the lie to the FBI's statements to the Department that it 

withheld no Ferrie records. The2t slip lists records the FBL did not provide to 

the Commission. 
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124. There is no doubt that long before I filed this litigation I requested 

and the FBI knew I recuested all its Ferrie intormation. including what it allegedly 

later destroyed. There also is no doubt at all that the FBI lied, either without 

making a search or after making the search that obviously disclosed the existence 

of pertinent records it had withheld from the Commission and from me. 

125. In this litigation the FBI has taken the position that if information 

I requested in it also is included within other requests, only the other requests 

are pertinent. With regard to the still withheld Ferrie information, my first 

request was in 1967, I made another request that the FBI clearly understood 

correctly in 1970 (Exhibit 12), that same request is included in this Litigation, 

and as of today all the Ferrie records still have not been processed. With regard 

to some of this withheld Ferrie information, in this litigation I informed the FBI 

where it is. Yet when Anderson provided a declaration he still did not provide 

the Ferrie information he did locate after I identified it and at the same time 

pretended to compliance. 

126. Clearly, the FBI is determined not to comply. Its record is one of 

repeated untruthfulmess. It:ae.not envisioned in the Act, as 1 understand its 

language and intent, that in 1983 I am required to repeat my prior requests of 

more than a decade ago that s*ill have not been complied with or that I must file 

a separate lawsuit for that requested information which also is included within 

this 1978 case. The FBI seeks to place an enormous burden on requesters and the 

courts this way and, within my extensive experience, succeeds. 

127. This FBI's FOIA attitude that if it disclosed what it wanted to 
~3 

disclose and not what was requested it had complied with the Act also is reflected 

on pages 4 and 5. This refers to the deliberately unclear and deliberately 

corrupted pictures of the President's shirt collar and tie that the FBI provided 
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to the Commission. The FBI held that because it had provided unclear and unfaithful 

copies to the Commission the Act did not require it to provide copies of its clear 

and uncorrupted pictures of this basic evidence to me. The significance of the 

FBI's position and its actual reasons for refusing me a clear copy of these 

photographs ~ which it had not provided to the Commission - became apparent on 

examination of them and when | deposed an FBI Lab agent in another case in which 

they are exhibits. In order to have it believed that an exiting bullet had gone 

through the knot of the President's tie, when it had not, the BL undid the knot 

and photographed it reconstituted so that & hole appeared to be in the center of 

the knot. With regard to the shirt collar, it is apparent that a clear photograph 

depicts the fact that the two slits in it, allegedly made by an exiting bullet in 

the FBI's solution, in fact do not coincide, are not even the same length and 

could not ave been caused by a bullet. Cin fact, they were caused by a scalpel 

during emergency procedures in the Dallas hospital, as was tite nick, not a hole, 

that actually was at the upper left extreme of the knot of the tie as worn.) The 

FBI agent testified that because he had had the same question, whether those slits 

could have been caused by a bullet, he had directed an additional study be made 

by a Laboratory fibers expert. It is with regard to the results of this test, 

etill withheld by the FBI, that the appeals court was mislead concerning the scope 

of my request, as indicated above in connection with my DJ-118 request that includes 

the "garments,'' Exhibit-11. 

128. The foregoing Paragraphs represent the kind of information that is 

embarrassing to the FBI when T compel its disclosure. These Paragraphs also 

illustrate that the FBI can be embarrassed by exposure of the flaws and errors in 

its investigation of this most serious and most subversive of crimes. In addition, 

they illustrate how the FBI deceived and misled President Johnson, for whom its 
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investigation was made, and the Commission, for which the FBI provided most 

investigatory and laboratory services. 

129. I believe that is because the FBI is well aware of the truthfulness 

of my allegations about its campaign of noncompliance and to "stop" me and my 

writing and of the contents of its records like those I attach and refer to 

herein that it has not made any effort to refute my allegations. I believe that 

this also is why instead FBI counsel has made sneering and deprecating references 

to them and to my alleged imagining of these things instead of confronting my 

allegations. These records, some of those provided in incomplete response to my 

request for the FBI's records on and about me, reflect its tricky filing, its 

stonewalling and noncompliance policy, its policy of deceit, misrepresentation, 

untruth and slander in avoiding searchen and compliance and the means by which it 

negates the Act and creates and inflates entirely unnecessary cost statistics by 

means of which it seeks limitation of the right of the people to know under the 

Act. 

130. In seeking first discovery and now dismissal in this case, in 

contradiction of all of the entirely unrefuted evidence I have produced and without 

even pretending to produce any evidence of its own, the FBI continues to seek 

immunity for what it continues to withhold, for not having made the required 

searches, and for perpetuated withholding of what is improperly withheld from the 

discloged records. When I offered to dismiss because of my seriously impaired 

Some of its withholdings cannot be iustified. Some of those that Phillips swears 

are necessary, in another of my cases the FBI swore to the opposite, that they are 

in violation of its policies and practices in such historical cases. This is 

literelly true with regard to the withholding of the names of special agents in 
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suCh historical cases. This is Literally true with regard to the withholding of 

the names of special agents in the last half of the records processed in this case, 

after they were nt withheld from the first half. At the very time Phillips swore 

to the need to withhold (what had already been disclosed in any event) the FBI 

swore in C.A. 75-1996 that its policy had changed as of 1977 and thereafter it 

would not withhold such names. Meanwhile, in this litigation it had already 

disclosed much more than the names of these Dallas agents. It provided me with a 

list of them, their home addresses and phone numbers, and thereafter asserted a 

"privacy" claim to withhold merely the names - from records that could be 

embarrassing to the FBI if the names of the investigators were not withheld. 

(Exhibit 13) 

131. Based on my FOIA experiences with the FBI and its public record, I 

believe that if it succeeds in having this case dismissed it will thereafter refuse 

to disclose any of the information it withholds and will claim, although it has not 

and cannot justify its withholdings, that the matter has already been decided by 

this Court - without the Vaughn index not made, which could not justify these 

withholdings if it were made. 

132. Based on this experience and knowledge, I believe also that the FBI 

will claim immunity for the relevant records it has not even searched for by 

claiming that they are included within my litigated requests. It has done this 

in the past. 

133. It thus seeks the sanction of this Court for perpetual withholding 

of all its undisclosed information relating to the assassination of the President 
ob 

and its investigation from any and all other requesters. 

134. The only reason I have persisted in this litigation after my arterial 

surgery and its serious and severely limiting consequences is to prevent the FBI's 
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misuse of me and this litigation for the Orwellian purpose of suppressing 

important information while professing "exhaustive" efforts to disclose all. I 

know of no other reason for the FBI to have rejected out-of~hand my offer to end 

this litigation without prejudice to the rights of others. 

135. I know of no reason other than intended noncompliance for the FBI 

not to have made the preliminary and final searches required of it by its own 

regulations or for its failure to abide by other provisions of its regulations or 

for its failure to respond to my proper invocation of its regulations, either 

when I filed my requests in 1977 or at any time since. 

136. I cannot conceive that compliance with my requests would rot. have 

been much less costly and time-consuming than forcing litigation and then prolonging 

it by stonewalling that is contrived by endless departures from truth, as I have 

documented in detail throughout this long litigation. Moreover, compliance with 

my requests would have eliminated forever what now will be inevitable, additional 

requests for what remains withheld and greater costs in meeting those requests or 

still greater costs in litigating to resist disclosure. 

137. If the FBI had really had any problem with my requests, if it had 

abided by its own regulations instead of violating them deliberately - and its 

violation was deliberate because I invoked its regulations in my requests ~ any 

such problems would have been eliminated easily. I believe the FOIA examptions 

are proper and necessary. This is not to say that I agree with the FBI's 

interpretations and unilateral revisions of them, which I have opposed. From 

personal experience I know the importance of protecting genuinely confidential 

sources as from the “FBI's ‘deliberate abuse of my rights to privacy I am made more 

aware of the genuine privacy rights of others. My record with the FBI in FOIA 

litigation, including in this litigation, bears me out. 
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138. In this litigation I declined duplicates of the FBI's tapes of its 

electronic surveillances of Marine Oswald as well as transcripts of them. In 

other litigation 1 reported the disclosure of the identities of FBI symbol 

informers, even after it became apparent that such disclosures could not all have 

been accidental and that some were for the FBI's own ulterior purposes. (The FBI 

never responded, did not replace the records with excised copies to protect its 

symbol informers and never asked me to return the copies identifying them. One 

identified informer was in the mafia.) 

139. With regard to privacy and rights under the Privacy Act, when it 

became apparent that the FBI was going to disclose defamatory JFK assassination 

records and it had rot complied with my request (and my appeals also were ignored), 

my counsel wrote and telegraphed first the FBI Director and then the Attorney 

General asking that I be enabled to exercise my Privacy Act rights. Neither he nor 

I received any response from the Director or the Attorney General and the truly 

malevolent mendacities with which it had larded its records were not only disclosed 

and converted into a perpetual defamation - the FBI called them to the attention of 

the press, some of whom consulted me atout them the day of the disclosure of those 

many thousands of pages of FBIHQ general releases. 

140. From the outset, from before the first calendar call in these cases, 

as I have attested without even unsworn contradiction, it was apparent that the 

FBI intended not to comply with my requests and would be compelled to resort to 

misrepresentation, deception, evasion and untruth. It thus left me no real 

alternative to documenting these abuses. I have done that with regard to each and 

every filing. Because what the FBI has done in this litigation is as I describe 

it, it has not refuted me and on only a’ few occasions has made any effort to do so. 

When it did, nothing was too demeaning, as for example Phillips’ persistence in 
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insisting that the FBI provided me with "photostatic" copies when I did not receive 

a single photostat from it, or his subsequent insistence that all dictionary 

definitions are wrong and his fabrication is correct with regard to the kinds of 

copies provided and with regard to ticklers. 

141. Aside from the FBI's pursuit of its long-standing vendetta against me 

and my work, what it has accomplished by more than five years of totally unnecessary 

litigation is using the Act that requires disclosure as an Act for suppression of 

public information; and having done that, it now seeks sanctions against me in an 

effort to procure a judicial license to continue to suppress now and in the future 

and for Shylockian extortion. Initially FBI counsel tried to intimidate me through 

my counsel (and perhaps him also) by threatening to have me thrown in jail for 

contempt. He then also found it appropriate to scoff at the permanent disabilities 

and circulatory illness of a septuagenarian, as my covnsel has stated. When I was 

not intimidated and when it was without question that I was not going to be 

intimidated, he backed off on contempt and attempted jailing and sought dismissal 

as a sanction - in FOIA litigation in which, after more than five years, the initial 

searches to comply with my requests still are not made and attested to and in which 

none of the withholdings has been justified. In its quest for sanctions, which is 

no more than a cover for its newfangled Cointelproing of the Act and of me and for 

its deliberate suppression of what can be embarrassing to it, the FBI leaves this 

factual record: 

1) it has presented no testimony to the need for discovery of any kind; 

2) it has not refuted my attestations that it has no need for any 

discovery; 
3) it has not denied that voluntarily, before it sought discovery, in 

my ignored affidavits and my also ignored appeals I had already provided it 

with all the intormation and documentation | have that it preicuds to seck 

by discovery; 
4) It has not denied that, until the untruthful allegation in the Motion 

to Dismiss, it did not even claim to need discovery; 
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5) it has not denied that it still has not made searches to comply 
with my requests, as it has not and I attested it has not; 

6) it has not denied that, if unintentionally, Phillips disclosed 
that it did not make searches to comply with my request and instead and 
without searches provided only records of its own choice; 

7) it has not denied that even after I informed it that it had not 
made searches to comply with my requests it still refuses to make those 
searches; 

8) it has not denied that this unnecessary if not also inappropriate 
discovery is extraordinarily burdensome, particularly because of my 
advanced age and seriously impaired health and consequent physical and 
medical limitations; 

9) it has not denied that it still has not searched for and processed 
pertinent records 1 have identified in this litigation; 

10) it has not denied that it knowingly and deliberately misrepresented 
the instructions to it by the Department pertaining te "critics" and that 
it did not file topically and could not search or retrieve topically; 

11) it has not denied that even after I informed it of this it still 
refuses to make the searches directed by the Department; 

12) it does not deny that it has not yet made any searches for such 
clearly pertinent records as ticklers - not even as described in Phillips' 
rewriting of the dictionaries I quoted - or the tapes of the Dallas 
police assassination broadcasts or for many pertinent individual and 
organisational records L have identified, including amony others those 
on individual "critics" and their organizations and on David Ferrie, 
which I identified by their correct file numbers; 

13) it does not deny that it has pertinent information filed outside 
the few main files to which it sought to limit me in addition to the 
relatively few pages it was forced to process; 

14) it does not deny that it has not yet made any ELSUR searches and 
that it still has not made Dallas and New Orleans searches to comply with 
the instructions of the Court with regard to them; 

15) it does not deny that the records it identified and withheld and 
withh:Jds as "irrelevant" are not irrelevant but are clearly within my 
requests; 

16) it does not deny that it is required to have and has not searched 
for other copies or versions of allegedly destroyed records: 

17) it does not deny that it has and has not searched special reposi- 
tories holding pertinent*mformation, some of which I identified correctly; 
and 

18) it has not denied my allegation that its discovery demands were 
not made in good faith and are harassment. 

142. Whether or not there is a judicial determination of the fact, as I 

have alleged, that FOIA places the burden of proof on the government, the FBI has 

not even bothered to deny this. 

143. As I have attested throughout this litigation, the FBI has not even 

claimed to have met its burden of proof of showing that it made searches responsive 
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to my actual requests and justified its withholdings. (The Act states that "the 

burden is on the agency to sustain its action.") 

144.° Jf the FBI reatby believed that sanctions against me are appropriate. 

it and its counsel have all the many affidavits I have filed in direct contradiction 

of their own, and the government has the opportunity, if not indeed the responsi- 

bility, of seeking to punish perjury if I swore falsely. 

145. I have the subject-matter expertise of which the FBI informed 

another court, stating that I knew more about the assassination and its investiga- 

tions than anyone in the FBI; and I have the FOIA experiences with the FBI to 

which I have attested in this and in other litigation. And there is the record 

I have made, subject to if not challenging refutation throughout this litigation. 

I therefore have no reason to believe that the FBI or the Department will seek any 

judicial determination of whether the FBI or I swore falsely, as I have no reason 

to believe that the FBI's sworn infidelities to fact were not known to be unfaithful 

to fact when uttered. The FBI and the Department know very well that I have been 

truthful and accurate. 

146. I know of no provision of FOIA for sanctions against requesters/ 

plaintiffs, but I do know of provisions for sanctions against "agency personnel" 

who "acted arbitrarily and capriciously with respect to withholding" (4(F)) and 

for "noncompliance with the order of the Court" (4(G)), both of which I believe 

are pertinent in this litigation. 

147. In this affidavit (on which I have not been able to work continuously 

and will not have time to reorganize) I enlarge upon some of the allegations I made 

ows 

pertaining to searches not made and for which no assistance from is either 

necessary or testified to in any manner by any agency employee; to discovery and 

whether or not it is necessary or appropriate; and to the FBI's ulterior motives 
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and I believe entirely improper actions in this and in other of mv: FOIA requests 

and lawsuits against it to show a pattern. While the additional records I attach 

hereto are not the result of a special search, which is impossible for me, and 

are not by any means complete, they make it clear, I believe, that the sneering 

deprecations by FRI counsel in substitution for any evidence from it are 

inappropriate and urfaithful to fact as the FBI very well knows. I have also 

addressed the Motion to Dismiss with uncontradicted evidence and have pointed out 

that (a) both it and the FBI's representation in requesting discovery cannot both 

be truthful (and that neither is) and (b) that it does not address the uncontra- 

dicted factual evidence in my earlier affidavits. 

148. When I was able to appear before them, one of the questions asked 

most frequently by collegiate audiences is, if the government has nothing to hide, 

why does it hide so much? I believe the question is self-answering and that it 

also is appropriate in evaluating the demands for discovery, made without any 

supporting evidence and in the face of all the evidence, and the Motion to Dismiss, 

guised as a sanction against me, when the FBI has not yet made searches in response 

to my requests. If the FBI has nothing to hide in its ticklers (which is where I 

found that it has me filed under bank robberies and yet did not produce those 

records in response to a number of requests); has nothing to hide in its tapes of 

the Dallas police assassination broadcasts and related records; has nothing to 

hide in its ELSUR records and indices; has nothing to hide in its records pertaining 

to its investigatinn of this terrible crime and the persons and organizations 

involved therein - if the FBI has nothing to hide, why does it hide so much and 

steadfastly refuse even to search? The question is rhetorical. The FBI has mch 

to hide and therefore does not search and therefore seeks sanctions against me for 

my accurate exposures and my persistence in seeking the information it has 
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suppressed for almost two decades. 

149. The vigorous, extensive and less than honest FBI campaign agatnst 

me that is only partially indicated in this affidavit and its attachments has 

successfully obfuscated the nature of my work and study. It is not the pursuit of 

a real~life mystery, of a whodunit. I have made and continue to make a study of 

the functioning of our basic institutions in time of great stress and thereafter. 

In this litigation I believe more than in any other case the government has written 

its ow history, in addition to requiring me to assist it in doing so. Regardless 

of the outcome --f this litigation and the immediate government objectives in 

seeking the sanction of dismissal and earlier in its discovery diversion, this 

history is written. As a subject-matter expert I am satisfied that no historian 

could record this history as the FBI has forced it onto paper in permanent court 

records; and if there is hardly any other endeavors to which I would not have 

preferred devoting that part of the time that still remains to me which has been 

consumed in this litigation, there is no outcome that can make it a waste of time 

in my study or in history. History, an ancient Roman philosopher once said, 

writes truth. This litigation, regardless of its outcome, now is part of the 

history of the functioning of our basic institutions (which include the Department, 

the FBI and the courts) in that time of great stress, when our entire system of 

self-government was nullified by the crime of assassination, and thereafter, 

continuing as long as anyone seeks the government's public information and as 

long as disclosure of it is resisted. 

150. After I completed the draft of this affidavit and my wife was retyping 

it, I found a cocument consisting of a series of four 1970 FBI records I had copied 

for use in this affidavit that had gotten mixed in with papers on my desk relating 

to another matter on which I had been working. (Attached as Exhibit 14) This 
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document, also from FBIHQ's file on my alleged subversion, is captioned "FREEDOM 

OF INFORMATION ACT."' No duplicate filing in any JFK assassination file is 

indicated. The FBI's response to the DAG pertaining to my FOIA requeste relates 

to Exhibit 12 above and to other of my requests to which I refer above. As can 

be seen, the FBI's answer to everything consisted in defaming me, for all the 

world as though that is in any way related to an FOIA request. 

151. (These reiterated FBI allegations of disloyalty against me also 

reflect its dishonesty, the dishonesty of its searches and its retrieval from its 

own files and its intent to defame by selective disclosures in which it discloses 

unfair defamatiors while withholding exculpations. Prior to the time of the State 

Department's public apology and retraction of its action against me, one of my 

then counsel discussed the apparent unfairness with Mrs. Ogden Reid, then owner of 

the New York Herald Tribune. As a result its chief Washington correspondent, 

Pulitzer Prizewinner Bert Andrews, was assigned to report the entire matter. He 

did, at length, and his reporting was published extensively in other papers that 

are clipped and filed by the FBI. This includes the Washington Post, where it was 

front-paged. Andrews' investigation included an interview with J. Edgar Hoover. 

He told Andrews that there was no case at all and that under the same conditions he 

would not have done anything to FBI employees. This information has not been 

disclosed by the FBI, I believe because if it had it would not have been able to 

poison the minds of those many who received the FBI's dishonest and intentionally 

prejudicial accounts. This also represents incomplete searches and/or improper 

withholding. Likewise, the FBI has continued to withhold J. Edgar Hoover's letter 
~~} 

praising some of my World War II period investigative reporting, the patriotism 

and loyalty of which are beyond question, as is its public good. ) 

152. My request of December 2, 1970, repeats ignored requests I made two 
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years earlier, both accompanied by checks. All parts of this request pertain to 

New Orleans and/or Dallas records. I have never heard anything from FBIHQ or 

from either office, including when I raised questions pertaining to these with- 

holdings in this litigation, in which all parts of these requests are included. 

This also identifies the still withheld identification pictures used by the FBI 

in New Orleans when it briefly looked for a known but unidentified Oswald 

associate. (There may have been more than one such Oswald associate.) After 

receiving this request, the DAG referred it to the FBI. It responded twice, first 

telling him that "extensive research" would be required (a not inconsiderable 

exaggeration because only a phone call was required) and then misleading and 

misrepresenting to him. This memo also reflects the FBI's concept of vigoraus 

investigetion, how in its proud boast, it “left no atone unturned." It did not 

give a motion picture of Oswald being arrested - with three others not mentioned 

- and showing other persons nearby, a motion picture described by four witnesscs 

as including an unidentified Oswald associate, to the Presidential Commission for 

which it was investigating, ''because the arrest had been completel_ documented, 

and other film was available regarding the incidents leading up to the arrest of 

Oswald."’ Without non sequiturs the FBI would be crippled. 

153. All that the FBI states, even if true, is not relevant to its or the 

> Senge, Commission's examination of ‘a’#iotion picture for its evidence, which ranges from 

identification of Oswald's mysterious associate or associates to the dependability 

of the witnesses who testified inconsistently to the arrests and what led to them. 

Moreover, I do not recall seejng any of these earlier photographs to which the 

FBI refers. I am confident that they do not exist in Warren Commission files and 

have not been provided to me in this litigation, although there is reason to believe 

that the New Orleans FBI had such pictures and suppressed them. The first paragraph 
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of my request refers to this possibility. 

154. The FBI's "extensive research" referred to is not unlike its 

"exhaustive searches" in this litigation - almost nonexistent. All that "research" 

told the DAG is cnly what I kad already told him, that the FBI had returned the 

two amateur films. The FBI set out to deceive and mislead the DAG and it 

succeeded; it did not let him know that the FBI made and had copies of the films, 

which I had reported, and it deceived him into believing that it had returned 

those films without making copies. 

155. After the FBI disclosed the Doyle film under a request more than a 

decade after mine, I complained and eventually received a copy. It still has not 

povided a copy of the John Martin (Minneapolis) movie or the others. It simply did 

not respond. In this litigation they still remain withheld. 

156. As my letter states, I obtained copies of some of the films from the 

owners, all of whom claimed that the FBI had removed parts of their footage. What 

makes this particularly provocative about the Martin film is what happened when I 

obtained it from him. 1 had addressed a large noontime audience of University of 

Minnesota students. Several older men, obviously nonstudents and not of the press, 

were in the audience with a hidden tape-recorder that showed when they changed 

tapes. When the meeting broke up, they followed me and a smaller group of students 

who assembled elsewhere. Martin came up to me and offered me his film. He, some 

other students and I went to his home, he got his film, and we then went to a 

private university projection room where we examined it. However, instead of 

taking it with me, as Martin had offered, I arranged for one of the students to 

have copies made locally, to mail a copy to me and to return his copy to Martin. 

Nobody outside this small group knew that I did not have his film. 

157. When [ left Minneapolis that evening on a plane that originated there, 
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I saw my luggage go down the correct chute. On leaving the plane at its first stop, 

Kansas City, | was the only passenger whose Juggage was missing. When it finally 

reached me several days later, the air line representative told me he did not 

believe the explanation given to him but he could offer no cther explanation. 

My clothes were a shambles and every scrap of paper, my receipts and even papers 

of matches, had been removed from my Valapak. My brand-new portable typewriter was 

virtually demolished, without leaving a scratch on the case, and an also new tape 

recorder, without a visible scratch, had been fixed so it would not record. 

158. Obviously, if the FBI altered Martin's film, that is significant 

information. Because Martin charges that it did, if it did not, that also is 

significant information. But the FBI, typically totally nonresponsive, has not 

provided a copy, including in this litigation. 

159. In its letter to the DAG the FBI acknowledged that it withheld any 

and all information about Martin and his film from the Commission. This perhaps 

represents some FBI concept of investigating the assassination of a President and 

his allegedly lone assassin who the FBI had been told by many witnesses was not 

alone. And although my request states explicitly that I had a copy of Martin's 

film, the FBI's nonresponse to the DAG and its revision of FOIA is that I get a 

copy from Martin. 

160. The James Powell/Army Intelligence picture referred to was not 

provided to me by the FBY until a decade or more later, long after it was provided 

to a later requester whe then published it. When I complained to the FBI, it did 

provide a copy, but nothing else, no copy of any records or other pictures, and 
~ 4 

no reference to any search for them or their existence or nonexistence. Moreover, 

this FBI report to the DAG underinforms him to the point of deceiving him. It fails 

to mention the fact that Army Intelligence Agent Powell rushed into the building 
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from which the FBI claims all shots were fired, was there for the search of the. 

building, and had his loaded camera with him. The FBI makes no reference to thie, | 

to any other pictures, or to any other reports. It represents that Powell, outside 

the building, took only one photographs, and it referred me to him for it. It does 

not appear to be unreasonable to believe that an Army intelligence agent, inside 

the building for a long time and armed with a camera during the search at the scene 

of such a crime, might have taken some pictures and filed a report or reports. 

161. What makes this, and particularly the FBI's nonresponsiveness 

pertaining to any other Powell pictures and reports, more provocative is the fact 

that all of the records of his intelligence unit have been destroyed. This is not 

supposed to happen, but it did, years ago, and the Army informed me of it. The 

Army records had been sent to Indiantown Gap, Pennsylvania, for storage but were 

destroyed. And what makes this even more provocative, again something strictly 

prohibited, the Army also destroyed all its JFK assasination records and so 

informed me. As I recall it, the Army identified three main files to me. Nobody 

ever bothered to explain why any Army records in any historical case, or any Army 

records poitaining to the assassinatson of a President/Commander~in-Chief, would 

be destroyed. 

162, With regard to the professional New Orleans TV film still not 

provided or even offered, the FBI first rewrote the copyright law, as in time I 

was forced to establish by the litigation it forced, and then told me to get the 

film from the stations, although my letter states that I had already and wanted to 

compare the FBI's copies because one of the stations had informed me that some of 

its footage had disappeared. 

163. What makes this, too, more provocative is the fact that the Secret 

Service also examined that footage at the time of the assassination and its 
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description states clearly that Oswald had and was with an unidentified associate 

the FBI has yet to identify. (This also is the subject of another old request in 

which I sought the fingerprint identification of one such associate, a request to 

which there has been no response from either FBIHQ or New Orleans. ) 

164. That the FBI received my requests and understood them is reflected in 

its report to the DAG in which it paraphrases them. That my check was received and 

cashed also is clear. Yet except as indicated above, I have not received any 

response from the FBI to this date and no response from either field office in this 

litigation even though I have repeated these specific requests on a number of 

occasions during this litigation. No search has been made. no search has been 

reported - the FEI just stonewalls and now it pretends it needs help from me in 

searching. This obviously is not true and it is one of the multitudinous 

indications of bad faith in the FBI's discovery and sanctions demands. 

165. The inadvertent omission of this document reminded me of an earlier 

such inadvertency, dropping the reference in the retyping of my April 10, 1983, 

affidavit to its attached Exhibit 13. That Dallas record, provided in this 

litigation, reflects the truthfulness and accuracy of my attestation that the FBI 

never investigated the crime of the assassination itself but was dominated from 

the first by Director Hoover's instant vision/lone-nut-assassin solution. One of 

the areas of embarrassment to the FBI is disclosure of shortcomings and failings 

in its investigation, 

166. The preceding paragraph refers to a Dallas FBI memo of the day of 

the assassination, written before Oswald had been charged with the crime, reporting 

that a nearby sheriff "advised JIMMY GOERGE ROBINSON and members of the National 

States Rights Party should be considered possible suspects in the assassination." 

Before there was any investigation, even before Oswald was charged, the FBI in 
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Dallas wrote on this meme, "Not necessary to cover as true subject located." 

167. Even if the FBI had had any way of knowing at that time that Oswald 

was the "true subject," as it did not, it certainly had no way of knowing in those 

first few moments that there had not been any conspiracy. But no conspiracy had 

been ordained and there was no genuine conspiracy investigation, even after it 

was clear beyond question that the acknowledged evidence of the crime showed that 

it was beyond the capability of any one man. (In this the matter of the still 

withheld police broadcast tapes is relevant. ) 

168. What makes this instant FBI decision that Oswald alone was guilty 

and its refusal to investigate anything else even more provocative is that 

disclosed records reveal not fewer than three such threats against the President by 

the National States Rights Party in that area at that time. In addition, only 

three days before the assassination the President's motorcade in Miami was forbidden 

by the Secret Service after one of those NSRPers had been taped in a threat against 

him. Using an informer who had been an FBI symbol informer, the Miami police made 

this tape and gave it to the FBI, which still withholds it from me. I did request 

it. 

169. In regard to the allegations of bank president William Walters, the 

former FBI New Orleans clerk, s6me of the records. of which Dallas deliberately hid, 
' 

as without denial I have already established in this litigation, the FBI investiga- 

tion of his allegations of a threat against the President is limited to a teletype, 

which it states it did not find. It makes no reference to any search for any 

other form of communication. Several other threats of that time against the 
4 

President are recorded in form other than teletype. One in the Dallas area is 

that some of these extreme rightwingers were going to "rub his dick in the dirt" 

when the President was in Dallas. This also was reported to the FBI by local 
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authorities. No report of any sub..equent investigation has been disclosed to me 

in this litigation. 

170. Related to this immediate FBI determination not to investigate the 

crime itself are other existing records not disclosed in the so-called Dallas and 

New Orleans searches that also report this determination. That the records exist 

is revealed in what was disclosed to another requester in the records of the Little 

Rock tield office. Not long after the crime FBIHQ notified all field offices that 

their investigations were to,,.be limited to Oswald and not the crime, which the FBI 

regarded as solved. This disclosed record is the memo ot that special agent in 

charge reporting this to all his agents. It states specifically that FBIHQ had 

communicated this to all field offices, and all includes Dallas and New Orleans. 

I provided a copy to the FBI. It has been silent since. Specifically, no Dallas 

or New Orleans search for any such records is reported and no such records have 

been provided to me. The obvious explanation is what I have referred to as "tricky" 

FBI filing by means of which it can retrieve anything it wants to retrieve but also 

can hide information from FOIA requesters by keeping it out of the main assassina- 

tion files and by refusing to search any other pertinent files. (Another 

illustration of this already in the case record is the New Orleans withholding 

from its main assassination files of its inventory of them. The Dallas copy was in 

those files and was provided. This led to my proving that Dellas was knowingly and 

deliberately withholding pertinent records, which embarrassed the FBI.) 

171. This addendum further reflects permeating FBI bad faith with regard 

to all of my requests, including in this instant litigation; that its noncompliances 
i «3 

and refusals to search are deliberate; that its demands for discovery and sanctions 

are motivated by bad faith and have no basis in fact; and that all it has done in 

this litigation is designed to frustrate compliance, negate the Act, overburden the 
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courts and me, and is part gf its decade and a half old scheme to "stop" me and 

my writing by tying me up in unnecessary litigation. Morever, while some of my 

-allegations in this litigation may be new to the Court, none are to the FBI, 

whose own records, of which Exhibit 14 above is only the newest illustration that 

I provide, reveal the completeness and accuracy of the information I provided, 

that I always provided more than enough accurate and pertinent information, and 

that no discovery was ever at any time needed. From my extensive experience, 

only some of which is indicated in the completely accurate attestations I have 

provided in this litigation, if the FBI needs anything pertaining to searches or 

compliance, it is a willingness to abide by the law, make good faith searches 

and comply with requests. 

a 

uf Harold Wéisberg 

FREDERICK COUNTY, MARYLAND 

Before me this 13th day of June 1983 Deponent Harold Weisberg has appeared 

and signed this affidavit, first having sworn that the statements made therein are 

true. 

My commission expires July 1, 1986. 

NOTARY PUBLIC IN AND FOR 
FREDERICK COUNTY, MARYLAND 
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My recollection is that I have been assured that any 

records about either Martin Luther King or John F. Kennedy 

that are being released to anyone will also be released to 

Mr. HaroléWeisberg, if they are within the scope of any of 

his requests. As” a practical matter, this should be any 

record related in any way to ‘the assassinations. For a 

while it seemed that the "system" was working, but now 1 am 

receiving complaints from Mr. Weisberg that other, presumably 

junior requesters are getting records, with no copies to him. 

Attached are several such complaints. An obvious problem is 

that I have assured Mr. Weisberg that this will not happen, 

so now I feel obliged to pursue the matter. I propose that 

this be an item on our discussion agenda this Wecnesday, 

Augusz 16. 
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Weisberg suggests that SA Shaneyielt may be a perjurer, 

Fey . pan hae 
‘yy The allegations of Weisberg would appear to be libelous of both the Bureau 
lana SA Shaneyfelt. Acccrdingly, in an effort to discourage and ston sach highly 
irresponsible and unwarranted attacks against the Bureau on the part of Weisberg and 

rj others like him, the Bureau may wish to explore the feasibility of naving a chs * 
action brought agains: Weisberg in SA Shaneyfelt's name. Factors to ho weighecd 
‘dn any such consideration are: (1) Legal estimate of whether success_.. wcit mich: 
_b2 sustained based on (a) the irresdonsible anc malicious statemerts ‘rn the boot es 

| opposed to (b) the recent Sunreme Court decision holaing that newswozthy parsons 
including those who do nct seek publicity have only a iimited risht to su¢ for camézges 

| for false reports thai are published about them; and (2) a tactical estimete as to 
whether a net gain would accrue, bearing in mine the greatly increzsed forum 
which such an action would provide for Weisberg, aS opposed to the fact thai ke is now 
apparently forced to publish his bocks privately, 

“Ft Y ‘ : * ae . SA Chaneyfelt, cs course, conie:iplates no action in the matier unless so 
‘ desired by the Bureau, 

RECOMMENDATION: 
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 The Bureau may wish to refer this memorancum ane@ the enc.osed book 

- "Wnitewi sla to the “een! Research Desk for review and corsiceration as ue 
pat mightigerve as a basis for libel action against Weisberg, 
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Attachee memorandum of 1/26/87, captioned as above, from - 

  

an icp. W. D. Gritiith to Mr. Conrad, concluces by recorarsencing thet the Lert. Research Unit detorminc wheter the statements mance ageinc. PL Lvsoraiou - «;auNaminer SA Lyndal L. Shaneyfeit are linelous. oz the reason: Ehnown kolow, ~|the Legal Research Unit concluces that the statements are liselous anc thet SD "PSA bhaneytelt has a cause of action agains: the author of ‘Whitewash Yr. 

ot The ctatements mede in the bock cevinitely are libelous ast any ordinzry person. They go fer beyond the range o2 fair eriticis:: and Clear: Charge, in their tote) context, that Shaneyfelt is a liar, for ger, cic. They 5 provide : ™ ample basis on which che ordinary person coulé Sue for lizel, glance: “ ™\ Yor defamation of character as the cese mz2y be. 
iy 

: iv we ' A special problem arises ir Ehaneyfcl’s case, howe MVCR, Lacause . x 

“ ‘he isa public employee who has come to some punlic attention - ofa. ‘eeult Line oh, - use of his examinations in the werk of the Warren Comraission o1 the ese WIGS te Oe ot ee be ak , of the Presiden. If eheneytelt is now a "public cilicial" his case weuig oc cetormined by a rule ciffsrent fron: that used in Gsciding an accion to 2 libel breucht by an orainary 5 orson. This rule was Isic cown 1 C2082 roo oe 

  

Court in New Vork Times, Ine. v. sullivar., $76 U. S. 254 ( itge ), anc sen: as follows: . 
s 

« 

. URE. . a See eet Hee ot cLos  Wablic ofticicl is allowed the civ. remscy for lise! anc slancer 

      
  

" a Ly if ho ests lishe: 5 trat the ulLerance was false ond that it was mace with yee im sowlede of its falsity or in reckicss disrezarcd of woether it wos fe. 9s 
trac." In othe: words, « rublic ocficie) may success wily ¢ SUC 10D Level ul baie a“ only by sppeving actus) _melice anc this must be proven cy SNOWED that the yy 3.08 Was. ic yee end that ic wos made with xnowlecze of its sity, Oz in veclloss Pleccgare IC 1OC- So ve —_ **~ Dncledpre ote NOT RECOR A 

COE DED yy Buiile 62 ~ 109005 1~- Mr. Griffith 199 FEB 15 1967 fo sm aur. Feu 1~ Mr. Sharcyfelt 
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C: 2 
wicmorencum J. JI, Cosy Soe to Mr. Mohr 

" Re: #8: nassination of President 
: 

aeZeer alg wo CMLeay 

as, Texas, 11/22/63 
scelizneous Livormation ~srcerning    7.» 

TRAE nw 

cl vrother it wes trus or felse, i. putlic oiicicl is hele t to this stricter 
Sahara of Proc. bleu’ Le Veey Moeave Of ie POON OL 8 public oo Netal 

. 1s such that in a free government a great desl of crliicism concerniag the ' official anc his conduct of official affc irs must be tcleratecd, 

mS vahe Supreme Court has not clear? y célined the tito "nyuile * ¢fficial for 2 purnoses. As the @ourt seid in rosonblaitv. Beer, ooo U. 2. lt 5 (1866): SE wef 
4 "We remarked in New York Times thet we hac n5 cccesion to |) devermine how far down into the lower ranks of government G-nnioyees the %» ‘public officiai* designation would extend for purposes of this rule, or 

otherwise to specify categories of perso..c who would or woule not be included." 

After the above lanzece, the Court went Cn, in F.cseniint: 
Bacr, to use othér qua living words wich we kelisve cleavly iaciczte “Bt 
Ss. S:. Shaneyfeit is not a "public official” for puzsosce ci suit for libel arc 
The Cour. said, for example: 
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. "It is clear, therefore, that the * "‘puciic olteicl® desiens ton 
arpies at the very least to those among the NWicrarchy of governiunens 
ersvloyees who eve Cr appear to the nublic to keve, substontia? Teswonsililiny 
for or control o r tho ecncuct of governmental! e-fsivs. . . Bute conclusion 
that the New York T Timce molice standards app! y cola not be reached merely 
because 2 statement c. sormctory of some person in government ea ACY Creches 
the public’s interest; ther conclusion, would virtucily cisregarc Society’s inzverest 

“\ in proveciing repviations. The employee's position musi be one which woul 
invite public scrutiny ara Ciscussion of the person holding it, entirely RDR2 
from the scrutiny and discussion occasioned by the perticular charges in cortroversy 

  

From the above language the Legal Research Unit concludes that 
SA Shaneyfelt is not a "public official" for pur poses of the law of Nivel and silences 
anc thot, pence, he is not hel< to the stricter standard of proof applied to og    

2 ' 
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~, Memorandum J. ¢, Cusper tc Mr. Mehr 
Re: Assassination of resident 

‘. - J ORME) Uz cercld Keonredy 

  

llas, Texas, 11/22/63 
tee NB SceUancous Vos mation Concerning 

¢ 
v 
“ a ops 4 “© 

. ,e ticial who sues. ie in, onthe coufcary, hele cnly to the ordinary st. scard , 
» JO! proot whichis wien cusier 60 wiser Quad wheh esa se ainply supported by 
“ry | the defamatory lancuage used in the referenced book. me 

hoe It is believed, moreover, that even should &4 Saicneyrc.t be hela 
*-' to be a "public officia’ for this purnose, the referenced book cisnicys sucha 

“  -yecl. 2ss disrezarc coz the truth or falsity of charece that cre cewmscilly intse 
# tht SA Chaneyfelt prosasly could recover under even che stricter oyucuprereepere’ 

/  &ppliecd to public officicis. 

i There are several policy consider:tions which are not within mwabede 

>». the province of the Lceval Research Unit but we mention them for suck value 
as they may have in matting a decision v" ther €4 Chaneyfelt should bring suit: oh awe 

(1) The auther of the referenced book may be inviting a lew 
suit ts cbinin publicity and sales ror Fis boo. 

* (2) Ty J.2 Mbel in the referenced back is not enallengec tow, 
ae Buonor may come our with Whitewash IQ - a beck which he is said co be . 

now writing - and mele in that book ecdditional statements which are even ricre” 
, | 4i-clous than those made here. The canger scems considerable if he is not 
«: | stopped now. 

an - . . . a: : 4 (3) If OA Shcneyfelt's integrity ever is cvestioned in court where 
. | he apvears in his usuc. ca vacity 2s an FEI Leboratcomy Sxearsin 
oy Wis carlicwlar rcicronce to the statements mace li unis book, a bac impression 

a € leit, to say the Le.st, if SA Ski neylelt must revly that he tool: no ection in 
; {this case. Many might consider failure to take action as a sori of 2dmission 

of guilt by both SA Shaneyfelt and the FBI. 

  

(4) ..s time passes and SA Shaneyclt is not chéellenged in cour: 
. fdurzing regular testimony, his claim for carnaces should he later consicer 

“. faccion ings case is considerably weakened. 

 



“ . . . . . ' ‘ 

.e . 
C 

@ - 

sn Memorandum J. J. Casper to My. Mchr 
“ » 

: jjammeiraton cf President 

Jgin Fitzgerald Mennedy 
- +; 7 a a- : re las, Texas 11/22/63 

°¥ -scellaneous Inlonmation Conceraing 
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FROM: f D: Griffith. ee? 
* 

oe oa 

ee vyrcr: ASSACSINA TION OF ‘ ): yhoo MAVlSIDI.. SOL TIT LOMILLLD ittamirmo, (oy | mh “Ar? a 
‘ ‘ie ‘ 

sf DALLAS, TEAS, 11/22/63 I ‘ >» MISCELLANZOUS INFORMATION CONCERNING ‘ 

3 Reference is made to my meio to you OntoQt73s/67 concerning tha laa litzlous nature of the book "Whitewash I" by Sixnche Weisberg and his ~ ' 4. allocations abou. the PPI and SA syndrl L. Shoneyicit. By memo datce YW3./67 i | *f tsom Mr. Casner to We Mohr -ne Legal Research Des': set OUe treir revicw ° -anar recommencations COuCelring Unis matier. 
} g. . 

| ce Since there is no assurance thet t any benefit to the Bureau would be forthcoming if SA Sh-neyfelt undertook the civil suit cgainst Weisberg and 
since SA Shaneyfelt has no desire to obtain a financial advantace therefrom, 
he contemplates no action. 

een 
5 t a“ - - arr * < : R=ECCMMENDA'T_ON: None. For information. £ 
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C.A. 78-0322/78-0420 

Consolidated 

Exhibit 5 

Youte 12 ~ vld kKecelwar oad 

Frederich, (id. 21701 

April 1, 1977 

Lyndal |. Shaneyfelt 
6125 Vernon Terrace 
Alexandria, Va. 22347 

Vear ‘ir. Shaneyfelt. 

T have received your bill for falsely represented expert testimeny at $35.00 an hour. 
Uaspeakably arrogant aad indecent as is this fraudulent ulerepresentation, it ia far 
from your werst effenses against deceney. 

You misused the precesses of the court and the immunity 1t granted you te make false 
aad defamatery reuarks abowt me that were im ne way relevant te the depesitien’s pur- 
poses or the questions asked of you. You said you had wanted to sue we over ny wriciag in ope book enly, that which deals with the Suppression of photeyraphic evidenee in 
the eo-callad invescization of tne ascaseination of au Acerican President. You, of course, were the photographic expert ia that “iavestigation,” 
Your purposes vere obvious, to try to polaen the wall ef inforuatios availeble te 
Judges and to pretend that I Je net know what I eay, that I hewe eome giad ef tanidi- eus ulterior purpese in an entirely unpaid laber of many years. 

Now that book was published ten years ago. It was the third of the beeks iu whieh I addressed your work. whatever you asy have diseuased with the Office of Legal Counsel of the FGI ren years ayo or at any earlier er subsequent time, neither you nee any 
other FRI agent aor any Warren Comaission counsel or Nenber ner any ether ene persen 
of all the wuudreds ubout whem I have written ie seven beeke has written ex phoned ne to eemplain ef unfair treatment. ” 

In the depositien you claimed a desire of ten years ago te ewe we. You'll de that when 
shrinps whistle frow the hacks of cows jumping ever a green-cheese soon! I¢ would have 
been improper fer me to reapend when you pulled what I presume ie the praction ef a 
life-time of ex_periance at dirty tricks in the guise of teetineny. dewever, at the 
end of the seseion I did tell 4r. “eschella ef the ¥BI's Offiee ef Legal Couemel thee 
if you want to eue I'11 be only teo happy to vaive any statetery linitations. Yeu ean 
accept thia letter as chat waiver. 

[ remember enough of what I wrete ten years ago te be comfident yeu will mot ewe and 
will not aubject to examination what you did and did not de as the plotographie expert 
when your ‘resident was killed and yeu weee among these wheee weapensibility it was to 
prevent barm to hia. 

You reenacted the crime © with the wrong camera and from the wrong place. Your re- 
enactwant vf these six seconds that nullified eur eysten ef eeoctaty was WO pareent in 
errer a4 a result. You ware aware. of this erser and aesured theese vhose “expert” you 
were not to be concerned, that you had added a mark to tadfeate the peaat at vhiek shots were fired. 

' 

Wimheut yeur yeara of 751 tratming and experienee, I would set call thie eharade a 
reenac taeat . 

You teatified te your nuxbering of the frames of the film of the assassination. In 
your ounbertmg you just managed to ship frem 207 to 212. You deseribed as 212 what 
quite claarly te mot 212 but is in part 212 end part 208. What a renerkable eceinet- 
domes when ia the official account it is at 210 that the President eeuld hewe been hit 
fer the first tine.  



~J- 
w 

Va this crucial photoxraplic evidauce you testified to a wtrainbt- Line relatieaship 
between ciis photo. rapher, tue Late Aorahan ‘apruder, and amother, Pall Willie. You 
even prepared an elatorate exnibit 1 reproduced in facetaile. It shows thie straight- 
line relatioaship between heth ca.wras, with the President between then. The phete- 
Grap. you selected for your exhibit was snapped, by uiversel agrescent and 100 percent 
ot the cestinouy, after the President had been hit. 

Your wxpert testiuwony uid not include whither or net Willie is shown iatche Zapruder 
filu at cuiv petat, as la absolutely uecessary for the effictal account ef the assassi- 
eation to be within possibility. . 

vor did your expert teetinway to the Coantesion include any information about what the 
motion ofeture file ecoutced and presetves tuat ft. not viladule oa reo ,eccion. nde Le 
a natter about whicn fu the teatiaony for tthich you now claim ex prt fees you alee at- 
Caupted to obfwacate. 

Cm exposure that »ovile film eaputred 20 to 25 percent sore thaa is vietble on projec~ 
tion. ‘ite filua, hetween the spreeket holes, also just baeppemed to disappear ferever 
when tiose four framew vere rewoved frou the eriginal. It is not duplicated ia the 
copying process, as you also know and did net testify co. Thue, the ona possible neans 
of establishing photoyraphically wherher or net Willic was ia Japruder's flim et the 
time he had te be for the ’l'e explanation of the assassination to begin te he tenable 
disappeared forever ani this was not included in your expert testinony. 

Witheuc benefit of your years of FBI training and experience, I was able to eddrees 
this dafiuitively in a nancer that eecaped your waunted eppertise. I did examine this 
marginal satertal, cits 20 to 25 pereant of the filu that yeu never once teetified te 
when it was your soleuw, T think close te saered, obligation te ceatify te ft. I ex 
@atoed Chis warginal material in the individual slides made by LIFE mageginds, in these 
frames that were aot sonshow destroyed without your giving any testineny om thet, 
either. Lxemination of the frames prior te these destroyed ehows that priexr to IFrame 
219 Willis had taken niu picture, removed his eamera frea his eye and hdd walked inate 
the street, exactly as he testified. , 

This saans, of course, that hie picture of the President after the President had besa 
shot wae taken before ‘raue 210 and on thie bests alone destxeys you aad the FBI's 
‘selution to the crime. 

Comeiutent with thia, vou! Te-enactneat’ of the crivoe wae predieeted «pen that same 
shot bavia. struck te vragident in the neck. With this Preceaception the phetographs 
of the reenactment do show the fupoasibility of that shet alee having inflieted all 
five wounds on Governor vonnally, anether requirement of the V8I's selvucion” es that 
most borrible of crimes. 

In my contiauing work and thanks to FOLA, I was bble to obtain other suppressed offietal 
evidence. I[nerediuvle aa it may seex, the FEK newer obtained the official eartificate 
of death and ia those bvasted-ef thousands of its reporte and the Couniasion's 300 
eubic feat of files thare wan no einyle reference to the existenee of a death eartifi-~ 
eate. IC was execute: ny the Preatéent'’s ewn physicien, Adwiral George Burkley. I 
Freeall no *BI interview with or. Buriley nor any tudication of any FBI interest in a 
death certificate. Jnidauuted, you weut anead with your photographie expertise. And 
thus you had wo laterfcrauce from the fact that the death certificate shows your reea- 
actmant, based on all Ctiose years of “BI experience, was a fake. ‘the Presideat wae 
wounded, in the worde of that death eartifie ete, at the "lewel of the third thoracie 
vertebra.” This @s six inales lower than your expertise plaeed it in yeer “reesact- 
meant. 

Without this wery special kimd of expertise, I am sure you ean see tie relevance of 
the foregoing to mm continuing quest for the relevent s@@entific tests, ineluding 
these allesudly performed ow the President's garments.
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vamwory ia fragile an.! compared to what it was mine bas failed. These 13 years, yeare 
in whieh there was no <1 to pay me or Teyard ae with a retirexent while I waderteok 
to du as wueh as | could of what cia rR] Was aupposed te de and did not de, have taken 
a heavy roll. Perhaps the uost dtffteule of these Strains is the exctioa of fell 
wp oon Buc!) experttiee un yours. ‘'y wesory may be faulty, but I not reeall yeur 
Axpert te@timeny on che ‘apruder eanara ineluding either ite slo-motion capability er 
the msans by which {t is activated. he metien of hie finger of a fraction eof an tach 
when he was shocked aud Creabline could have activated the Slow notion, Thais, of 
Then there is the report of ‘allas FAT Agent Robert 4. Barrett im which he stated that “ 
you ag an expert knew could mot be true, that Zepruder had teld bie “the camera was set te 4 
take normal speed novie file or 24 frames per second. Your expertise did wet inelude 
Cerrectin: this. Aormal ie indicatad at 16 frames per eeeond. Slow metion ts 24 frames 
Per second. Yeur compdt tate againet ma de net inelude my repreduetion ef thie fernerly 
suppressed Barrett report in faesinile. 
Taese are net all the wattere relating to you about whieh I have written. They alse 
are not all the vessous you will net dare sue ue. 
I kuow of no errers ia my work, large as wy published work &, that do net cone frou 
tPusting the Pal ‘ae “ord, am with thia Barrett report you did net cerreet. If what I have publisna: ta net enoayh to give you vrounds fer suit, thea I here add 
more. IT helleve you fatled im your ob lizgations when you were responsible fer part of 
the investigation af the assassination of President, with all that means, ineludiny 
the ne,ation of Fepresaotative soctety, I believe your failure Wae net because yeu did 
mot know better - that tt was delibernte - and that the results taclude the misleading 
of a Presidential Commission and the deception ef a grieving nation. With these saupheseot your e#elf--etyled expertiae, I think ft is “apparent that yeu are 
the last parser fn the world I would call as an expert witmese. Aad yeu very well lnew, 
ae does ‘ir. Frasier vno nade the skne obacene denande upes me, that I ealleg you puree- 
ant te the deetaion of the federal court of appeale in its ¢ fen tu Ne. 7§~-2021. 
While there is other relevant language in thie decision, it d euffice te wepeat ; The data whici: Plaintiff seeke to Lave Produced, if it exists, are eaatters 

of {nterest not only to hig but to the nation. Surely their existence or nonex- 
ifatewce should be determined speedily on the basis ef he beet available evidence, 
i.e. Che witnesses vhe ned personal knowledge of tha events at the time the is- 

Without possibility of edit thts iueludes you, ur. Frasier and othere I sheuld eall 
but cannot degin to afford to call. Witnout poesibblity of doubt this Preeludes, 
aud to the sovernment's know ledge precludes, the posetbility chat pou were galled as 
an expert vitness and are in any way oatitled to such extortionate fees. Yeur ques~ 
cleminy wea limited to « narrow iaterpretation of the lemguage of the decision, While I cannot be certain unt4l I read che transeript, I do believe that yeur thst iuony 
wee not entirely faithful te fact. T have already inquired ef the Archives about the 
enlargenenta showiny che damage te the curbatene @o which you testified. The Archives 
Keporte it has ae sueh pictures by you. 
Comeepts of what is right and wrong, decent and indecent, are fadividual matters. As @ prisoner of war escort guard in World War II I had extensive experience with men whose 
comeepta were radically different from mine. They were wen vho considered anything dene 
io pursuance ef an order right and proper, nen whe never questioned an order. Ie has 
been anything but Pleasant to study what is termed the of fieial investigation ef the 
a@8asaination of a President, the investigation ef which you ware so iupertant @ part.  
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w Hur T wee tell you oat io a lon. lifetine of Lavion to deb} with the sordid and 
the wrony-headead, [ recall aothing as Shocking and te me @€@ Obacene as YOur arrogaut 

denuand for payment at 235.00 an hour tor euure ordered Cestimeny. Have you ne shane? 

Sincere.y, 

Harold Velobery 

ce, ‘doa. Johan Pratt 
AUSA Mieheel ‘Yan



Lyndal lL. Shaneyitelt 

March 29, 

Mr. James H, levar 

Suite 690 

910 Sixteenth street NU 
Washinaton, D.C, 2CU056 

For crofessione)] Services in the form of 
deposition in the matter of Weisberg us on

 

Se . 

of Justice ~ Civil Action No. 75-0226 at th U 

a 

ror expert testimony of 335,00 per hour plus 
Fee amount for three hour on 3/28/77 -~ Mileage for 24 milas 2152 per mile - - 

Total fee and expenses ~ ~ ~ = 
less your check dated 2/14/72 
Balance dua -=—---. 2.221 

tt hex 
Shaneyfe 
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B15 VERNON TERA AGC! LAL EX ANDAIA, VIRGINIA \ 22307 TEL »EPHONE (703) 7 765- 133) 

1977 

estimony for a 

S. Department 

Quoted rate 

expenses: 

- - 2105.90 
- - 3.50 
- ~ 3108.50 

- = 21.49 

-- 3 937 20 

  

  

  

  

    

  
 



\ \, 1 C.A 78-0322/78-042u 
Consolidated 

Exhibit G 

TABLE OF CONTENTS   

  

I. THE ASSASSINATION 
  

A. Assassin in Building 

U. THE EVIDENCE 

c
e
 

B : z 
A. Events Prior to the Assassination. ......~,.... 4 

B. Events Following the Assassination. .......... 6 

Oswald's Movements. .................. 6 
Identifiedon Bus ..............0.2.0...., qT 
Ina Taxicab... ee ee, 3 
Arrival at Room....... cee ee te 8 
Oswald's Murder of Patrolman ippit. J... 9 
Eyewitnesses to Tippit's Killing... 2.2... ~.~.~. «| 9 

C. Oswald's Apprehension ........2.2,.2....... 10 
e UL 

Gun Misfired ......202..., we ee eee 10 
Revolver Traced to@swald. ...... wee ee ee 10 

D. Interview of Assassin.......... we ee ee  .. 6c | 

E. The Assassination Weapon........... wee 14 | 

Rifle Ordered by Oswald ...........2.... . 15 | 
Tests of Rifle 2.2... 2... .0..0000.. eee 17 
Textile Examination ...........0...... . 17 | 
Cartridges Fired in Oswald's Rifle ........., . . 18 i Palm Printon Rifle .........2.0.20.. ee 18 | 

F. Other Evidence. .........2........02.... 19 | 

Cardboard Cartons... ..........2.2...... 19 
Paralfin Test wD 19   

     



—
—
s
 

Photograph... ....... 0.2.40 2 eee eee eee 19 

Map in Oswald's Effects ............-2-+.2.-- 20 

d 

G. Prior Similar Act. .......... 0.002088 eee 20 

a 

Il. LEE HARVEY OSWALD   a 

A. Bcfore Assassination of President Kennedy ....... 22a 

i
 

Biographical Data ............... lees 22a 
Military Service ......... a ee ee — 23 
Defection to USSR . 1... 2... ee ee ee eee . 24   

Preparation for Trip .............. 24 
Saved Money in Marine Corps ......... 25 

Affirmed Allegiance to USSR .......... 25 
Disillusioned with Life in U.S... .....2.2. 26 
Offered To Disclose Military wf 

oo 
ol 

mf 
o
f
l
 

st 

o
b
 

O
o
 
N
e
 

  

Information. ................. 26 
6. Accepted as Resident Alien: .......... 26 

Return tothe U.S. .......2... we eee ee ee 27 

" Loucr 
a ™ 1. Denied Any Allegiance to USSR ......... 27 

2. Passport Renewed ............. ',.. 28 
Er 3. Letter to Secretary of Navy ........... 28 

~~ 4, Letter to Marine Corps. ............. 28 
5. Repatriation Loan. .............4... 29 

. 6. ArrivalinU.S.........---.-+----.-- 30 
| - 

FBI Investigation Instituted ...............-. 30 

a ~™ 1. First Interview with Oswald ........... 31 
2. Reinterview by FBI ...........0.2.... 33 

a Related Subversive Activities ...........0.. ". . 35 

a 1. Communist Party, USA.............. 35 
2. Fair Play for Cuba Committee .......20.22. 35 

a 1 ii 

a TS eae Ler Th 
5 a tk Shae 

* 7 m7 

p 
er nL ere ea ee De 

 



ela il 
a Oswald Again Interviewed ......... . 36 

Activities of One A. J. Hidell ........ 37 

| Publicly Avowed Marxist. .........-. 38 | 

Oswald's Return to Texas .........--. 39 

B. After Assassination of President Kennedy. . 41 = 

a. Early YearS.......-.06-. see eee 41 

TT. 1. Elementary School Period ...... 41 
2. Junior High School Period...... 42 

—
—
f
 

OE. a. Psychiatric Analysis in 
New York ........-.. 42 

| b. Return to New Orleans ..... 44 

FT. 3. High School Period ......... 44 

wT Military Duty .........-2.0250000- 47 
Trip to the Soviet Union ........... 49 

| Oswald's Suicide Attempt. ..... Le eee 50 

EE. Life in the Soviet Union. ........... 50 
Oswald's Version of Soviet Payments. .... 51 

| Oswald's Proposed Book ........... 53 
Views on Communism. ...........- 53 tte 
Additional Writings ...........206.. 54 
Questions and Answers ........2...-. 05 
Views on Interviews .........-4-+085 56 

Financial Picture of Trip. ..........- 57 
Employment in Fort Worth ..........- 58 
-Moveto Dallas ........2.2.2260425 59 

1. Contact with Communist Party. ... 59 

2. Contact with Socialist Workers 
Party .......2.-62-4-. 60 

3. Employment and Domestic 
7 Difficulties... ........ 61 

Move to New Orleans ........-2..+.--. 61 

, Role in Fair Play for Cuba Committee. ... 62 

- 
a, “a 

 



Continued Contacts with Communist Party... 66 

a
o
 

    

  

Mrs. Oswald's Move to TexaS ......... 67 

Obtained Passport. .......466-. eee. 68 
Trip to Mexico ........... “, ee ee )~= 669 
Soviet Consular File. ........... oe. U1 

Arrival in Dallas ..............20.. 71 

Oswald's Income .........e.ee6 oe. 72 

Personal Resumé ..........e. wees 13 
Observations of Marina Oswald. ....... . 14 

~~ : 

Ls
 

76 

i
 
mt

 

. ser 

ot
 

iv 

  

   



g
e
 

=
 

=
 

L
a
L
a
 

  

      

  

Riglio Elementary School 

Roberts, Mrs. Earlene 

Rose and Company, George, Incorporated 

Rusk, Dean 

Russia 

Russian Language 

St. Marks School, Dallas 

St. Martin's Episcopal School 

Scoggins, W. W. 

Selective Service Card 

Socialist Workers Party 

Southampton, England 

Soviet Ambassador to U.S. 

Soviet Embassy, Mexico City 

‘Soviet Embassy, Washington, D.C. 

Soviet Government 

Soviet Publications 

Soviet Union 

C.A 78-0322/78-0420 

Consolidated 

Exhibit 7 

42 

8 

10 

1 

25, 50, 57, 68 

32 

40 

65 

12, 64 

35, 60 

49 eel. 

7 

39, 68 

33, 61, 67, 71 

30, 52 

49 

2, 3, 12, 22a, 23, 25, 
26, 30, 31, 32, 32, 84, 
35, 39, 49, 50, 51, 52, 
53, 55, 56, 57, 61, 67, 
70, 71, 73, 74 

 



Z L
a
 

a
i
o
l
i
 

ti
a 

| 
J 

|   

l
o
d
e
d
r
l
 re 

Soviet Visa 

Stalin, Joseph 

State, Department of 

Stovall, Robert L. 

Student, Tulane University 

Switzerland 

Task, Joseph 

Texas Employment Commission 

Texas School Book Depository Building 

Texas Theater, Dallas 

Tijuana, Mexico 

Tippit, Patrolman J. D. 

Tompkins, Brigadier General R. McC. 

Trade Mart 

Transportes Frontera (Mexican bus line) 

Truly, Roy S. 

Tujague, Gerard F., Inc. 

USSR (see Soviet Union) 

U.S. Marine Corps 

70 

54 

29, 30, 38, 68 

59 

65 

24 

60 

59 

1, 5, 6, M, 13, 14, 15, 
19, 20, 22, 40 

2, 10 

12 whl 

2,9, 1, 17 

28, 29 

l 

70 

7, 13 

45 

3, 26, 29, 31, 32, 33, 
34, 47, 48, 49, 57, 73. 

 



- eros ron me v0 Sf wore s00 C.A. 78-0322/78-0420 
- pes eam sa ey hn, . Consolidated - ‘ UNITED STATES Ge “RNMENT Exhibat. 8... 

Bevo. Memorandum 
we r. Wich le DATt 9-13-66 

j / FROM : Ml. A.-Jones 

sUMECT: HAROLD WEISBERG /_—— . AUTHOR OF BOOK,“WHITEWASH" _ INTERVIEW ON WTOP RADIO 
9-13-66 

- Harold Weisberg, author of the book, "Whitewash," which is a controversial study of the assassination of President Kennedy and the Warren Commission Report, was interviewed by Bob Raiford on WTOP Radio at 2:10 p.m. today. 
ao 

    

Basically, Weisberg's comments followed the general theme af other individuals questioning the facts surrounding the assassination of President Kennedy. Weisberg commented that the Warren Commission Report | on which his entire book is based leaves a lot of questions unanswered and that the Commission did not do the job which was expected of it. He contends that ~ the entire matter must be investigated in Public, preferably by Congress. 43 

Weisberg commented that there is serious doubt concerning all i conclusions in the Report and that the Report is replete with too many coin- cidences. He contends that the evidence clearly indicates that at least two x individuals. were involved in the asSasSination and that there is no proof that © Oswald actually was in the sixth floor window of the Texas Depository Bookstore s~stated in the Report. 
‘ ao 

3 sj ro Weisberg questioned the sight on the gun allegedly used by Oswadd 08 and said that the FBI could not even get the sight to function properly. He alscs commented that a different automobile was.used in the re-enactment of the asSasSination and that the FBI reached conclusions without taking into considera- tion the different size of the car and the seats. Weisberg commented that one question which is stil! unanswered was volunteered by Mr. Hoover during his testimony before the Commission and that was: "Why didn't the assassin priorAoe the car turning left offof Houston Street ?" Weisberg comment Mr. {Hoover answered this by saying: "There was a tree in the way": ho ever, 
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acchrding to Weisberg, there are.no trees on Houston Street. | ee t 
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M. A. Jones to Wick Memo 

RE: Harold Weisberg 
a 

Weisberg is completely off base on this point. The motdicade 
% turned left off of Houston Street entered the park and from the windpw of 

th e Bookstore trees did block the view of the motorcade prior to entering the 
ark, The Director's testimony is accurate. , 

All in all, the interview with Weisberg was a rehash of the many 
unfounded allegations which have been made concerning the assassination and 
merely anotiier effort on the part of a writer to exploit the assassination for his 
own financial gain. 
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View of oncoming tnotore:de from the sixth-floor window. 

These nictures, taken by the Secret Service (Bxhibit 875) 

disputa J. Edger Hoover's testimony about obstruction of 

the ablered assassin's view. See pace 5l. 
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2 Nan Poe. fo aN FROM: Ha pa, NEW YORK (66-3476) ) Mee NS ee 
“if * Cc) ‘ fee | . Tg ¢. eur __ ™ = a / “f vf — | Mia Np na supyact: HAROLD WEIsRERG’ /  ‘" Miss Gendy | AUTHOR OF-s"WHITEWASH" | . hn COOPERATION WITH NEWS MEDIA 
tors WNEW-TV Ra- tc 
  

7 7 
a yn ’ % 9 “tS Ou 7/13/06, Cimmmaraaiag er of the Alan’ Burke "© te television show, seen on oa urday nights on WNEW-TV, tele- a phonically advised that ALAN BURKE's Guest for the 7/27/66 Gla 

vy 

   
CRN aan 

_ Show would be HAROLD(WEISRERG, the author sf the book "White- wash." According to this program wouid be taped on 7/14/66. His purpose in calling was to furnish us this information, and he requested any information in possession ‘ ~~ of the FBI which could refute WEISBERG's book. Pi DC... 
SEE: furnished all public source dat: and ™ material which refuted criticism Placed on the FBI or the Rj: Warren Commission for their investigation of the assasination of Presider.t KENNEDY, Arrangements were made 80 that the | audio portion of the tape could be reviewed by the NYO., et 

fSys Nor ix or Fee 
On 7/19/66, the audio portion of the Alan Burke *-, Show was reviewed by Special Agents of the NYO, a summary ‘2; 

   

of which follows: 

Mr. WEISBERG advised that he had problems in having p his book published as there was @ self-emposed embargo by the - publishing firms that this was not @ good topic for their busi-*: ness. He stated that no one in government entered into this jf? embargo and that it was entirely self-emposed by the publisher 

@ 

He stated he did not agree with the Warren Comaission’s | 
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report on the assasination of President KENNEDY, nor of the two _ FBI reperts on President KENNEDY's death. However, he did not GO into detais of why he did not agree witn the FBI reports, 
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He advised that both the Warren Commission and the. FBI were government agencies that were in some way involved _. either directly or indirectly with the President; such as §™ the Secret Service protecting the President, and LEE OSWALD involved in assignments with the FBI. , 

He spoke of the autopsy performed by the Naval doctors in Washington, D.C., and how some of the first reports were destroyed by the Chief Examiner. He also stated that the ' Naval examinations did not wholely agree with the findings of the doctors in Dallas who tried to save the President's life : on the day he was assasined. He explained that the doctors in Dallas had stated in their reports that cthcre was « wound in _. the neck area of the President indicuting a possibility of a person firing from another position other than that position 
of OSWALD's. 

  

WEISBERG stated that it was his Op.nu.0n “hat OSWALD was a fall guy, that there was someone else invo.ved but that he did not know who, how many, or what their reasons were for killing President KENNEDY. He further stated that he could not name any organization or give any opinion of who night 
have taken part ir this assasination. 

He stated that the FBI reports were different from 
the Commission's report and that he did not hola the FBI re- 
Sponsible for the Commission's report, but that the Commission's Stuff was responsible and not the men on the Commission. 

WEISBERG then went on to expicin chat each member of th. Commission was a dedicated man, f2i:, and put out his { buut work. However, they eral in theis Sindings. He also &tated that he was not challenging the integrity of Chief Justice WARREN. 

  

WEISBERG stated that he could not accept the Warren report in any form and set forth the conclusions of his book as follows:   
    

\ a 1) The investigation was not aoac well. 

2) The investigation must be aone by Congress and 
laust~be public, . . “ay * 
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3) For him to succeed in bringing about the above 
second step, he must destroy, by means of his book, the find- 
ings of the Warren report or leave a very Great doubt in 
everyone's mind. ‘ 

He stated he did-not feel the Commission proved that 
OSWALD could kill the President alone or that he must havea had 

] the help of another person. He further stated that OSWALD 
could not have killed police officer TIBETT. He steted he 

' believed that the man who killed officer TIBETT bcre a ver 
close resemblence to OSWALD; At this point in his interview, 
he statec he believed the Commission bent evidence to their ° 
own thiniing and should have investigatea the deatn of officer 
TIBETT, He stated, based on the Commission's own investiga- — 
tion of OSWALD's movements, he could not have been in the area 
where TIEETT had been killed. He further stated that nowhere 
in the Commission's report is there any in“ormation on TIBETT's 
death. 

In the discussion of the Warren Commission's report, 
WEISBERG stated that a number of problers confronted the 
government at the time of President KENNEDY's assassination; 

7 Such as the public tranquility, was this assasination a cone 
spiracy or a plot by a foreign government, and would it lead 
to war. All these thoughts lead to extremely difficult 
problems in sonducting such an investigation. 

He stated that in speaking of the men on the 
Commission, that they were loyal, dedicated and trustworthy 
citizens. However, because of their high position in public 
office ad not being able to delegate these powers, they in 
turn delegated the investigation to staff members and this 
is the area in which they failed. 

WEISBERG spoke about an unknown witness whc was 
in:ervie.jed in Dallas,Texas, by a staff me:ioer and vinc was 
accused by this staff member of perjury anc that the Commig- 
&.9n never followed this up. He stated th.: Commission set 
pidut to prove a case against OSWALD, who was a person accu dy, 

inal than to obtain the truth. 
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He further pointed out that a man was arrested in 
a building across Houston Street in Dallas, Texas, for no 
other reason than for being unable to explain what he was 
doing there. This was just before Dallas Police had picked 
up OSWALD. He stated the Commission did not interview this 
person. ° 

Several times during the interview, WEISBERG stated 
he doubted the accuracy of the Warren report but went out of oe te 
his way to state he did not doubt the intent of the members me 
of the Commission. : 

WEISBERG also spoke of finding a rifle in the Book 
Depository and three shells, that no one saw OSWALD carry the 
gun into the building, that the proof that OSWALD had bought - 
such a gun was based on handwriting, and that no one had ever 
seen OSWALD with this rifle in his possecsion. 

He also discussed, at some length, the autopsies 
performed on TIBETT, OSWALD, and Presid?=nt KENNEDY, and that 
in the report, only President KENNEDY is mentioned, and this 
is for the first time. 

WEISBERG was very critical of the Dallas Police 
Department and stated "they were directly responsible for 
OSWALD's murder." 

He then went on to explain that 70 Dallas Police 
officers were used to protect OSWALD and against the advice 
of the Sheriff's Office of Dallas and the FBI, they would 
not remove OSWALD on the night of February 23rd. He stated 
the reason the Dallas Police Department would not remove 
him was the Dallas Police Chief had told the Press the exact 
time he was planning to move him and that he wanted to keep 
this appointed time. He stated that he feit the Commission 

| should have looked into the Dallas Police Department activ- 
;ities. 

  

a WEISBERG put great emphasis on the three shells 
fofind in the Book Depository. He stated that these shells, 
a ee examination, were foupd to have been in another rifle . on 
other than the one found.on the 6th floor. WEISBERG stated 
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he was using as his authority Mr. HOOVER, Director of the 
FBI. He stated that although they had markings on them 
from the rifle found on the 6th floor, they were not able 
to say when they had been fired. Re also stated that only 
one of OSWALD's palm prints was found on the rifle, in a 
position under the barrel of the gun, and that various prints 
of OSWALD's were found on the 6th floor, but these were of 
no value in the investigation because OSWALD worked on that 
floor in his every day duties at the Depository. 

  

WEISBERG further stated that a bullet, described by °* 
the Commission as hitting President NNEDY and Governor . 
CONNELLY, could do all the things that it did and not be dise 
formed. He described three bullets, the above mentioned one, 4 
the missed bullet, and the one in President KENNEDY's head, 
He pointed out that OSWALD was a rather poor shot, having 
scored a 191 in the Marine Corps and that a 190 was the 
qualifying score for a marksman. 

WEISBERG discussed ballistics during the discussion 
and divided this into two parts: 

1) concerning the President yo: 

2) concerning officer TIBETT. 

  

WEISBERG stated that with regards to the President, 
some fragments can be identified and some cannot. He stated 
the FBI made a spectrographic analysis and a Special Agent 
GALLAGHER of the FBI, who made the analysis, was called as a 
witness only as the hearing concluded around September 15th, 
and that he was never asked for a spectrographic analysis nor 
is this analysis part of the record. Mr. WEISBERG stated even 
Mr. HOOVER said that the curbstone fragments were not associated 
with other oullet fragments. 

  

wae With regard to officer TIBETT, WEISBERG stated th 
tha FBI took his pistol to its laboratory in Washington, D. 

‘\fired it 100 times, and cgyld not associate the bullets wit! 
the pistol that they knew it was fired fron. 
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In answer to a question about the speed of firing 
the rifle, WEISBERG stated that without regard to accuracy,. .. 
and with a bullet in the breach, the most competent men in 
the FBI, "the fastest drawer in Washington" took 2.3 seconds 
just to reload. 

ve A person by the name of GEORGE ABBOTT asked Mr. sey 
WEISBERG about the question of a person masquer.ding as nds 

OSWALD. Mr. WEISBERG replied that he drnotec « wnole chapter ee 
in the book to this. Another person mace tne cllegation that 
there was a man using the 'thame OSWALD around September 15th. * 
The FBI was asked to look into this and located three Cuban 
refugees, one of whom bore the resemblence of OSWALD. 
WEISBERG stated the Commission got around this by stating 
that OSWALD was in Mexico at the time. 

This program is two hours in length and because of joe 
the great expense involvea in taping this program, no extra 
copies of the tape could be made and none are available. 
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Septem > ~ 

. . ‘ 

Payment under this Section shal! be made in cash, or by United States money order, or Ss + “* oe” _ 8 

oy by check payable to the Treasurer of the United States. Postage stamps will not be accepted, 
This form may be delivered to any of the offices listed in 28 C.F. R. 16.2 or mailed to: 
Office of the Deputy Attomey General, Department of Justice, Washington, D.C. 20530 
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. of’ | 1 - Mr, Mohr * Exhibit 12 

_ ‘] - Mr. DeLoach 
- Mr. Rosen 

y Attorngj General, _ wr, Sullivan(Attn: May 23, 1970 
& T. N. Goble 

‘ 7 - 1- Mr. Conrad 
~ irector, FBI . 1}-Mr, Jevons Il1-Mr. Frazier 4 
a OC: 1027. | ] 1- Mr. Gallagher 

HAROLD WEISBERG: KEQUESTS FOR — 
INFORMATION UNDER FREEDOM OF ed 
INFORMATION ACT : a 

Reference is made to your memorandum dated May 19, 1070, 
regarding Mr. Weisberg's request for certa.n information reloting 
to the assassination of former President Kenncdy. 

Sf bee 
Your attention is directed to my letter to the Attorney General 

dated November 20, 1967, entitled "Assassination of President John Fitzgerald 
Kennedy, November 22, 1963, Dallas, Texas, " which sct out information 
concerning Harold Weisberg from the files of this Bureau. .This™ 

included the fact that Weisberg was one of ten employees fired summarily 

by the State Department in 1947 because of suspicion of being a communist 

or having communist sympathies. Later Weisberg was allowed to rcsign 

ithout prejudice. 

  

    

    

Weisberg has written several books conccrning the assagcinatioa 

of President Kernedy which attack the Warren Commission Repo:t. His 

book "Whitewash-The Report of the Warren Report" is a vitriolic and 

diabolical criticism of the Warren Commission, the FTI, the fecret 

| Service, several other U. 8. Government agencies, and the Dallas, Texas, 

» Police Department. R contains inaccuracies, falsehoods, and deliberate 

slanting of facte to fit Weisberg's purpose. 
ba 

The following comments are in the order they were requested in 
f “p Mr. Weisberg's letters, copies of which were forwarded with your 

el Om 

    

      

   

  

e
 , 

emorandum: _ , os 

Ly ) Spectro hic Anal » Weishe h quested vee | Teleon i 2 nectrographic Analyses: Weisberg has requested ey! | 

at ' “@etails of the spectrographic analyses conducted or. os 
Mohs “ certain bullet evidence involved in the assassination. ae 5 

4 o~ " , 2G e % 

(""\ nee NA M ; ol = 
| ERS tors Cy {i J (see note page 6) X co 4 ' 
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‘@ The Deputy Attorney General 

fl 

Reference is made to the matter entitled "John Nichols “Sa 
Versus United States of America, et al., U.§.D.C. 
D. Kan., Civil No, T-4536" and to my memorandum 

vets to Mr. William D. Ruckelshaus dated February 17, 1969. 
yt sy. oo»... This material related to the release of spectrographic _ 
me data concerning certain bullet evidence involved in the 

yo - gssassination of former President Kennedy. It is 
- understood that litigation is still pending as to whether 

or not information regarding epectrographic analyses 
will be released. 

  

L- As mentioned in my memorandum of February 17, 1068, 
xa ''  . ‘es... ft ig our considered opinion that the results of the to 

an spectrographic tests are adequately shown in the report -i:- 
of the Warren Commission where (Volume 6, Pages 67, 
69, 73 and 74) it is specifically set forth that the metal 
fragments were analyzed spectrographically and were | 

found to be similar in composition. The work notes and 
. _ Yaw analytical data on which such results are based 

_— - _ are not normally made public particularly since they 
be .., Can Only be interpreted properly by sctentifically trained 

ar . personnel, 

“ 
. 
a
 

4 
t 

fe
 

~ ‘ "* : The work notes and raw analytical data are part of the 
4 investigative files of this Bureau and rightfully fall 

within exemption number 7 of subsection (b) of 5 U. 3. C. 
652 which specifically exempts investigatory files compiled 

for law enforcement purposes. 

- Release to any and all who request them of the raw 
vest analytical data in the thousands of spectrographic tests 
st conducted in the numerous cases received by this Bureau 
1 . would place an unnecessary and heavy burden on thia 
7 ptm Bureau and thus greatly hamper its efficient operation; | 
my k and compliance with the current request would set a 
me 4 = potentially highly undesirable precedent in this regurd! 
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A " The Deputy Attorney General 
wt Te . : * 

“ Based on these observations, tt is our firm opinion = o that the provisions of 8 U. 8. C. 552, subsection (b), ‘™ exemption 7 should be invoked and the request ue of Mr. Weteberg for the spectrographic analyses 
. git ie ‘ be denied. Lo / ve 

ra _ @) Documentation Relating to David William Ferrie: | ~ Mr. Weisberg described the records he requests . as documents relating to the late David William 
o Ferrie of New Orleans: 

ye a _ (a) withheld from the Warren Commission and/or zt r' ‘ . . . : on soe ' 

Lo. Comment: No documents relating to David a William Ferrie were withheld by the FBI an : from the Warren Commission. ees 

(b) withheld from the Natimal Archives 
éc . . . 

Cn Comment: So far as is known, all records of 
Woe, ' the Warren Commission pertaining to 
wee David William Ferrie were turned over to the o ; National Archives by the Warren Commission, sae ert together with all other records of the Warren es *. Commission, , 

we (c) withheld by the National Archives by order of the oy Department of Justice 
& 
os 

ft Comment: Your attention is directed to my letter pe to the Attorney General dated May 15, 1968, 
TS entitled "Assassination of President John Fitzgerald 

2 . Kennedy, November 22, 1963, Dallas, Texas, "' and eo me a to my letter to the Acting Attorney General d::ted mj aA February %@; 1967, entitled "Public Disclosure me bet. q - 
" : fe gee 

~ - “Ne = 
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v
e
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7 The Deputy Attorney General 

  

Warren Commission Records." Both ofthese ‘age. , letters concerned 65 pages of Warren Commission ;: 
Document No. 75 which dealt with allegations and . 
investigation regarding Ferrie. Copies ofthe 55 six. 
pages in question were enclosed with the letter of 
February 24, 1967. These are pages 212-22], 
225-228, 281-304, 307-311, 313-316, 319-323, 
and 341-343, all inclusive. Inthe letter dated 
May 15, 1968, I stated that the final decision as 
to the public disclosure of the material conccrainz 
Ferrie reste with the Department of Justice. | 

- also advised that this Bureau has no objection to wee " ; | public disclosure of the data concerning Ferrie. me 

These pages were originally excluded from public 
disclosure under guidelines approved by Mr. McGeorge 
Bundy, Special Assistant to the President. The 
specific guideline applicable is identified as 3(C), 
which provided that public disclosure should be made 
unless disclosure "would be a source of embarrassment 
to innocent persons, who are the subject, source, 
or apparent source of the material in question, 
because it contains gossip and rumor or details of 
& personal nature having no significant connection 
with the assassination of the President."" Our 
position as to this information concerning Ferrie 
bas not changed since the May 15, 1968, letter. 

  

  

(8) Exhibit 60 (Pictures of President Kennedy's Shirt and 
Tie): Weisberg requested a photographic copy of a portion 

of Exhibit 60 showing the tabs of the President's shirt. 
Apparently Archives bas furnished a copy of this Exhibit, 
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. 

¥ however, he has advised the quality of this copy is =~ not satisfactory for his purpose and has requested a print from the original megative which is a part of oF this Bureau's files. 

Compliance with the request would set an undesirable precedent and could lead to numerous such requests i eet for copies of photographic matter furnished the Sy Commission. The Bureau can ll afford to divert oway from our important investigative responsibilities the time needed to search our voluminous files and prepare ro such material. However, since the photograph referred tee ot, to ag Exhibit 60 is available to the public through Archives 4 it is felt the matter of furnishing additional copics is for the Department to decide and an additional photographie print of the portion showing the "shirt tabs" is attached in the event the Department wishes to set this precedent, 

setae: 

(4) Concerning Receipt of Material Obtained at Autopsy: Weisberg requested a photograpn au all records Yelating tye ae | to the material removed by Commander James Humes, M.C., eww . U.S.N., at the time of the autopsy and receipted for by a | , Special Agents Francis X. O'Neill and James W. Sibert ee - November 22, ‘1963. This request appears to be based on “ his inability to specifically identify the Exhibit in the * Commission report, 

The material referred to in the receipt is Identified as “ Commission Exhibit 843. A photograph of this Exhibit was ne furnished the Commission and was published in "jlearings Mos Before the President's Commissionon the Assassination — of President Kennedy, " Volume 17, Page 841. Other 
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The Deputy Attorney General 

  

information regarding this Exhibit appears elsewhere in the Commission's Hearings. 

(5) Autopsy Photographs: The FBI has never had possession | oF custody af the tattey photographs requested by Mr. Weisberg. 

Enclosure 

NOTE : 

As is stated in the letter to the Deputy Attorney General and as we have pointed out in previous communications to officials of the Department of Justice, Weisberg is a prolific and notorious critic of the Warren Commission, the FBI, etc. His criticisms have included glanting of the truth and outright lies. 

So far as the Ferrie material is concerned, Ferrie died in February, 1967, The 55 pages of information about him which were withheld from public disclosure contained allegations, hearsay, and rumo 
This information was withheld in 1965, two years before ie's death. The previous communications to Department officials which were written following .  Ferrie's death took the position that we had no objection to the release of this information to the public; however, the final decision in this regard was a decision to be made by the Department of Justice, 

Regarding the photograph mentioned in Item 3 above, informal eth: discussions with Mr, Car] Fardley, Deputy Assistant Attorney General, . 
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Me ran The Deputy Attorney General 

wo The receipt referred to in Item 4 above was made out for “tages ; 
- a missile. The "missile" consisted of two small fragments of lead 

me recovered from the head of President Kennedy. 

' ot SO - Relative to the autopsy photographs mentioned in Item 5, 
. the Laboratory has never had in its possession or custody any of j 

these photograp'is. This material has also been co-ordinated with i 
the Domestic Intelligence and General Investigative Divisions. es 
Both Divisions advise that they have never had custody of the autop:y 
photographs. 

ee Material set out above concerning Ferrie and background on t 
«DD 4 . + Weisberg compiled and furnished by Domestic Intelligence Division, . z 
+ } , 
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MEMO, ALL BMPLOYELS November 22, 196: 
. TMPLOYECS | DALLAS 1 DIVIS ION 

OFFICE: 12th Floor, 1114 Commerce St., t., Dallas, Texas 75202 TEL: x 1-73211 

  

    

  

  

  

  

NAME ADVKESS TELEPONo 

SUPERVISORY § STAF? ‘ — , 

Shanklin, J. Gordon, SAC 6419 Preston Rd., Apt. 8 ‘ LA 1-5831 
Clark, Kyle G., ASAC 6250 Kenwood . TA 74754 

Loeffler, Joseph J. #] Supv. 10433 Sinclair DA 7-7561_~—s! 
Howe, Kennoth C. #2 Supv. 3816 Bryn Mawr EM 8-5969 

HEADQUARTENS AGLNTS: ’ 

2. Abernathy, Joe B, 4150 Willow Grove Rd. FL 2-5760 

4. Almon, John V. 11360 Gatewood DA 86-1133 - 

3. Anderson, Robert J. 1734 Loree DA 77-5317! 

4. Anderton, James W. 8871 Liptonshire Dr. DI 8-4215 

1. Barrett, Robert M. 3314 San Marcus St. BR 9-5887 

2. ° Bookhout, James W. 7048 Cornelia Lane TA 3~5846 

a1. Bray, Allan D. (On transfer in from New Agents‘ Training} . 

&. Brown, Charles T.,Jr. 916 Reechwood Dr. RICHARDSON AD §-3016 

4. Brown, W. Harlan 3142 Sateuma Dr. CH 7-7816 ¢ 

4. Butler, Robort P. (On transfer in from Denver) GcooLZ Certe lids Ab (>be. 

LL Clements, Manning C. . 3736 Glencoe, Apt. 104 Y TA 4-41354 

\. Drain, Vincent B. J. 5031 Cedar Springs, Apt. 101 LA 6-6210 

3. Eckenrode, Raymond C,: -11027 Genetta . BR 97135 y 

3. Ellington, Alfred Cc. | 613 Aqua Drive - DA 7-0058 

3, Gemberiing, Robt. P. “ 7106 Clomson Dr. DI .8-3906 

3. Griffin, Will Hayden 3228 Perryton _ FE 7-7440 

2. Hall, C. Ray 6542 Ellsworth TA 3-5616 

2. Hanloy, Josoph J. 2014 W. Five Mile Parkway FE 9-9896 : 

2. Harrison, Richard b. 9016 Hackney. Lane DI 8-G6895 

4.  Heitmon, Wallace R, "42110 Elizabeth Lane, RICHARDSON AD 5-0926 

3. Horton, Bmory B&. 607 Blue Luke Circle, RICHARDSON AD 5-8662 <--. 

44 Hosty, James P., -Jr. 11018 Gonetta Lot BR 9-4084 0 w 
42 Kovkendall. Edwin b. 7428 Wentwood Dr. EM 1-5803 

1. Lee, Ivan D, _ 9640 Livenshire Dr. _ DI 8-0373 

3. Lish, Robort C.- . , 69390, Kenwood TA 4-3876 

4. Neeley, Alfred D.| |! ! (7403 Centenary EM 1-4574 

2. Newsom, Milton L.| | | 605 Greenleaf Dr., RICHARDSON AD 5-6492 

4. Odum, Bardwoll D. i 6727 Fawn Dr. DI 8-3165 ° 

2. Perryman, Curtis L. 8118 Garland Rd. . . DA 77-1393 

2. Pinkston, Nat A. VJ 2106 Van Cleave FR 1-8325 

l. Robertson, Leo L. 3533 Greenbrier Dr. EM 8-5780 

1. Swinford, James W. 7216 Gaston Ave., Apt. 123. DA 7-4491 

3. Thompson, Gaston ¢. 6312 Overlook Dr. : BV 1- 2011 

2. Underhill; Carl Ez ,' '£ 3711 Cragmont . . 779) A 8- 9876 
3.¢*williams, J: ‘Doyle < oS 3307 Lancelot Dr. 29- V3 - “2 a/ rR 2-6472 a 

1... Wilson, Gary Sip Fea 3309 Santa Teresa R 9-1509 | 

3,7 Wulff, Paul EB. . p ‘4159 Willow Grove Rd. FL 41-0929 | 

Number by "nainel indicates supervisory desk to which Agent assigned, - 
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_ Nofcrencs 46 cade to your lotter ef Becenher 11, 2g} 1670, and to itc attcekvonts which porteia to FeQhosts from qahik Fan ~ . Ti mgs a e wt . 
t%9 Herold Volcborg for xcuitienal inferzation @oncorning oo” tho accaccinatica of Presidcnt Kcunody. «0... EE ; as ar Sw et ema gma TT Fr, Toicserg’a recvents recuire extencivo reccareh =: qe anv irceirics of our fiold civictons, which are keine esz4rotea “2°” | enrcciticusly. Waoa tho rccults of recoarch at FoI Ucacquartorse -+ - - fc@ in tha £40ld Lave boca analysed, you will be furnichod ow 4. 
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ROTTS The request received by the Departnent for information ee 
.irea For files io frou Larold Voisberg, @ nan rho has vritten several’ | boos critical of the Warrea Connicsion, tho FBI, Socrot Service, ‘eo polico agoncies and othor branches of tho Governnent rolating to t P). accrecination investigation, Eis writings have contained insceerscies, | f-lcehcods end deliborate clanting of fccto to fit his purpore. Hes> ps. 

oO wS one of ten enployces fired by the State Dopartnent during 1947 fy e becnuse of sucpicion of being a comcunist or having connunistisc. - * |. 
ed ' eyenataies. Later ho was allcwed to resign vithout projudice, but } 

wesc not rectorod to his forcor position. A check of Portland, * - % ’ 
‘..  Minagapolis, Dallas and Few Crieans files is necessary to be i 

stewe we can give the Departrent cczplete inforzation on Wolsberg*® 
tied questions, which relate tq possible cropping or editing of 

~hep ty tho FCI, Tho filme ihn which Weisberg is interested were cen CD, ann pyre verious tires by “i citizens and aleo sove professi 
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ar > Mu. J. &dgar Hoover # DATE: Dec. Director, F.B.1. ‘ Ves, 

fo: nad Lea). 
i FROM =: Richard G. Kleindienst LM ory , 

* Deputy Attorney Generall 

suBjecT: Freedom of Information Act: Harpld Weisberg 

en a . Atratiigy is a copy of a request submitted by Gh . ae Mr. Harold Weisberg ‘under the Freedom of information | cee 

Act for acess to information relating to the ‘assasin| nation of President Kennedy. 

  

It would be appreciated if you would give me your comments and recommendations regarding this request, 
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/ Ce , » nk foes Weisberg 

~ " »| Coge G’Or Press route 8, s2eDeRicK, MD. 21701 
f Code30l 473-8186. a 

ss 12/2/70 

  

. mM. , am * tf. - ‘ 23 aye Wee 
ooo RB ACRUIN BRLCINGICNSt ‘ * 

aepery Atiomey Coneral 
pag, ae 

wae Dovarteant of Justice ME: v4 

Vauraulvon, DC. 

Dear «er. ALeindioust, 

an the course of uy ow investisjations of the Kcanedy assass: Lv sogted 
ane gD05cn to the omers of two amatcur motion picturcs of Lee Harvey Omiade Ors 
arzestce in wew Orlcans, La., on August 9, 1963, ana rave evidence OF & Tabs person, ben 
possioly in an official capacity, also taicing picturca of this und the packs tine Sheds S Ba oe CO - 

' precccced it. in all cases, the National Archives rcports it docs not nave the fils ree 

  

in the first two cases I have vecn inforaed that the film was given to «he Fu, 
weach returnod edited conies, I seck copies of all this fila, for which I enclose s a 
D115 vorz and check. Also, all relevont reapats except as noted, 

Ore caso involves one John Martin, wno voluntarily took his enire roll of vacation He 
Fila vo the “inneapdlis office of tne FBI, Tne National Archives inforus neirtnere exists Bs 

     

  

no record in its files of either this Jack Martin or his fils, . ee 
"py 

tne secovc case involves the Doyle family, Mr. onc Mrs. J, Pat ani con Jiz ant teeie 
friencs the natt Wilsons, of Portland, Oregon. One report of tnis is in Warren Cozcission 
file CDo, page 444. Four others are CD30:6—9, None of these five reports says tne Siic 
Wes Given to the Ful or returned. Therefore, I assune there are otner reports, including — 

of coen* or analysis of what the film shows. I would like any and «ll reports besides 
tnose avove listed, ~ 

  

aiso, various reports in my possession and.official Gescriptions of tne professisial 
GV flim (WDSU-TV and Wiwi-TV) in tne National Archives disclose that more thar. the there» 
§:.sting prints were mace and show by FSI. agents for various purposes, including <o 
e@stebdlisn the identity of a second man helping Oswald, one other thar Charles Zali Steele, 

Jr. sone or these pictures exist in the National Archives, Steele contirced to me tre . 
existence of this third man ana the wrapper of tne copy oF the WOSU footsze at the Satione 
a#rcrives says it shows this person, which it does not, Again tnere is tne presucpcicn of 

@citing ena tae fact of the existence of still prints of this ovher men. I seex copies of 
trose srints, all retevant reports and access to tne unedited footage from VOSS, «ose , 
peraission I have. YDSU permitted me to copy the footage returned to then, Jona Rash, wh. 
pnotograpker, says he made 17 prints. The government seems to have obtained 
two different occasions, from the records I have. 

  

* wind 

| Mo charges hore will exceed the minima. “Te you will inform me of the 
‘I will sond a check, 

. 

  

Sin erely, 

pia Ze mae 
be ee - | j . lc Weisberg 
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Pateboputy Attorney Goneral Decom. cr Sy 70 ) 
1 - Mr. Sul¥jvan , s 1 - Mr. Rod—n : . freee, FDI . 

  

1 - Mr. Maf%ey “ 

1 - t PREEDOM OF INTORMATICN ACT Mr. Hanlon * * 1 - Mr. C.D. 1 D. Srennan 

Noference 135 maz'2 to your Ietter c? Do cenilcr il, 1970, : ~ i ard our reply of Docentbar 16, 1070, rolstin~ to cois om eos oO ree YWSoes 

Myr, ‘arcid Weiccorg fer inforniati on reiciive to tia ts wrebe btw baie sow enVOSiCatiCL ae ane Oo. the aseassination cf Precics:t Jon PB, aeOvccy. 

  

La@. Weistare's kernal rocuccts (0 T-LLT) not fer 
~iha aad relovant reports ef L. UW. Curclis ik: ecare 

Cictrivyetion and arrect in oy ericans, C ef/ec, inion ky Jim Dorle, 
doin Martin, VOCU-TV and Wih-py E: Ree ore 2TS anc Ly ca an sTaaOwN persen, prints of WLS film made te Choy ChieG nian 
accictine Cevweole , O25 further Cosovibed ja ca chingned ahd te =” 

ow iba 
os 2 ew ew weew in bwin @ —= * accition, Rr. Weictorg vor ao8t3 "AN roncric on, eZ or cheutecd %. interviews with nines Powell, dim iy Entoliccncs, who tesa 

piccure or picturos in Dogloy Placa at tho tino of v2 Qoonseinction 
cf Procicont fonnedy. » Pwould also Iso to Lave access to any . thor such pictures. " : | ~\ rere 
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‘ ADDENDUM TO JUNE 13, 1983, AFFIDAVIT OF HAROLD WEISBERG 

172. After I completed this affidavit I obtained proof of the truthfulness os 

of my allegations relating to New Orleans FBI SA Clifford Anderson's declaration 

pertaining to his alleged search for David Ferrie records. This is also to say that 

I then obtained proof of the FBI's and Anderson's intent not to be fully informative | 

   and responsive, of their intent to deceive, mislead and misrepresent, and of their 

intent not to be honest and not to make proper searches while attesting to 

"exhaustive" searches. 

  

173. I received a copy of a record that was disclosed to another requester 

but is still withheld from me in this litigation. “This record exactly fits the 

description I provided in earlier affidavits that, characteristically, were entirely 

ignored. Anderson did confirm that there had been a neutrality act file on Ferrie, 

which I alleged. I also referred to other Ferrie records but in his declaration in 

pretended response Anderson made no reference to them. I had provided the number 

of a file in which another copy was filed, 105-1456 FRD. Anderson still did not 

produce the record he admits finding in this 105=1456 FRD file. I then stated that 

inevitably, from standard FBI practice, Anderson and the FBI knew where to find 

other and existing copies if the one that I referred to had been destroyed. I 

raised questions about the truthfulness of Anderson's attestation to destruction 

and I stated this New Orleans 105-1456 FRD file pertains to anti~Castro activity. 

In referring to Anderson's phrasing, which I stated was not really his but was that 

of FBIHQ, I described it as “loose language" that for an expert like Anderson is 

"imprecise if not evasive." I also stated that Anderson has a record in my litigation 

of swearing to whatever he is*told to swear to by FBIHQ without regard to what he 

knows. 

174. The FBIHQ copy of a New Orleans report in its 105-1456 FRD file 
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disclosed to another confirms all that I attested to. It also raises substantial 

questions about Anderson's untruthfulness and intent to deceive, mislead and 

misrepresent to this Court. 

175. “FRD" represents "Frente Revolucionario Democratica." The New Orleans 

title also includes "aka," given as "Cuban Democratic Revolutionary Front," 

"Friends of Democratic Cuba" and includes an "etc.'"' The et cetera includes a number 

of persons who are named and on whom there also are records. In some instances 

their file numbers are listed. 

176. Distribution to and the existence of pertinent records in other field 

offices also are indicated. | 

177. The FBIHQ serial number on this file indicates that there are many 

pertinent records in it, not just the one to which Anderson attested. (I have 

knowledge of others that are disclosed, but not to me, having seen this one.) 

178. Not just David Ferrie but all of the organizations and all the persons 

mentioned (meaning those names not obliterated) figure in all investigations of the 

JFK assassination, including those of the FBI, the Warren Commission and Jim 

Garrison, and thus all are within my requests. Pertaining to Ferrie, Anderson 

claimed making a search that was not and could not have been made for this litigation. 

He and Phillips attested that it was made in this litigation. 

179. Although this record was classified Secret and claimed to be exempt 

from automatic downgrading, which is not supported by its content, and it was first 

disclosed in 1978, albeilg then still withheld from me, no claim to exemption was 

made. It just was not included in any search. The entire file is pertinent. 

180. Three copies were sent to FBIHQ for its main file 105-87912 and a 

fourth FBIHQ copy was sent for its 105-89923 file. This establishes that at FBIHQ 

any missing New Orleans copy could be replaced from not fewer than two different 
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files, as could also be done from the other field offices and agencies to which 

copies were sent and are listed. This is precisely what I had attested to. 

181. The reason for Anderson's imprecise language that I described as 

"loose" and “imprecise if not evasive" is apparent once a copy of this record is 

examined, and this, I believe, accounts for his not providing it after he located a 

copy. This also accounts for FBIHQ's, particularly its FOIPA branch's, failure to 

provide their readily accessible copies. More copies were filed in New Orleans 

than Anderson's supposedly first-person attestation includes. 

182. Moreover, still another copy was made for and filed in still another 

New Orleans file the identifigation of which is removed from this copy provided to 

another requester. No claims to exemption are noted on the copy provided to him so 

the claimed reason for this withholding is not known to me. 

183. As without possibility of question Anderson knew, if as he swore he 

examined any copy of the record I referred to, two copies of it were filed in 

105-1456 FRD, not the one to which he attested. He thus could easily swear that a 

copy was destroyed and not provide any record of its destruction because the second 

copy survives. (it is common FBI practice to note destruction of duplicates on 

remaining copies.) He could also swear in seeming safety that apparently the 

destroyed copy was not indexed because the destroyed copy would not be the indexed 

copy. And he made no mention in his declaration of any filing under another caption, 

where it also could have been indexed. 

184. The subject matter of this file, its extensive routing inside and 

outside the FBI and the persons, organizations and activities mentioned in it leave 

it without doubt that an experienced FBI SA like Anderson and his rat Gounterparts 

knew immediately that all copies of it simply would not be destroyed. 

185. Bearing on FBIHQ intent, this file washinder review, for disclosure, 
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a second time at approximately the time FBIHQ was telling Anderson what to swear to 

- which it now is clear means t@lling him to swear to what is not true, to what 

deceives, misleads and misrepresents, and not to provide it. 

186. Other records in the same file inevitably refer to other pertinent 

persons and organizations and thus it is inevitable that other individual records, 

including those referring to Ferrie, also exist in other known and easily searched 

files. In FBI practice, those files and offices the author of the report intends 

copies for are indicated by him and others are added at FBLHQ. Depending on their 

content, other individual records in this file were routed to other field offices. 

There also are other FBIHQ files.in which other records in this New Orleans file 

also are duplicated. 

187. It is entirely improbable that there is but a single reference to 

Ferrie in this New Orleans 105-1456 FRD file because he was an active member and 

because one of his “boy friends," Layton Martens, then a minor, worked for FRD and 

also was picked up by the police outside the residence of the titular leader, Sergio 

Arcachia Smith. He and Martens also figure in all official investigations. Martens 

also was charged with perjury in Garrison's investigation. During that period 

Martens stayed in touch with the New Orleans FBI. 

188. The FBI was well aware of the pertinence of this file to my request. 

Moreover, the FBI provided information from it to the Warren Commission. 

189. Other persons who figured in all official investigations and are 

pertinent in this litigation also are mentioned in this New Orleans file. 

190. One of these other persons represents an area of potential embarrassment — 

to the FBI that I have not indicated earlier. Guy Banister was a former FBI Special 

Agenby in Charge of one of its major divisions, Chicago. He was an incorporator of 
» 

this group. He, too, figures in all official investigations. 
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191. This group also was connected with the CIA. Just before the Bay of 

Pigs the CIA required it, the major ultraconservative anti-Castro outfit, to combine 

with the trade-union anti-Castros. The CIA got them together at the Skylark Motel 

in Miami about a month before the Bay of Pigs, knocked their heads together until 

they agreed, and then supported and financed the merged group under the name of the 

Cuban Revolutionary Council (CRC). It was to provide the CIA's government in exile 

if the Bay of Pigs operation had not failed. 

192. The CRC had the address 544 Camp Street in New Orleans. Oswald also 

used that return address on some of his literature. The Warren Commission was never 

able to get a copy of this from the FBI, and it did try. In the end it obtained a 

copy from the Secret Service. In its "no stone unturned" investigation the FBI in 

New Orleans never did get around to telling FBIHQ or the Warren Commission that 544 

Camp Street was the very building in which Guy Banister had his offices. It also 

never reported that Ferrie, too, worked in Banister's office. (This investigative 

brilliance, together with the joke of a New Orleans investigation of the CRC, was 

the work of the ce3e supervisor, SA Ernest Wall. He managed to report his investiga- 

tions in reports of a mere six and seven lines. ) 

193. Consistent with all of this, when the New Orleans FBI learned that the 

Secret Service was conducting its own investigation of the printing of Oswald's 

literature, it immediately applied pressure to have the Secret Service abandon its 

investigation. When the printer said it was not Oswald who picked up the printing, 

the FBI told the Warren Commission the opposite, that it was Oswald. 

194. If Oswald had been a paid FBI informer, of which there is no evidence, 

3 

although this allegation was made in Dallas, the FBI's reaction to this Secret 

Service investigation could not have been. more immediate, forceful and close to 

hysterical. 
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195. I know of no FBI investigation to determine why Oswald, the self- 

proclaimed pro-Castroite, would use the return address of the largest and CTA 

financed and supported anti-Custro group in New Orleans. The FBI decided that Oswald 

was pro-Castro despite all the evidence that this was merely a cover, so it never 

investigated to try to learn why the ostensibly pro-Castroite Oswald would try to 

invite pro-Castroites to get themselves beaten up. 

196. This is not unusual. Oswald and Ferric sme in the New Orleans Civil 

Air Patrol (CAP) together. The FBI never conducted any investigation to determine 

whether they had any relationship, then or later, not even when it knew that Ferrie 

PE ORDA 

fled New Orleans the day of the assassination, as soon as Oswald was identified in 

Dallas. 

197. Likewise, although Ferrie took New Orleans CAP boys to Keesler Field, 

Biloxi, Mississippi, and the FBI knew that Oswald took advanced radar training there 

(with virtually all the records of it suffering a mysterious disappearance), it 

conducted no investigation to determine whether there was or could have been any 

relationship between Ferrie and Oswald when Oswald was a Marine and at Keesler Field. 

198. As IL attested earlier, I have the notes of a reporter who was at the FBI 

New Orleans office during the Garrison investigation at what amounted to anti- 

Garrison parties and he reports the presence there at that time of David Ferrie. 

None of this is indicated in any report the FBI disclosed to me. 

199. In addition to addressing the untruthful, deceptive, misleading, 

misrepresentative and evasive nature of Anderson's referred-to declaration, I 

intend in the immediately preceding Paragraphs to indicate possible FBI motive for 
» i 

not making good-faith searches and for FBIHQ to draft and Anderson to swear to a 

declaration of this character., 

     J, 

YY HAROLD WEISBERG 
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FREDERICK COUNTY, MARYLAND 

Before me this 17th day of June 1983 Deponent Harold Weisberg has 

appeared and signed this addendum to affidavit of June 13, 1983, first having 

sworn that the statements made therein are true. 

My commission expires July 1, 1986. 

Filia Mas cb, 
- ., NOTARY PUBLIC IN AND FOR 

Sey FREDERICK COUNTY, MARYLAND 
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