Dear Jim, 6/20/83

If Thursday's hearing }s postponed or not there are 5 feu things I think you
should emphasize, and if LeBaie tr¥es thoir usual devise of interrupting and trying
to sidetrack, please don't Iet hine Ho can argue on his owm time., 411 undisputed
in the cass recoxd.

-

Ssarches to cooply with oy actual requasts not yet mede and attested to.

FEIHQ instead decided, without any search, to try to lindt me to a few main files.
Dallas did. New Orleans added a few searches, not nearly complying, and then withheld
most of the records identified as not relevant when they are relsvant, as to this day
has not been denjed, Almost thrvee years aftor compliance was claimed, Delias added
only some of what the appeals office divected be searched for and processed. Neither
office has processed the existing snd pertinent vecords I did identify.

Elsurs, ordexod by the juldge’ no ssarch slips provided, no ELSUR search atieated
to as of now. Not included in supposcdly comploto soarch slips.

Search slipst my attestetion that they ave not for this litdgation (New Orleans)
not disputed and cen't be, Most dabed slmost e yesr before my request, which X
attested to and they do not even denys

Give them a fov challengss and meks 3% clear that you are moviddng only a few
illustz‘ations.

Dallas hes still not made amy soerch for the recowds periaining to and for the
ctpics 4% han of tho polico broadcasstm of th: time of the assessination, on tape, I
have proven that all their attestatlons pertaining %o this are net truthful and heve
not been rebutisd., Wiy do they not hove a competent person meks and attest to a
competent scarch? Isn't that caafer and less costly than filing untruthful and
incompetont affidavits?

New Orleans: &s a minor ilivstreation, partlowlarlt after my refubailon of
Andersen’s declaratien, why do they not just peevide a copy of the 105~1456 file,
of the record, indexed comy, and let it be meen that they have provided all the
pertinent reconds, let it be seen that they have made & soarch for any such
information as it inciudes. Can they be afrsid? Isa't merely xeroxing it a lot
easier and cheeper than all thoy've gone through, all the litigating which does
not address my allegations and evidence - which leave all unresolved and disphibed?

Elactronic surwelllanne of Carrison and mes why is there no competent New
Orlesns aottegtation to a resl soarch and instead Thillips agsin swears {o the
expedient when he hes and can have no personal inmovledge? Why have they not derded
my attestation that they have already disclosed electronic survedllancemon
Gar 1son snd me? (On Garrison they've been silent, on me they'vo claimed an
"invostigation," entirely undescribed, in the wrong place only, FEIHQ, and they've
nade no rssponse to my allogations pertaining to picking me up in By Oxlasng,
not FEIHQ,

Why heve they been silent about my allegation that they have, have not seatched

for, the motion pict ure I identified? Why have then not even attesbed to any search
for them and other such mxbbmos information?

Second~hand attestations almost exclusively: why when it is not disputed that
those who have pesonal knowledge can provide attostations = and shoulde

Digriasal, senctiona, discoveryiNot one of my allegailons is refuted, even
with a nd=hand attestatign by an incompetente It is not dispubed that the
discovery is not necessarye. ,t is not disputed that voluntarily, before the question




was reied by the FBI, I had already provided all the information and documentatlo
of which I anm avare. It is not disputed that searches to comply with my actual
requests are not made and not attosted to. It is not disputed that the F3I needs no
help from me to meke searches responsive o my actual requests. My allegation that
the search glips exre entirvely incomplote and that soue are phony is unrefuted.
(Emphasize that aimost all New Orleans alleged searches in this Mitigation are datad
alrost g yeer before I filad ny requests, )

Burdensorenesa- not even addressed, leave alone yefubted.

ot vioualized in and contreey to Act = no briefing 2% all by FEI on this.

The 4ot says the durdsn of proof is on the agancy to susteint its action. 1t does
not say under soze condition. It seyu under 2ll conditions, and without rofutation
I heve steted thet it hes not made %the reqdred searches, nis not provided even all
the records identitied on the so-cslled searches, has not just ified any withholdings,
and I bhave provi.e® countless illusteations o this that sluost without exception
remain isnorode It isn't even denied that the FZI's recoxd in this cese assures

me that even i I did its work, as 1% domanda under the diseovery gdse, 1% would
pay any vove aitention than it has, which peans none sb all , veallye With at least
what L have specified, there is no doubt that the biwrden of procf is on the FBL and
it hes not evan protended to have met this burden of proofe

i 1401

oloyane 1ter {nomper purposest The FEL does not even deny that
it has not nede ' yepponsive to my actual requects and in this has violated
its own remlations (wilch I should have included above alsn)j that it has not
responded o the detalled and documenteed information I have provided, including
in alnost entirely ndisputed effidevitasthel its attestations ars incompetent;
that in the epocifics & vrovided 3% was untruthful (i3 hasn't aven sddreesed these
apecificn, leave nlons rode on effort bo refute them)s that it has end kuows it ha
pertinent infomation not yst searched for an not provided even when i% vag fdentified.

Con 4% possibiy be that in the face of this case recoxd it is other than
frivolous, other than improper and for ulterior purposes +that 4t now Jdenends
diamisssl 08 » suncsIonTARSHAEE And thet when it hasn®t even bothered %o relute
ny allegations relating to the tasie of its clulu for digmissal, that the discovery
ig not proper and ig not nesessary and is wrong?

ihis is in hoste and far from inclusive, It ropresents some of what I think vwe
noed ail dvawn tozether st one roint, succinclty, in the event of aprenl.e

Smith may try to cub you ofi as well as confuse you. Persist. Thie is imporbant.
If he rofuses you, ask that his refusal be in form you oan appeal. *£ he efuses,
whatover your opposition to it in genaral, mendamus. Remembor, the appeals court
considers the issves on mandamus even if it turns that doune it gots the issues there.
If you can't get it all in orally, you can in morc or less factual outline form, and
that can be used after you file its . his case lacks it and it is essential for move
than use on apreals

Yhen I didn't hosr fyom you hy lunchiine about the purpose of Srdih's Frida¥
afbernocn call to you, I dmmimt decided to rush this so 1 can get ifs in the svenlng
meile

Beat *



