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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

HAROLD WEISBERG,

Plaintiff,
v. . . : Civil Action Nos. 78-0322
. : and 78-0420
FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION, : Consolidated
Defendant

AFFIDAVIT

My name is Harold Weisberg. I reside at 7627 old Receiver Road, Frederick,
Maryland. I am the plaintiff in these consolidated cases. My prior professional
experiences and my subject matter expertise are attested to in a number of my prior
affidavits in this and in other litigation and have never been questioned. The FBI
itself has stated that I know more about the assassination of President Kennedy and
its investigations than anyone working for it.

1. For purposes of this affidavit I state that my prior professional
experiences include analysis and investigation of the functioning of government
agencies. My work on the assassination of President Kemnedy is a study of the
functioning of our basic insti;utions in that time of great stress and thereafter.

I know of no other person who has made any such study for as long a period of time

or of its scope and magnitude. My published work on it is used in colleges throughout
the country. My first book (of six) on this subject, which dates to 1965, has gone
through eight domestic printings and some abroad. It is still used as a basic text

in colleges and universities. Its accuracy and that of all my other works, contrary
to slurs employed by the FBI in substitution for fact - despite all that has since

come to light (largely as a result of my efforts and FOIA litigation) and despite



official suppre;sion, largely by the FBI - remains unquestioned. More than a third
of a million pages of withheld records, disclosed after I published my last book,
do confirm my work and do not refute it in any way.

2. As I state in earlier affidavits, the plaintiff in an FOIA case, when
faced with systematic untruthfulness, misrepresentation and deception by government
aéencies, is under extraordinary handicaps. Fi;st of all, the govermment does not
prosecute itself for offenses for which, if I committed them, it could prosecute me.
Because it enjoys immunity it indulges in unfaithful representations to court. If
the plaintiff ignores them, he loses his lawsuit. If he reéponds to them - and he
does not dare do‘as the govermment does and merely make unsupported allegatioms -
it takes considerable time and effort and is costly. It requires many words to
refute a lie of a few words. Within my experience these government practices have
become a means of stopping the studies for which the information requests are made.
This is to say that the government can convert the Freedom of Information Act, which
is intended to require disclosure of nonexempt information, into an instrument for
withholding, as it has in this litigation and as I alleged and documented throughout
it. As I have attested, without even an effort at refutation, this defendant,
beginning sixteen years ago, schemed to "stop" me and my writing by frivolous and -
spurious litigation. Its record with me since then is entirely comsistent with this
scheme and to a large degree it has succeeded.

3. 1In this litigatioﬁ, despite the length required by it, I have addressed
each and every allegedly factual representation by the FBI and shown, without any
real'éffort at refutation, that they are not faithful to fact and that they are
untruthful, misrepresentative, deceptive and misleading. If my allegations are not
truthful, the FBI is well équipped to at least contest them with fact and by

competent affiants. Instead, save for a belated claim of its supervisor in this



case, SA John N. Phillips, it and its counsel have ignored my affidavits virtually
completely. This is because they are accurate ;nd cannot be refuted. Wiéh regﬁrd
to Phillips' belated pretense at addressing all the evidence I filed in this
litigétion, he contented himself with claiming no more than that he had nét'been un-
truthful and knew of no other untruthfulness by the FBI. I responded with an
affidavit which established the untruthfulness of his entirely unsupported and
entirely self-serving and conclusory denial. He and the FBI have been silent on
this since.

4. While I know of no requirement that the FBI respond to evidence I
produce that is contrary to what it wants believed, I also know of no licence it
enjoys to ignore such e?idence and then represeﬁt that it does not exist. This is
its practice in this litigation and in its Opposition to Plaintiff's Motion for
Reconsideration (the Opposition).

5. The FBI's departure from factuality is not limited to its.affiants. It
includes its counsel, who also misrepresent, deceive, mislead and are not truthful.
I have read every pleading and I state that they are characterized by unfactuality,
evasiveness, misrepresentation and that they mislead. After reading the Opposition
I add that trickery is also a fair description. It com?lains of delays, suggesting.
that they are deliberately contrived by my counsel and me, when in fact they are
guaranteed by fBI counsel who ended its prior practice of mailing copies of all
pleadings directly to me because of the distance between my counsel and me and
refused to resume the practice, even when, as usual, I offered to pay the costs.
This has added up to a week to the time required for pleadings to reach me. I have
attested to the foregoing on several occasions, he has made no denial, and he
persists in guaranteeing unnecessary delays for which he seeks to blame me. He also,

save for untruth, slurs and fabrication that I address below, ignores other



unavoidaple factors which add to these delays.

6. There are representations of fact in this Opposition that are not in
accord with the fact in the case record. Comspicuously, with regard to fact, there
is no citation of any evidentiary support and my ignored evidence to the opposite
is the only evidente in the case record pertaining to these matters.

7. With regard to one of the factqré contributing to these delays, while
avoiding use of the word, the Opposition calls me a liar. It représents that I am
not unwell ("...Mr. Weisberg's age and alleged ill-health." Emphasis added) and
represents that I lied in stating the truth about my impaired health, witness how,
as FBI counsel put it, my "own actions over the past several months" have "undercut"
my attestations. (Footnote 3 on unnumbered page 2) AMixed in with this is a
complete fabrication and an absolute falsehood, "...that assertion (has) been

refuted in defendant's earlier submissions..." The FBI has presented no evidence

at all on this matter and, going back to 1977 - before my surgeries and their

complications - it knew I was in seriously impaired health. It knew then - more
than five years ago - that it had to park my counsel's car inside the J. Edgar

Hoover Building for me even to be able to get there to confer with it.

8. This alleged "undercutting, FBI counsel's word, is that '"Mr. Weisberg
himself has put before the Court six affidavits totally (sic) more than 230 pages
(including attachments)." It then is conjectured that if I 'had spent as much

time" complying with discovery, I would have been able to comply with the discovery
demand. This, too, is absolutely false. No support for it is offered or cited,
again because there is none and again, as usual, there is directly contrary evidence
that he did not challenge or refute, so at the least FBI counsel had reason to

believe his concoction was not truthful,

9. Having not inconsiderable experience with untruths, distortious,



‘misrepresentations and not uncommonly slanders by the FBI and its counsel, I
decided to check EBI counsel's above-quoted arithmetic. It is informative.

10. The actual work for me répresented in these six affidaviﬁs is in their
texts. There are not "more than 230 pages" of text but omly 98. 'Of these, 12 are
far from full pages and several are blank save for a few lines of notarial
;tatement. The attachments total 142 pages, almost all of FBI records, and of
these 45 pages =~ almost a third - are the so-called search slips. The time period
to which FBI counsel refers, from February 4 to and including June 6, is 125 days.

So what his alleged '"undercutting" really amounts to is about a half-page of typing

a day for me! This really means little more than about five minutes' work a day

for those 125 days! This is the exact opposite of what he represents to this Court.

11. These retyped pages of affidavit text are of a larger type face than
that of the typewriter I use, a Hermes 3000. It has a much smaller type face and
includes more lines pef page. Tﬁus,‘on my typewriter, it amounts to about a half
page per day. While I have never timed my output, I know that it is not unusual
for me to type five pages an hour. The actual typing time thus comes to about five
minutes per day. This "undercuts" nothing but the integrity of FBI counsel's
representation to this Court and his entire argument.

12. As my affidavits also state, particularly those FBi counsel represents
have been "refuted" when they have not even been addressed at all, I have spent and
I am able to spend little time in searching now and searéhing time does not and
cannot represent any appreciable addition to the actual time I spent. Almost all
of the attachments, like the phony search slips, were at hand. Some, as I stated
with precision and aﬁcuracy, were in a box in my office I had not been able to get
to because of my health and I just blundered into them, without taking any special

time, as I was disposing of the contents of that box. An appreciable percentage



was provided by FBI counsel himself under discovery and they required no time at
all for searching. Others, as my affidavits state, I received while I was working
on tﬁem. My affidavits, with which he here represents some familiarity, make it
clear that for all practical purposes the attachments represent virtually no work
at all for me and thus almost no time at all.

' 13. If the actual time is doubled, it comes to only about 10 minutes of
time a day, and that still is an insignificant amount of time, not at all what he
represents.

14, In addition, as I believe lawyers know as well as writers, there is an
enormous difference in the time taken for writing and the time required by endless
research in 60 file cabinets, 500,000 pages of records and countless bodks, which
is what the FBI's discovery really demands.

15. In short, FBI counsel's quoted fepresentation ié misrepresentation, is
false, and based on simple arithmetic he had every reason to know it is false.
Moreover, he provided no estimate, not even another of his own fabrications, of the
time the discovery he actually demands - which is not the discovery he misrepresents
= would or could require. So on this additional basis he just made up what he
represents to this Court and on which he has already threatened to have me "thrown °
in jail," his words to my counsel. I have sworn to the actual requirements of his
actual demands and he has not presented any contrary evidence, not even his own
unsupported argument. The unrefuted evidence in the case record, therefore,
informed him in advance that he was being untruthful and was misrepresenting.

16. Moreover, I know of no honest basis for his making any reasonable
estimate, leave alone one he would present to a federal court and use as a basis
for denying anyome freedom, without knowing how rapidly or how slowly I write. He

has never asked me.



17. Yet his fabricatiom, which has no basis in any evidence at'all and is
contrary to the unrefuted evidence I provided under oath, is the sole basis for
his'calling me a liar under oath over my #alleged ill-health" and my present
capabilities or lack of them. Under other circumstances, as I have in the past,

I would consider the source and ignore it. However, because it is a basis for the
dismissal he solicits from this Court, I do not ignore it. Instead, I attach some

of my medical bills. .They reflect the complete accuracy and understated truthful-
ness of my attestations. These bills are not complete. They do not include my

1975 hospitalization for acute thrombophlebitis which had not yet resulted in surgery
and of which the FBI has known all along. Of my locgl doctdr's many bills I attach
only those that relate to my attestations to additional illnesses beginning this

past February. They are bills, not diagnostic records, and do not include all
diagnoses.

18. Exhibit 1 is the bill for my September 1980 hospitalization for
adiitional diagnosis, to determine the nature of the arterial blockages in my left
thigh and whether surgery was indicated.

19. Exhibit 2 is the bill for the arterial surgery and implantation of a
plastic artery two weeks later. (The operative reports and other attachments
referred to were not provided to me. They went to my insurer.) The venous doppler
listed is a test related to another venous thrombosis I suffered while hospitalized.

I was first hospitalized for venous thrombosis in both legs and thighs in October

1975.

20. Exhibit 3 reflects the first of the more serious complicationms, diagnosed
as "arterial obstruction." The nature of the surgery is indicated under "Description
of Services.'" However, because this bill is limited to the surgery, it makes no

reference to the arterial blood clots that were not accessible and the venous



blockages, both of which contribute significantly to my overall impaired circulation
and resultant problems and limitationms.

21. In April 1981 (Exhibit 4) I suffered a total blockage on the left side.
It is this emergency that I stated my counsel may know more about than I do because
prior to the emergency surgery, which began and night and continued into the next
;orning, I was d;ifting into unconsciousness. I know only what one of my surgeons
told me the next day, that this particular emergency is not uncommonly fatal. The
extent of this surgery also is indicated in the bill.

22. These are the surgeon's bills only. The hospital's bills are much
more extensive and expensive, but they do not indicate the nature of the surgeries.

23. Because the FBI's counsel also scoffs at and represents that I lied
about the series of debilitating illmesses that I attested began this February and
have not yet run their course, I also attach the pertinent bills of my family
doctor. He does not record his full diagnosis on all of them because this form is
.a bill only, not his medical record, but he does indicate most of these illnesses
on these bills. (Exhibit 5) As is apparent, I was truthful and understated.
Because of the ink he used and the color of the color—coded paper form$, which do
not copy clearly, i repeat the various illnesses identified on these bills, the
first of which is dated February 2 of this year. (He does not bill for telephone
consultations, which are frequent.) Exhibit 5 includes illnesses I overlooked in
my understated account: vascular insufficiency, bronchitis, influenza, pneumonia,

' which refers

peripheral vascular disease, edema, ecchymosis, and "anticoagulatiom,’
to persisting problems during this period with my blood's prothrombin or clotting
time. During the period represented by these bills, it was at the level that is

critical for internal hemorrhaging. It also is more critical with respect to the

slightest bruising, cutting and falling because they, too, can cause potentially



serioﬁs, even fatal, bemorrhaging. (For the rest of my life, my doctors have
warned me, I muét be extremely careful not to fall or bruise or cut myself because
the optimum clotting time of my blood is now twice its base or normal time. During
the period in question, it reached almost three times base.) Although it is not
mentioned, I also suffered pleurisy, which is painful and interferes with
c;ncentration, rest and sleep.

: 24, Ecchymosis refers to hemorrhaging through the walls of the blood vessels.
Coughing during the time I had bronchitis, pneumonia, influenza and pleurisy caused
the ecchymosis, many large areas of chest hemorrhaging, with lumps of clots as large
as my fist throughout my chest.

25. These bills reflect exactly what I stated pertaining to the bronchial

. only recently o
infection, that it persists despite mgdication. I am the antibiotic
prescribed in early February, although at the time of first prescription the doctor
anticipated only 10 days of antibiotic treatment. They represent-iz examinations
of me by this one of my doctors during the period to which I attested. The suddenness
of onset of this lingering infection is reflected‘by the fact that, as these bills
reflect, my family doctor worked me in without appointment only one day after he
had seen me for the unusual edema caused by the circulatory insufficiencies I will
have for the rest of my life. (There is constant edema from this since 1975.)

26. These exhibits reflect the baselessness of FBI counsel's fabricatiom,
that I was untruthful in representing my medical and physical conditioms and
limitations. He did not ask me for any proof and he did not dispute my attestations
in any way, which he nonetheless refers to as "refutatiom."

27. While I can pretend no knowledge of Department of Justice standards and

concepts of ethic!, morality, decency and truthfulness except as I have observed

them intimately and extensively in more than a decade of litigation and as the
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attorneys general have addressed them in public statements, I do state that nobody,
not even the most talented, erudite and accomplished of lawyers, has any basis for
making a representation of medical fact without obtaining those facts and, as my
voluntary disclosure of these bills and my earlier attestatioms leave without doubt,
the actual facts were always available. (Among these statements by attorneys
ééneral is Griffin Bell's commemoration of "law day" with a published injunction to
all Department lawyers that they were never to make any representatin to any court
without the most substantial reason to be certain of its truthfulness and accuracy.)

28. Avoiding the actual facts, not ;sking for them if there were any reason
to doubt my sworn represeﬂtations, not presenting any contradictory evidence of any
kind and instead merely fabricating new defamatory untruths is consistent with what
can be called the vendetta the FBI and the Department have waged against me for
years in a campaign of defamation and the foulest of libels that, from the records
disclosed to me, were widely distributed, including Eo the White House, the Congress,
attorneys general and their deputies and others, including those who litigate.
Instead of making an effort to refute my earlier references to this campaign,
identified as based on FBI records disclosed to me, instead of searching these
already disclosed FBI records, which represents very little work and effort, FBI
counsel made slurring wisecracks that are clearly intended to prejudice. Some of
these records, which are well known to the FBI and to the Civil Division from their
attachment to affidavits in other litigatiom, also are attached to the affidavit I
executed June 13 and then mailed to my counsel.

29. Such departures from fact and truth characterize the FBI pleadings in
this litigation (and not it alone). My counsel, for reasomns I can understand and
appreciate, has been reluctant to make use of the factual information I provided

him earlier about these departures from truth and fact. They permeate and they are
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basic to this Opposition, as I address them further below.

30. This Opposition is consistent with the FBI's other filings in this
litigation in its dependence upon repeating the same uﬁtruths, distortions and
misrepresentations after I refuted them and despite the FBI's failure to provide
any evidence to contradict me. It also is comsistent in ignoring my unrefuted
;roofs that these FBI representations are untruthful, distort and misrepresent and
in the pretense that the case records does not hold my unrefuted evidence. But no
matter how often untruth is repeated, it remains untruth, no matter how repetition
may lull the author into believing untruths from his own repetition of them. These
untruths lack any evidentiary support not only because it doés not exist but because
the FBIL did not even pretend to provide any evidentiary support for them. The
allegations in the Opposition are made by FBI counsel on his own authority; Their
character is indicated above and is further indicated below where I address others
of them.

31. FBI counsel is not reluctant to seek the benefit of prior FBI misrepre-
sentations, deceptions and untruthfulnesses presented to other courts, which were
influenced by them, in his efforts to deceive this Court into believing that I have
made "ever—expanding" requests in this litigation in "piecemeal fashion." (Footnote
-6, page 5) I have already refuted this false representaticn of "ever—expanding"
requests and the‘FBI has not even pretended to present any contradictory evidence,
which it cannot. FBI counsel follows by repeating an earlier untruth that also
lacks any evidentiary support, that "This tactic by plaintiff has kept his complaints

fluid and obscure and, in turn, virtually irresolvable."

In pretended support of
this "a similar litigation tactic" is attributed to me in my suit incorrectly

described as "concerning the spectrographic analyses” only "in the FBI1's Kennedy

investigation." (Citatiom to No. 82-1072 (D.C. Cir. April 5, 1983).) All of this

11
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is keyed to one of his contradicdory versions of what is sought by discovery, in
this representation - and neither is truthful - "attempting to get plaintiff to
articulate all the bases for his complaints about the adequacy of the FBI's search."
32. "Search" is the key and the FBI record in searches is what this
Opposition entirely misrepresents in prejudicial and unfair citation of No. 82-1072.
' 33. With regard to the FBI's so-called searches and their alleged "adequacy,"

the history of the cited litigation, which ended on April 5 of this year, 17 years

after my first request, is that for all this time the FBL steadfastly refused to

make what the appeals court said it could consider adequate searches. On this its
decision is explicit. 1In order for the FBI to make searches the appeals court said

it could consider adequate, I was forced to that court four earlier times, and each

of those four times, although the FBI claimed it had made adequate searches, it had
not, according to that court.

34. That I allegedly sought to expand my request in that litigatiom, which
the appeals court did represent, reflects the success of the FBI's misrepresentations
that characterize all my litigation involving it. The question relates to the
withholding of tests made on the collar area of the President's shirt. The misrep-
resentation is that this is an expansion éf my request. (There was additiomal
pertinence in court-ordered discovery pertaining to the existence or nonexistence
of the requested information, which that court described as of interest to the
nation as well as to me in one of the remands.)

35. Attached as Exhibit 11 to the affidavit I executed June 6 of this year
is a copy of the Department’'s DJ-118 form that I filed May 16, 1970. It was
amplified in my accompanying letter of the same date. The request could not be
more specific in "including garments and parts of vehicle and curbstone said to

have been struck by bullet and/or fragments..."
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36. Although FBI counsel pretends that my affidavits and the unrefuted
evidence in them do not exist, he does refer to this affidavit in the Opposition
(in footnote 3). It therefore appears that in making this false representation
he did have knowledge of the language of my request and its specific reference to
"garments." (The FBI has yet to claim that a shirt is not a garment.)

37. FBL counsel's other untruthful representation of the alleged purpose
in discovery, made when the hearing he requested seemed near, was a different untruth
because, with a hearing possible, he did not dare face testimony on whether I had
"articulated" what is referred to as my "complaints about the adequacy of the FBI's
séaréh." The truth is that I had, extensively, aﬁd had been ignored. So it then
was represented instead that the FBI required me to do its work for it, draw
together fér it all that I had filed and it had ignored.

| 38. I have never admitted that the FBI made searches to comply with my
requests and it has not, as I attested, without refutation. I went further and
quoted.the FBI's own affiant, SA John Phillips, who is its supervigor in this
litigation and who actually swore thaf when Dallas received my request instead of
searching it sent my request to FBIHQ where, without search and without search there
being possible, SA Thomas ﬁ. Bresson decided what it would disclose in attempted
substitution for searches to comply with my request. My prior and unrefuted
attestations, repeated over and over again, also include that I was informed of
this scheme to frustrate my requests by not complying with them by the FBI's then
counsel, on the day Judge Oberdorfer recused himéelf, and I then informed the FBI
that this would not and could not comply with my requests. This is basic, unrefuted,
and it is anything but what FBI counsel represents. When I do no more than ask
that my requests be searched and complied with and he knows the FBI has not done

either, he represents this as my alleged "ever—expanding piecemeal fashion'" of
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keeping 'complaints fluid and obscure aﬁd, in turn, virtually irresolvable."

39. It is because the FBI and its counsel persist in their knowing and
deliberate misrepresentation of my réquests that they misrepresent and are untruthful
in their misrepresentation of my presenting proofs of failure to search and comply
with my requests and describe it as "expansion" of those requests.

' 40. Although the records Provided under discovery are incomplete, they
nonetheless prove that the FBI did not and did not intend to comply with my requests -
in . Dallas » Where almost three years later there were inadequate sea&ches in
incomplete compliance with theAdirectives of the appeals office, as set forth in
detail and is unrefuted in my prior affidavits.

4l1. When I requested copies of all original records of all searches made
in this litiéation, FBI counsel objected on the ground that I had already been
provided with this informationm. When I proved that this could not be true and
referred to those search slips as “phony," the untruth was reiterated under oath,
without any effort to refute the evidence I provided. It was ignored. That

New Orleans
evidence was not subject to refutation because, among other things,/search slips
were dated almost a year before I filed my requesté.

42. SA Clifford H. Anderson is the New Orleans office FOIPA expert and case °
supervisor. Apparent reasons for his failure to attempt to refute me also include
the existing records he created which prove my attestations. They had been
provided in the incomplete discovery.

43. Under date of August 30, 1978, he forwarded and inventoried to FBIHQ's
FOIPA branch the records he claimed completely complied with my requests (File
89-69-4713). That this was represented as total compliance is indicated by 'RuC"

added to the caption. "RUC" in FBI abbreviations means "referred upon completion."

But what he told FBIHQ was so vague and inadequate that FBIHQ had to ask for what



Anderson described as "clarification" in his airtel of December 5, 1978. I cannot
refer to the file identification of this discovery record because the copy provided
is not a record copy and lacks such identification and means of retrieval by the
indices or from the central files of record copies. This appears to be a tickler
copy. I believe, based on prior experience, that the withholding of the record copy
is intended to withhold additiomal informatiom om it.

44, Anderson's alleged "Clarification" includes.what he states was searched:
"the following names or subjects were searched through the comprehensive indices of
the New Orleans Field Office." He then lists': '"Assassination of President JOHN F.
KENNEDY; LEE HARVEY OSWALD; JACK RUBY; Warren Commission; JIM GARRISON; CLAY SHAW;
D.AVID FERRIE."

45. This listing clearly establishes that the searches sworn to as for this
litigation are not, which is what I attested without contradiction.

46, Even tﬁen, as I attested in my earlier use of this record in an
affidavit, Anderson made clear that there had been no search to comply with my
actual request because he states that each record located on this so-called search
was "reviewed to determine if it related to the assassination of President KﬁNNEDY."
My request is specific in stating that it isiggg so limited and it also includes .
all records on or about the CGarrison investigation and the persons and organizatioms
who figure in it.

47. Anderson and FBIHQ both knew he was untruthful in his "clarification"
because his own inventory (Serial 4713, quoted above) includes records not included
in his "clarification" (which nonetheless appears to have satisfied FBIHQ FOIPA).
These are: "62-3914 SAM COLLIER, Miscellaneous Information Concerning; 62~4448
Senstudy; 80-608 JAMES C. GARRISON, Etc.; 100-16926 MARINA NIXOLAEVNA OSWALD, nee
PRUSAKOVA IS - R; 100-17279 MARGUERITE CLAVORIE (sic) OSWALD IS-R; 100-17809 JIM

GARRISON, SM-C; 175-0-15 (obliterated) Threat Against the President.”
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48. Bearing on intent not to search and comply, intent not to do as directed
by the Department with regard to "critics" and the accuracy of the information I
provided in appeals and in affidavits in this litigation - if not also intent to
knowingly and deliberately.swear falsely with regard to "critics" - is the fact
that this Garrison "subversive" file 100-17808 is exactly the file I correctly
identified by this number as having information pertaining to "ecritics.'" Anderson
did send this file to FOIPA at FBIHQ as relevant and it still did not provide the
information. Instead, it went through a typical Phillips song and dance about having
no such records, sworn to, as usual, and all the time‘they were right in Phillips'
own FOIPA office_where they had been sent for processing and disclosure.

49. Bearing on the ulterior and imp:oper real purpose of the FBI's
discovery demand is the absolute certainty that the correct file number I provided

is all that is needed for any search. This would be true if the file had not

already been searched and located. But in this instance it had already been sent

to and actually was at FBIHQ FOIPA when it provided Phillips' false swearing.

50. All the records listed in paragraph 47 above are not included in what
FBIHQ provided to me when it processed what Anderson shipped. Because his omission
of them coincides with this FBIHQ first withholding of what Anderson had deemed.
responsive, it appears that the "clarification" actually was intended to provide a
cover for FBIHQ, which could thereafter cite his December 5, 1978, letter to
represent that it had processed all he providea.

51. It is without doubt that An&erson knew that his "clarification' was not
truthful and accurate and that FBIHQ FOIPA also knew this. Bearing on intended
untruthfulness is the fact that instead of writing Anderson the FOIPA branch
phoned him six days before his December 5 written response. A phone call does

not generate a retrievable written record.
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52. 1In forwarding the records, Anderson drew a distinction between "the
search slips" and what he referred to as the "workpapers." He also made an offer;
which was not accepted by FBIHQ, to prepare and execute an "affidavit regarding
the procedure utilized." What he referred to as the "workpapérs" may be the
original records of searches, but those provided and sworn to as genuine and
complete canmot be. (More on this incompleteness appears below.)

- 53. The FBI knew that it was untruthful in its January 19, 1983, respomse
to my Request for the ProductionAof Documents when, in response to the first, which
requésts "Copies of the originals of all search slips in this case" (emphasis added)
it objected "on»the ground that plaintiff has alréady been provided with" all of
them. The Response is not -attested to by anyone in the FBI. It is signed by FBI
counsel. They then proceeded to prove their dishomesty in simultaneously providing

a nonrecord FBIHQ copy, not a New Orleans copy, of the February 3, 1981, directive

bearing the initials of FBI SA Willis A. Newton, who is assigned to this litigationm.
It begins, "l. Conduct a new search on all subjects which were previous}y searched.,"
This directive also includes: "4. Conduct a search for 'any official or unofficial
administrative files which pertain to the Kennedy case’ and if any are located,
send to Hea&quarters" and "5..  Conduct a search for 'files on "critics" or "criticism'
of the FBI's assassination investigation' and, if any are located, send to Head-
quarters." (Emphasis added)

54. His 5, as I have attested without even attempted refutation, is the
FOIPA Branch's knowing and deliberate revision of the directive of the appeals
office, revised so that ghe withheld records would continue to be withheld because
the FBI knows it does not file and cannot retrieve topically, as I also attested
without refutation.

55. No search slips or any other search records of any kind pertaining to
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these 1981 searches are provided in this litigation, despite the above-quote§
representation by FBI counsels that they were and despite the repeated sworn state-
ments by the FBI that I was providedAwith "all" such records.

56. 1In his February 11, 1981, response a nomrecord copy of which was
provided on discovery, Anderson represents the alleged search in compliance with
ghis FOIPA directive not to be for what he listed in his August 30, 1978, inventory,
which he was told to do, or his December 5, 1978; "cl;rification" of it. It is not
even identical with the unoriginal phony search slips provided.

57. Searches require searching and slips and/or other records reflecting
it. None are provided relating to these ordered searches.

58. That Anderson did not intend a real search or even homesty is reflected
in his covering letter. It states that there are no "official or unofficial
administrative files which pertain to the Kenmnedy case" when at the very least
there are FOIPA files, including at least two pertaining to me. Without reasomable
doubt there are also such records pertaining to other requesters. He also changed
FBIHQ's punctuation to change the meaning in stating that there are no '"'files omn
critics or criticism of the FBI's assassination investigation.'" 1In New Orleans
there are such records peftaining to me and with regard to others I provided the :
correct file identification, as stated above.

59, Although Andefson uses quotation marks to represent that he followed
FBIHQ's orders exactly, he did not do that. Instead of reporting the impossible
topical search under "critics' and Ueriticism," which is what FBIHQ's communication

directed, he went further. He reports -~ and did not make - a search under the

names of the "oritics" and their organizations. This is precisely what omitting
the quotation marks means and precisely the misuse to which FBIHQ could put his
untruthful report — if Quinlan Shea had not been eased out as director appeals,
as he was.
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60. Because in this affidavit I address the departures from fact and truth

by FBI counsel, I emphasize that this Pesponse was signed by counsels and that these

 counsels, with their respomse, provided redundant proof of their and FBI untruthful-

ness, including repeated FBI untruthfulness under oath after I had stated what is
and what is redundantly proven to be true and is not contradicted by any evidence
tﬂe FBI has provided.

61. With regard to Anderson, I intend to be unequivocal. His statement,
with quotation marks removed, that there are no New Orleans records pertaining to
the "critics" is false and the case record proves it to be false, as do my appeals,
and Anderson had to know it is false if only because he personally sent such a file
to FBIHQ, as I show above.

62. Although the Opposition represents that what I stated in opposing
discovery is refuted, in fact the FBI has not produced any evidence at all pertaining
to discovery or to my attestations. There are claims made by FBI counsel the true

character of which is reflected in this and other affidavits I provided. That I

“have already provided all the information requested in my affidavits and appeals is

not addressed, leave alone disputed in any way. It also is not disputed that, as I
attested, based on my prior experience and admittedly expert knowledge I have every
reason to believe that the discovery demand was not necessary, was intended for other
and improper purposes, and any information provided would, from the FBIﬂs record
relating to my affidavits and appeals, again be ignored.

63. One of the many matters I have attested to, without contradiction or
dispute of any kind, is the FBI's determination not to comply with my requests and
the Act. Illustrative of this is one of a number of separate FOIA requests I made‘
and it ignored and ignores. This one pertains to a man who figures in all official

JFK assassination investigatioms, the FBI's, the Commission's, Garrison's and the
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Secret Service's. It thus also is included in this litigation. His name is Romnie
Caire. I referred to him in an earlier affidavit to illustrate that, even after
the Deparﬁment promised the Senate that this old request and two dozen othef
requests the FBI had ignored would be responded to,.the FBI never intended to
respond and to this- day has not.

64. Caire had a New Orleans advertising and public relatioms agency.
Oswald.applied to him for a job. Given what the FBI knew about Caire, this should
have gxcited some interest. Instead of getting at all interested, even after the
FBI was supposed to investigate all Oswald's job-seeking in New Orleans, it did not
investigate this ver& unusual Oswald application and it did not even interview Caire.

65. My cﬁunsel reported to me that FBI counsel told him emphatically that

no Caire records would be searched for or provided in this litigation in which,

‘without possibility of question, they are ‘pertinent to both parts of my requests

and of both offices. Because this illustrates the spuriousness of the discovery
ploy, the nature of the information I have already provided, the FBI's determination
not to comply under any circumstances and not to make the required searches more
than five years after they were required to have been made, when my counsel informed
me of what FBI counsel told him i checked my Caire appeals file. (As I have
attested, I have about two file drawers of such documented and detailed appeals.)
My Caire appeals reflect the detailed and documented information I provided that
was and remains ignored and FBI counsel himself now insists will continue to remain
ignored.

66. Among other things, it turns out - and the FBI knew — that New Orleans
records pertaining to Caire are included in the very 105-1456 file I correctly
identified as holding pertinent Ferrie information that still has not been provided

and without doubt this Caire information is indexed in New Orleans. This information

20



was provided to me by FBIHQ FOIPA branch and exists also in New Orleans, which also
has the underlying records not searched for and now specifically refused to be
searched for. If the government required any additional reasons for continuing to
withhold this underlying information, such reasons appear in what follows.

67. I fileq more than one appeal. All were and remain ignored.

' 68. The FBI, which did find pertinent information, cashed my check and
provided no information. I regard and have referred to this and other such
instanées as defrauding me. In one.appeal I referred to it as being gypped.

69. This is not all that éan be embarrassing to the FBI. While I have not
been given any reason for FBI counsel's obdurate refusal to provide any Caire
information, one of the details in and FBI records attached to one of my appeals
makes it apparent that this refusal to provide what is clearly pertinent does”serve
the purpose of protecting sworn—to untruthfulness pertaining to the New Orleans
105-1456 file and its pertinence in thl!s litigationm.

70. I emphasize also that the Department assured the Semate in 1977 that
my old FBI requests would‘be complied with and that the Caire request represented
on the DJ-118 form I filed September 26, 1970, with the required payment in advance,
is one of those old FBI requests. Because this FBi Xerox of the original that I
filed is not clear, I quote that it requests "all information about and FBI records
of interviews with" Caire. (Emphasis added) 1T provided information pertaining to
him which associates him with Oswald, assassination investigation figures and the
CIA, as becomes cle;r below.

71. Before I received the copy of this Opposition, having been informed by
my counsel of FBI counsel's expressed determination that there be no compliance in
this litigation with regard to Caire, I examined my Caire appeals file and copied

and sent some of it to my counsel. Because all of it is not necessary to this
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affidavit, I attach hereto as Exhibit 6 my short appeal of January 15, 1979 (which
was well in advance of those "new'" searches New Orleans was ordered to make in
1981) and as Exhibit 7 my longer, detailed and documented appeal of June 14, 1979.
‘Both were and remain ignored.

72. Exhibit 6 reflects the fact that the New Orleans main assassination file
establishes the fact that Caire figured in that investigation and thus is clearly
within my requests in thisilitigation on that basis alone.

73. It refers to my 1970 DJ-118 Caire request, the cashing of the check for
which I received ﬁothing, and to the Departﬁent's»testimony before the Senate that
my old requests would be complied with; It also refers to evidence of the existence
of a New Orleans subject-matter index for which no search has been attested to in
this litigation. (The scrawled notes on the bottom are mine and are not included
on the copy of the appeal I filed.)

74. When I received no response despite thisvpromise to the Senate, I filed
a long, detailed and documénted appeal, Exhibit 7. While the subject headings may
make it appear that some are not pertineﬁt, they are. This is because the FBI
withheld field office records as ''previously processed" at FBIHQ and thus those
FBIHQ records are pertinent in this litigation. Because I am a "critic" and also -
am included in records pertaining to both the FBI's and Garrison's investigatioms,
all records on or pertaining to me are relevant in this litigation. While as a
practical matter the FBI's withholding as ''previously processed" made it necessary
for me to include FBIHQ and field office records in such appeals, in this instance
the caption is specific in referring to "New Orleans and Dallas Field Offices."

75. When I filed this appeal only the text of it had page numbers. I have
added continuing page numbers to the copies of FBI records I attached to it to

identify them. I also have added letters in the margin to identify portiomns of
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the appeal in the ;rder in which I cite them.

76. At "A" I state that the FBI correctly understood my requests to include
a1l information about Ronmie Caire."

77. "B" refers to the existence of Caire récords at FBIHQ. Among the
importances of this information is the fact that, if field office copies were
destroyed, the inf;rmation provided to FBIHQ could be provided in replacement of it.

78. "C" establishes the existence of Caire records in Dallas.

79. "D" reflects the FBI's kndwledgé that Caire also.figured in the
Garrison investigation and thus is pertinent to that part of my New Orleans request.

80. "E" reflects the existence of New Orleans Caire records and the fact
that they were ﬁot provided to me in this litigatiom.

81. “"F" refers to another of my old and still ignored requests that also
is pertinent in this litigatiom, the identification of an Oswald associate through
what the FBI had, his fingerprints.

82. "g" addresses‘the usual FBI‘dodge, also used in this litigation, of
fabricating its own formulation of my request to avoid compliance. Although FBIHQ
correctly understood my request to include “4311" Caire information, here it draws
a phony distinction, that he had "no direct connection with the assassination.”

My request pertains to the investigations, and Caire is within the investigations.
(I did not suggest that he had even an indirect connection with the assassination.)
83. "H" refers to the existence of pertinent records outside the main

assassination files.

84. "I" states correctly that. I provided additiomal information pertaining
to this DJ-118 FOIA request (page 13) in a covering letter (page 12).

85. "J" reflects FBI determination not to comply with my requests, in this

instance with both my personal records request and records pertaining to "critics."
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.
Here I identified pertinent files byitheir correct‘numbers only to have those regords
obdurately withheld, without even a claim to exemption to withhold them.

86. "K" establishes that thé FBI correctly understood my request pertaining
to the New Orleans Oswald associate the identification of whom the FBI withholds:
"He asks fof information as to whose fingerprint this was..."

. 87. "L" is still another illustrstion of the FBIL tricks té avoid compliance
with my fequests. The FBI told the DAG not that it found pertinent information

on Caire, as it did, but inste;d that there is "no informatiom that Caire was
interviewed by the FBI concerning the assassination...,'" which is only ome part

of this request.

88. "M" refers to the ideﬁtification of a pertinent New Orleans record not
providgd.

89. "N," although the FBI pretended not to understand what I meant in
stating that Oswald had ''masked" Caire's address in his addressbook, and Dallas
recommended that I b; asked, which I was not, I provided this information at "0."
(Oswald's entry led him to thé side door of the office building in which Caire was
located rather tham its front and main door.) |

| 90. "P" establishes that nothing I have stated in this litigatiom
pertaining to the withheld motion pictures in any way expands on my requests.
(They were first made on January 1, 1969.)
| 91. "Q" has the FBI denying me the New Orleans information requested
because it "is contained in files compiled for law enforcement purposes.'" In all
aspects this is a false basis. There is no blanket exemptiom for all files |
compiled for law enforcement purposes. Only what falls within an exemption can
be withheld. Moreover, this was not a file compiled for any law enforcement

purpose ("R"), as the FBI's disclosed records and Director Hoover in sworn
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testimony both state. The information remains withheld.

92. "§" reflects the FBI's intent to withhold.the requested information
even though it correctly understoéd my request to include it.

93, "T'" cites the FBI's interpretation of FOIA referred to in earlier
affidavits, without contradiction, that if it does not like me the Act does not
;pply to it: "In view of Weisberg's character he should not be given the information
he requests and there is legal ground for our position." (Also on page 18)

94. "U'" refers to Caire's registration as a foreign agent,vabout which
more follows below.

95. "W'" reflects that Caire's foreign-agent registration was on behalf of
a CIA anti-Castro front whose address Oswald used on his New Orleans literature,
and to the FBI's refusal to provide the Warren Commission with copies of Oswald's
literature bearing this address.

96. When the FBI simply refused to provide the Commission with Oswald's
literature using this 544 Camp Street address, the Commission asked the Secret
Service, which did provide it. (See also Paragraph 102 below pertaining to thé
printing of Oswald's literature.) The Commission's records also reflect the fact
that the FBI did not inform it of much that it knew, including that Oswald sought
employment with a registered foreign agent or that his organization was a CIA
front. By this quoted spurious interpretation of FOIA the FBI withheld the same
information from me and from disclosure. The FBI SA who made this interpretation
of FOIA to withhold this information from me, T. N. Goble, jusf happens to be the
same man who sat on the intelligence/political desk at FBIHQ and handled this kind
of informati!n that went to — and did not go to — President Johnson's Commission.
It also just happens that he was assigned to FOIA work at FBIHQ until, im 1977, I

absolutely refused to accept any record he processed when he was assigned to my
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C.A. 75-1996. 'He then was removed from FOIA work.

97. 1In the FBI's report to the Deputy Attorney General about its New
Orleans search it acknowledggs the connection between Caire and Sergio Arcacha
Smith and Caire's foreign-agent registration (page 16). But it withholds most of
the pertinent information and it reports nothing about the provocative inter-
relationships. Moreover, the FBI did not report all the available information.
Between this nonreporting and its failure to draw together all the informatiom it
did not withhold, it succeeded in at least underinférming everybody. For exampie,
it did not report, here or el;ewhere, what I learned from public sources in New
Orleans, that when Caire and Arcacha Smith formed an organization to solicit money,
oét;nsibly for anti-Castro work, they used as a return address this same small
building in which the CIA front had offices, arranged for by former FBI SAC Guy
Banister, one of its incorporators, in whose office and for whom Ferrie worked, the
building Oswald also used as a return address on his literature, when neither Caire
nor Arcacha nor their organization had offices in that building. It did not
report any CIA connection at all.

98. All of this and more that is known makes it even more unusual that the
only known Oswald New Orleans employment application the FBI did not investigate
when it was supposed to investigate all of them is his effort to work for Caire in
public relations and advertising and that even though it knew that Oswald was a
dropout who had no command of either spelling or grammar.

99. There is consistency in the FBI's withholdings from me, under an
assdftment of spurious claims and continuing in this litigation, and its withholdings
from the Presidential Commission. The records I used in my appeals were not provided
to the Commission or in this litigation. I obtained them by other means.

100. In responding so incompletely to FBIHQ pertaining to the DAG's inquiry
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after I filed my request, New Orleans departed from normal practice and did not
identify the file number or numbers of the information it cited. However, one of
the pertinent documents withheld from me in this litigation that was disclosed to
another requester and which I attached to the addendum to ﬁy June 6, 1983, -
affidavit does identify ome such file. It is the identical New Orleans 105-1456
file that, among other things, includes the still withheld and pertinent Ferrie
information. The same FBI record reflects the fact that, rather than the single
and allegedly destroyed copy of 105—1456 records to which Anderson attested, New

Orleans had two copies in that file. It also reflects duplicate filing of the

same document elsewhere, in this case with the identification of the file withheld
without the posting of any claim to exemption. As my addendum states, thisfraises
new questions about SA Anderson's truthfulness and intentions in his attestations

in this litigation pertaining to that 105-1456 file and to his so—called searches.

101. That all of this was known to FBI counsel before he drafted his
Opposition is reflected by the fact that in it he refers to my June 6, 1983,
affidavit. But neither he nor anyone else, there or anyﬁhere else or in any way
nakes any reference to this information and its pertinence in searching and
compliance. Anderson and Phillips, both of whom swore falsely and deceptively
about New Orleans file 105~1456, have not uttered a word.

102. There is consistency and pertinence in all of this. As I attested
earlier, this 105-1456 file also includes David Ferrie and his political and social
friends and associates of various descriptions, former FBI SAC Guy Banister, for
whom Ferrie worked and whose office Ferrie used, and other persons and organizations
that are included within my requests. The New Orleans FBI never bothered the
Warren Commission or FBIHQ with the intelligence that Banister was in the very same

small building that Oswald used as a return address, the building that housed the
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CIA's anti-Castro front directly above Banister's office. Consistent with the FBI's
refusal to provide Oswald's literature with the address of the CIA front used as
Oswald's return address is its deliberate misrepresentationms pertaining to the
printing of Oswald's literature. When the New Orleans FBI learned that the Secret
Service was independently investigating this Oswald printing, it got FBIHQ to
p%essure Secret Service Headquarters to order the New Orleans Secret Service to
suspend its independent investigation. Thereafter, although the New Orleans FBI
reported to FBIHQ that those at ;he Jones Printing Company who dealt with the person
who had this printing done stated he was not Oswald, FBIHQ rewrote the New Orleans
reports and turned them 180 degrees arouﬁd, representing the exact opposite, that.
both witnesses who states it was not Oswald stated that it was Oswald. And thus
FBIHQ deceived and misled the Commission, which used the FBIHQ fabrication in its
Report. instead of the truth in the field reports that FBIHQ rewrote. 1 published
the Commission's, FBIHQ's and the field office versions in 1967.

103. I believe it is obvious that the foregoing paragraphs pertaining to
Caire reflect that anyone who represents that under my obviously all-inclusive
request, to which I attested without denial in any form, sworn or unsworn, and with
FOIA requests gqing back to 1969 and 1970 and repeated appeals then and in 1979, :
I now am engaged in 'ever—expanding piecemeal' complaints that are "fluid and obscure
and in turn virtually irresolvable" either lies or does not know what he is talking
about and should not make any representations of this cﬁaracter to this Court.
This is particularly true when his objectives include dismissal of this litigation
and can include my incarceration.

104. There is absolutely nothing that can by honest men be called new in
this; nothing "fluid;" nothing "ever—expanding;" nothing "piecemeal;" nothing in

;

anyway "obscurég' and nothing "virtually irresolvable" - except the FBI's
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determination not to search and not to comply witﬁ my requests or the Act or its
own regulations by any means convenient to it, including false representation and
false swearing. .

105. There is, in short, absolutely nothing in any way new, and this is
true of all my affidavits and all my appeals. What the FBI, through its counsel,
not in any evidence, has done is what they have done from the outset in this
litigation, pretended that all the proofs I have provided of their refusal to
search and refusal to comply represents expanding my requests, which they knowingly,
deliberately and over my clearly.and forcefully expressed and repeated objections
corrupted and from the outset and continuing to now refused and still refuse to
comply with.
| 106p By his request, I provided Quinlan Shea, the appeals director, with
those appeals as I read the records. As a practical matter, there was no other
way in which this could be done, given the volume of records and because, contrary
to Mr. Shea's expressed degire and mine; that there be regular disclosure ag
processed of batches of records his staff could handle, the FBI accumulated and
then dumped cartons of them at a time on me and on him and his staff. Because
neither he nor his staff were subject experts, I provided detailed explanatioms. .
As this Caire appeal reflects, I went to considerable trouble and expense and took
much time to provide him with many thousands of pages of attachments so he and his
staff could be adequately informed. These appeals and their documentation, as I
have stated without dispute, run to several full file drawers and that, for anyome,
more for an aging and unwell man who had no regular income, represents a considerable
expense and an enormous effort to be helpful to the government in an historical case
of this significance.

107. This Caire appeal is typical in every way. Anyone who knows what he

is talking about and says that it is fluid, irresolvable and those other things
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represented in‘the Opposition, lies and knows he lies. So also does he lie if he
says that there is anything incompreheﬁsible to the FBI or the appeals office in
such appeals and their documentation - that in almost all instances consisted of
FBI records, for the most part only those not disclosed to me in this litigation in
which they are perginent. Unless the FBI raised new issues, my affidavits merely
repeat what I had already filed in these appeals and thus also are in no sense new
or any kind of an expansion on my requests.

108. That nome of thesé representations in this Oéposition is supported by
any FBI evidence, whether made in the Opposition for the first time or repeated
from the past, is simply because there neither is nor can be any such evidence.
This is becguse all these allegations are simply untruthful. Any reading of this

four—year-old - and still ignored ~ Caire appeal discloses that this permeating

untruthfulness cannot be and is not accidental.

109. The Caire and many other such matters I have documented throughoﬁt this
litigation and in my appeals also reflect why I was compelled to file all-inclusive
requests: my simple requests for relatively few records were, uniformly and by
direct order of higher FBI authority, ignored. On the few occasions the FBI felt
that it had to provide explanations for its consistent and long—~standing violations °
of the Act it invented them. These ranged from character assassination to revisions
and misrepresentations of my requests to rewriting the Act itself to have it mean
that all the FBI is required to disclose is what it wants to disclose and that it
is totally exempt from any disclosure to persons it does not like.

110. Comsistent with all of the foregoing and with the FBI's unexpressed
indebtedness to George Orwell which, from my experience, becomes more obvious the
closer we get to 1984, the Opposition refers to the FBI's discovery demands as of

"limited nature and purpose." (This is the section to which quoted footnote 6
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relates with all its false allegations of expanding requests in piecemeal fashion
and to alleged fluidity and obscurity to achieve the virtually irresolvable.) When
the FBI &emands "each and every'' pertinent document, Orwell at his most eloquent .
could not have improved upon the Oppoeition's charactérization of this endlessness
in searching some half-million pages in 60 cabinets of records as "limited in
neture and purpose."

111. 1If, as there is not and cannot be, there were any FBI need to know

anything that I know or have to make the searches it has not made - and it has not

attested to any such need - that certainly does not require '"each and every"

document or bit of information to justify making a search, which is the relatively
simple procedure of looking at index cards. If the FBI did not have wrongful,
dishonest and oppressive purposes, it would have contented itself with asking for
no more than reason to believe that it had the information - for which it has not
yet searched after five yeare of litigationm.

112. That anyone could represent that the information and documentation I
provided in this Caire appeal and all the others as detailed and well documented
is in any way inadequate for the makiﬁg of a simple search is beyond belief.
Actually, nome of this is necessary for any searching. The FBI knows more about
this than I do. It just has not searched to comply with my requests and refuses to.

113. This and all other such appeals and my many documented and unrefuted
affidavits clearly establish that the FBI's discovery demands are not more than a
deliberate hoax, a deliberate fraud, a deliberate additional stonewalling of this
litigation that now is in its sixth year - without the initial searches yet having
been made. I therefore repeat agasn what I have attested to over and over again
and what is entirely ignored: that the FBI never intended to and never did make

the searches it knew were required by my requests and that in this it knowingly



and deliberately vioiated its own éegulations - the very regulations I invoked in
my requests.

114. In daring to make so many false représentations, sworn and ﬁnsworn,
as 1 attested earlier, the FBI either expected an automatic rubber-stamp, which
reflects upon this. Court and its integrity, or expected immunity and the accomplishin
;f'the wasting of more of what remains of my life and work. This is exactly its
1967 scheme, to "stop" me and my writing.

115. When the FBI has not made and attested to making the searches required
to comply with my request of 1977 and this is 1983, its real objectives are obvious
and at the least c;nnot include good-faith compliance. .

116. Unlike the FBI, which provided no sworn evidence at all in support of
its discovery demands, I provided my objections to its demands under oath and subject
to the penalties of perjury. Consistent with its record througﬁout this litigaticen,
it made no effort to refute me with an& evidence at all. Also comsistently, it
entirely ignored everything I stated under oath, except for snide wisecracks and
its unsworn untruths that I address herein. Thus what I have attested to is entirely
unrefuted.

117. What 1 at'teste.d to and is not even addressed in any evidence provided
by the FBI is that its discovery is not necessary, that it has not provided any
evidence‘that discovery is necessary, that.long before it made these discovery
demands I provided all the information I could in my appeals and affidavits, that
its demands are deliberately excesgively burdensome, and that they place the
agency's burden of proof on the FOIA requester. (The FBI has not addressed burden
of proof in any way. It has not briefed the question to argue that it can transfer
any part of its burden of proof or all of it. Whether or not in reflection of what

it thinks about or expects of this Court, it has not even bothered to deny that it
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seeks to transfer its burden of proof to me.) I believe it is significant that the
FBI has not - has not even attempted to - provide any evidence of any kind in'any
attempt at ;;fﬁtation. 1 believe it also is significant that because it is entirely
unable to refute my attestations, it resorts to what are now clearly established

as untruthful and unsworn allegatioms by its counsel.

' 118. Despite not having refuted my evidence and not having presented any

of his own relating to discovery, in the Opposition FBI counsel seeks sanctions
against me based on his representation that his discovery demands are "limited.".
This is directly contrary to what I have sworn to, that his discovery demands are
excessive, burdensome, may be impossible for me to comply with and could take the
rest’ of my life, whether or not I could ever comply.with them. The contradiction
between his unsworn representation and mine is absolute. Either I am a perjurer

or he addresses this Court untruthfully.

119. What'he knows about my appeals I do not know. From what heihés stated
I recognize that this is immaterial because he has a record, as reflected herein,
of stating anything at all that may at aﬂy time appear to be convenient, even to
the point of contradicting himself on his alleged reasons for discovery.

120. However, what is in the case record he does know. All copiés of all -
my affidavits filed in this litigation have been sent directly to him and he even
represents familiarity with them in this Opposition (at page 2). He therefore
knows that I swore - and he made no effort to refute - that compliance with his
discovery may be impossible and any attempt to compl? could take the rest of my
life. Knowing this - and not refuting it or making any effort to - he nonetheless
on his own authority tells this Court that his discovery demands are "limited,"
so limited that I could have complied with the relatively slight effort to which

he refers (albeit with his characteristic inaccuracy) on page 2 of the Oppositionm,
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which I address at the beginning of.this affidavit.
121. If he knows it no other way, as because he is the FBI's counsel he
should know, then from my affidavits alone he knows very well that I have provided

two file drawyers of appeals and all of them are included in his discovery demands.

Yet knowing this = and not having made any effort at all to contradict it because
it<is.the truth and he cannot contract it - on his own respomsibility he tells this
Court that his discovery is "limited." Even if nothing else is included in his
discovery, as it is, and even if all he wants of me i1s extra xerox copies, two

file drawers of even only xeroxing is hardly "limited" for anyone, least of all for

an aging and unwell man whose only regular income is $335 monthly Social Security.

122. On fhis basis, too, his representatioh that his discovery demand is
"limited" is something he knew was untruthful when he uttered it. |

123. It also does not require a law degree to know that when you demand
"each and every" reason and "each and every" document you intend the exact opposite
of what is in any way "limited."

124. He knows beyond doubt that he and I cannot both be truthful and he
knew this when he described his discovery as "limited." I believe that if I swore
falsely I am a perjurer, and I believe that as a Department of Justice lawyer he
knows that perjury is a felony. It is a more serious offense than that for which
he threatened to have me‘"thrown in jail" and thus a more effective sanction. He
also is, I believe, an officer of the court, whether or not his departmental
responsibilities, in his conception of them, require him to report felomies. He
has ﬁot called any alleged perjury by me to the notice of this Court or any
prosecutor, which means his employer. Yet at the same time he states the direct
opposite of what I have sworn to this Court and he does this knowing what I have

sworﬁ to. Of course, he also knows that he has not presented any evidence to
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contradict me and that he has not Presented any evidence of his own. But because

he sﬁates what he does, knowing it is in direct contradiction t§ what I have sworn
to, he has fashioned a petard and hoist himself on it. He knows that if I am
truthful, he is not. He also knows that if I am not truthful, he has the obligation
of doing something about it..vThat he does not, particularly after making threats

to have me thrown in‘jail and especially after asking for the sanctions that he is
openly afraid to have go right to the appeals court, leaves it without reasomable
.doubt that, as the evidence shows clearly and redundantly, he knows he presented
untruth to this Court. |

125. He also knows that the case record holds all that I have sworn to and

that he hasvpresented no such evidence. What he confronts is the fact that, even

if there were need for and justification of agency discovery from an FOIA plaintiff,
in advance of the demand for discovery I had and he knew I had already complied with
it to the degree possible. On the other hand, while still demanding discovery, he
has not provided any attestation to need. At the same time, he has not provided:

attestation to searches to comply with my requests;
attestation to compliance with them;

refutation of my documented and detailed affidavits, which
include allegations of false swearing and other departures
from reality and factuality;

attestation that the FBI does not have the records I identified
and it withholds;

attestation that what it admits having and withholds as
"irrelevant" is not relevant, as it without a single exception
is; or

briefing of the legal question I raised, that the Act is

125A. The FBI specific in requiring the agency to sustain its actioms, which
does not deny: include not searching in response to my requests;

complying with its own FOIA regulations;

responding to my appeals and affidavits, which include the
very information claimed to be sought under discovery;
searching for the records I identified as pertinent; and

not justifying its withholdings (although the FBI insisted several
years ago that it would do this rather than have me dismiss
this litigation without prejudice to the rights of others).
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126. After actually stating that all my many appeals and all my affidavits
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and all their extensive documentation do not permit the FBI to have "a ‘meaningful
opportunity to address" my "allegations about the adequacy of" the FBI's search,
meaning, in truth the searches it has not made and has not attested to making, the
Opposition mixes, in a single paragraph, the admission that this discovery is
unprecedented (but_claims that does not mean anything and in some magical way not
indicated that it is so unprecedented does not mean "that the order (for it)
creates substantial grounds for difference of opinion"); the misrepresentation
that this discovery is "limited"; and it refers to the "procedural history of this
case," about which it says nothing. It footnotes the meaningless statement about
Do procedural history given to the appeals court's No. 82~1072, for all the world
as though it has any relevance to the alleged procedural history in this litigation.
(As T staté above, the Opposition misrepresents that decision 180 degrees in what
it states about FBI searches, the supposed issue here. The actual "procedural

history" cited in citing No. 82-1072 is the FBI's steadfast refusal to search until

after I had been to the appeals court four times, until after the fourth remand.)
It next argues that I be allowed to appeal only when there is nothing to appeal -
only after the litigation is over and I have provided the discovery the order for
which could only Ethen be appealed. - Seeking a decision on this admittedly
unprecedented move by the FBI is referred to as a "smokescreen." There is no
explanation of how aéking higher authority to determine a precedent is a ''smoke-
screen.”" This is not at all surprising because no rational explanation is
possible.

127. The Opposition here also claims that "the FBI does not understand how
an interlocutory appeal of the April 13 discovery order" would "materiallx advance
the ultimate termination of the litigation." (Pages 5-6, emphasis in Opposition)

I have spent almost two decades in an intensive study of the FBI and its record
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and failures when the President was killed and it supposedly investigated the crime.
As I have attested, without any contradiction and with the FBI's own records
reflecting this attached, it never investigated the crime and it never intended to.
In all of this work, in all of my examination of hundreds of thousands of pages of
FBI records, I have never found it so lacking in what the Opposition refers to as
"Lnderstanding." The most obvious way in which an appeals court decision could
"materially advance the ultimate terﬁination of the litigation" is by telling the
FBI to stop trying to rewrite FQ;A; to stop playing these kinds of unseemly games
with an Act designed to let the people know what their government does - and does
not - do; and to.make the searches that it was réquired to make more than five
years ago - under a ten~day law — and it has not made or attested to making.

128. Without this claim of FBI stupidity the Opposition could not demand
dismissal wiﬁh prejudice, thus there is this proclamation of FBI stupidity - to
justify the end of FOIA litigation in its sixth year without the initial searches
being made and without any justification of so many withholdings.

129. How when seventeen years after enactment of FOIA no agency ever
demanded discovery and how when the issue is raised for the first time and could.
be precedent there i; no "substantial grounds for difference of opinion" about it
is not explained. The obvious reason is that this, too, cannot be explained.

130. This Opposition also argues, still without any citatiom, that the
extent of the discovery (about which the FBI has been only untruthful) is the
controlling factor. The principle is of no significance. If the discovery is,
as deliberately misrepresented, "limited," then discovery is, it is represented,
appropriate. How there is a difference in principle between degrees of discovery

under one and the same principle is not indicated. However, there is no question

at all about the existence of "substantial grounds for a difference of opinion"
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because the FBI represents that its discovery is "limited" and I have attested,
repeatedly without refutation, that it is the very opposite of limited. These FBI
representations, with all honor and credit due its special agent who stated that
FOIA does not apply to those the FBI does nbt like, is Gobledegook.

131. On the basic question of searches, this is what the case record

reflects:

- 1 have attested that the FBI has not made the searches required .to
comply with my requests;

It has not refuted me and.it has not attested to having complied with
my requests;

It has not claimed any justification for not searching and complying
with my requests;

I have attested that it violated its own FOIA regulations and it has
not even bothered to make pro forma denial;

I have attested that it unilaterally and improperly substituted for
my requests records of its own preference, over my immediate and
repeated objections;

It not only did not deny this improper substitution - it admitted it
under oath;

I have identified pertinent record after pertinent record not searched
for and improperly withheld, have provided proper file identifi-
cations, and the FBI has not searched for them or claimed any
exemption for them;

Even when search was compelled and the pertinent record was found,
as happened with withheld David Ferrie information, and even
after the FBI found the information, it still withholds it and
has made no claim to exemption.

132. Rectifying these and othér failures and shortcomings requires no
discovery from me, but it is uncontested that to the degree I could I provided all
the information I have pertaining to all these and related matters.

133. If the FBI had any genuine interest in avoiding any appeal and if it
had any genuine interest in advancing "the ultimate termination of this litigation"
(its words on page 6), it would attempt to meet its burden of proof instead of
trying to unload it on me and it would, if it really believed it had, attest to
making proper searches to comply with my requests. If it had ever had any genuine

interest in terminating this litigation, it would not have ignored my many appeals
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and affidavits and the extraordinary amount of information I provided voluntarily,
more than two file drawers of it in all.

134. It is ob;ious that making the belated searches, at the very least for
the information I identified, would have been much less costly than all this
litigating, which inevitably is perpetuated by what the FBI is doing and by what
it refuses to do. With each item of information I have provided, the FBI need do
no more than have a clerk check its indices, a simple, rapid and inexpensive
procedure. When it does not do this and demands that I provide discovery, which
it has not attested to needing; and when it has from the outset and for all the many
years of this litigation refused to search for the information the existence of which
I proved by attaching tﬁe FBI's own records, as with Ferrie and herein with Caire,
bad faith is blatant and discovery is a subterfuge fér stoﬁewalling. Searches are
required for properly requested information,.but they are not yet made and attested
to. Searches are noé made for the undeniedly pertinent information I correctly
identified, and without reasonable doubt this reflects the FBI's determination not
td: make proper searches, not to comply; and to prolong this litigation and make it
more expensive for all parties by whatever means it expects to get away with.

135. With regard to sanctioms, the FBI claims that no appeal is proper and
no appeal should be possible until there is nothing to appeal; and that a precedent
is not a precedent, is of no consequence and thus also is not appropriate for
appeal. With regard to the substance of the discovery, the FBI has not even
bothered to make unsworn denial and has entirely ignored in its arguing the undis-
puted and entirely undisputable fact that to the degree it is possible and priér to
any demand for discovery I had already provided all the information and documentatior
of which I know. Having received this éxtraordinary amount of information, more

than two file drawers of it in all, and not having denied receipt of it, which is
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impossible, the FBI actually claims a license to ignore-all this informatton, aé

it did contemporaneously as X provided it, and the license to de@and that now, in
the sixth year of this litigation, I duplicate all over again what it has and still
ignores.

DEFENDANT'S REPLY TO PLAINTIFF'S OPPOSITION
TO DEFENDANT'S DISMISSAL MOTION

136. After 1 completed the draft of this affidavit, I received from my
counsél a copy of the Defendant's Reply to Plaintiff's Opposition to Defendant's
Dismissal Motion (the Reply). Both submissions were delayed in reaching me and
:thus I was delayed in being able to communicate with my counsel and address them
because FBI counsel ended the existing and efficient arrangement of sending a copy
directly to me. I had always offered to pay'the costs and specifically, with this
counsel, my counsel renewed the offer and he refused. These two submissions total
only 16 pages of xeroxing. While there can be varigtion in the cost of xeroxing,
I do have knowledge of the cost of government xeroxing as of the time this lawsuit
was filed. The high-volume machines that collate copies automatically were rented
at a basic minimum cost that was paid whether or not the minimum number of copies
was made. Thus, some copies might cost nothing at all. The basic cost of such
machines was a half-cent a copy. What FBI counsel "saved" the government by refusing
to send copies to me may be less than a dime and it cannot be more than an
insignificant sum. However, by this "saving," he again was able to cause unnecessary
delays and create a situation he could misrepresent, as he does regularly, to
attribute deliberate and unnecessary delays - the very delays to which he has
always contributed - to my ;ounsel and me.

137.' From the preceding paragraphs of this affidavit and from some of my

earlier affidavits it is not unfair to state that characteristically he begins this
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Reply on his own authority with a large, knowing and deliberate untruth: That
"plaintiff ... opposes defendant's motion (to dismiss) on the ground that dismissal
is too harsh a sanction." (Second sentence, first paragraph, first page) There are
no ifs or buts, no qualificétions of any kind, only his direct, unequivocal and
utterly faise statement that this is the sole basis for my opposition to his motion
to dismiss.

138. With regard to the Opposit!on my counsel filed on June 6, 1983, as
well as to my affidavits which are cited in it, FBI counsel's representation is
not true and it is simply not possible that he did not know it was untrue when he
put it on paper and filed it with this Court.

139. As a matter of fact my Opposition questions "if any sanction is
appropriate' (page 2); alleges the FBI "pursues vendettas against its critics,"
including me, has "ordered" that my "requests not be answered" and stated that it
must "'stop" me and my writing (pages 2-3); has not complied ﬁith my request; "made
as long ago as 1969" (page 3); "in this litigation ... the FBI has yet to conduct
a search respoﬁsive to the actual requests" (page 3); has not followed "normal FBI
procedures in processing requests'" (page 3); "in this case the FBI sought to -
substitute its version of his requests for the actual requests" (page 3); "in the
case of the Dallas Field Office, no search is even claimed to have been made until
October 15, 1980, nearly three years after the request was made and long after the
FBI claimed to have complied with it" (page 3).

140. My Oppositioﬁ refers to '"the FBI's resistance to releasing its records
of its investigations into the assassination of President Kennedy'" as another
reason (page 3), with this extending even to Congressional committees (page 3).

141. On page 4 my Opposition states that "Dismissal is also inappropriate

for other reasons," including unjustified withholdings of existing records as
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irrelevant and failure to justify withholdings and excisions (pages 4-5).

142. With reference to what without dispgte I had already provided, my
Opposition states "This volume of evidence is comsiderable and already provides
defendants with all the information they need to know to be able to rebut, if
Ehey can, plaintiff's contentions." This is followed by examples (pages 5-6).

Using the defendant's first'interrogatory as an example, my Qpposition cites
what I have already provided and states, without refutation, "The FBI has all
the information it needs from plaintiff on this issue." (page 6)

143. In direct refutation of the FBI's pretense that its discovery is
" "limited," my Opposition quotes its first interrogatory, which is typical, as
demanding '"each and every fact" and "each and every document and/or other source,'
not merely indication of the existence of the information not yet even searched
for.

l44. My Opposition also states ~ and this remains undenied - that "it
would be impossible for plaintiff to comply with the demands of this iﬁterrogatory."
(page 6) I have also attested, and my Opposition here states, without denial,
that this is true of all the diécovery.

145. The reason the defendant's Reply grossly and deliberately misrepresents
my Opposition is that it cannot refute any of this. All of it is in the case

record and no effort has been made to refute any of it. It is just entirely

ignored by the FBI and its counsel. He could not tell the truth if he had to

face what throughout this litigation he has not been able to face, the true facts
as partly reflected above. Instead of facing the evidence he cannot refute, he
represents untruthfully that my Opposition's only “ground" is "that dismissal is
too harsh a sanction.”

146. The Reply pretends to address one of the statements in my Opposition
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as what it calls a "diatribe that the FBI has a vendetta against him." It states
of this that "other than his own unsubstantiated statements, plaintiff has not
produced one shred of credible evidence which establishes that the FBI attempted

to harass or retaliate against him in any way.'" It states also that I have not
"produced any evidence to substantiate the other numerous charges that he levels
aéainst the FBI." This is, in all particulars, diametfically opposed to the truth.
In affidavits and in appeals I provided documentation of all of this from FBI
records. In the one instance in which I did not. produce the evidence, in affidavits
earlier in this litigation in the form of the FBI's éwn»records and the Department's
testimony to the Senate committee that the FBI's conduct with me is entirely |
unexcusable, I did provide citations in this litigation; but I had already given

the FBI its own documentation of all these things in other litigation, and when I
later found some of the pertinént records in the FBI's disclosed records relating
vto me, I atfached them to my next affidavit. .

147. As I state above and without dispute have attested earlier, the fact
that the FBI and its counsel elect to ignore my affidavits (and ignored appeals)
that they cannot rebut does not mean that the unrefuted:evidence I have produced is
not in the case record, as it is.

148. 1If the FBI and its counsel had not intended to be untruthful, they
would have consulted their own records of the litigation I cited (in which counsel's
officemate represented the FBI) in which I provided this, my appeals or the FBI's
own copies of the records disclosed to me, which are imﬁedi;tely available to the
FOIPA branch without duplication of the original search, as well as what I did
provide in this litigationm.

149. With regard to the old 25 requests the FBI ignored and continued to

ignore after the Department promised compliance to the Senate, if in fact they were
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not still ignored, the FOIPA branch could have attached its covering letters. They

remain ignored, the FBI intends for them to remain ignored, regardless of the
assurances of the Department to the Senate, and because they remain ignored it.and
its ;ounsel are reduced to invective, attempted character assassination and
straight—out and deliberate untruth.

' 150. That I provided complete documentation is illustrated by the Caire
appeal attached to this affidavit. It is one of those old requests still ignored
after the Department assured the Senate those requests would be complied with., I
also provided the FBI with a list of these ignored requests, as I did the appeals
office. More complete untruthfulness than the defendant's Reply musters om this is
not easy to imagine. -

151. With regard to my statement that on two different occasions the FBI
decided that it had to "stop" me and my writing (which it could disprove easily if
search proved I had been untfuthful and it made no attempt to disprove this), I
later found and attached the first of these FBI records about "'stopping” me and my
writing.

152. With regard to its trying to ruin me and my books by intruding into my
public appearancés, I have found in the FBI's personal records on me two illustra—
tions of this and I attached those FBI records to my next affidavit. (These also
were the subject of a separate appeal years ago.)

153. With regard to its so-called legal interpretationm, that it has a
legislated license to ignore the FOIA if it does not like a requester, I had
already provided it, in 1979. It also is included in the attached Caire exhibit.

154. None of this was considered in the decision quoted on page 4 as
having subjected it to "judicial scrutiny." Moreover, these FBI records speak

loudly, clearly and unequivocally for themselves. It did what it did, its own
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reéords prove it, and it cannot lie its way out with irrelevancies.’

155. Ig short, if the FBI and its counsel had set out to address this
Court as completely untruthfully as within their not inconsiderable experience they
could, I cannot conceive of their having come closer to complete untruthfulness.

This in itself represents the extent to which the FBI (and its counsel) will go
in their attempts to defame me, prejudice the Court, and persist in what they all
over again establish is a vendetta.

156. One would never know from this Reply that I have attested to the
factual questions involved, that my attestations are not addressed by any evidence
provided by the FBI, and tﬁat these affidavits are cited and quoted in my Oppositionm.
It is the false pretense of defendant's Reply that this evidence does not exist and
was not cited in my Opposition that does cite it.

157. My Opposition‘alsd states what is basic pertaining to the question of
searchés and whether or not the FBI needs discovery to be able .to search. It states,
and the statement is entirely ignored in this Reply, that the FBI has not yet made
and has not yet attested to making the searches required by my requests. Until the
FBI does this, assuming that there are any circumstances under which it requires
and is.entitled to discovery - and I repeat again that it has not so attested - it

does not and cannot require discovery until it has made these searches.

DEFENDANT'S REPLY TO PLAINTIFF'S OPPOSITION TO ITS
MOTION FOR A STAY OF PLAINTIFF'S DISCOVERY

158. If the FBI and its counsel had set out to prove my allegations relaﬁing
to their permeating untruthfulness, deceptiveness and evasiveness, their distortionms
and misrepresentations and that they will resort to any trick or device, no matter
how it reflects on governmental integrity, to prolong this case, refuse and frustrate

compliance, waste as much as possible as remains of my life and work and in all of
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this waste much time and money for all parties, including the courts, they woulé‘
have been hard put to exceed the degree to which thgy do this in this Reply.

159, i address these matters as they appear in this Reply except for the
matter of the threat to me.

160. While-I have no personal knowledge of what transpired when defendant's
;ounsei phoned my counéel on May 12, 1983, I do know what my counsel promptly told
me at that time, and I do know .that this Court has accepted attestatiomns from SA
Phillips who attested regularly to what other persons told him when those with
first-person knowledge were available and were not called upon by the FBI or its
counsel to provide their first-person knowledge.

161. Mr. Lesar told me that he phoned me promptly because the threat was
made during a pretext call in which defendant's counsel persisted even though Mr.
Lesar told him that he was pressed for time in preparing for trial. Defendant's
counsel's resort to subterfuge, his pergistence when Mr. Lesar wanted to terminate
the conversation and his threat impressed Mr. Lesar, he said.

162, His pretext that Mr. Lesar reported to me is not mentioned by defendant':
counsel who does not, in fact, provide any reason for his calling Mr. Lesar. Why
he.shOuld ~ for any reason other than ﬁaking this threat — is neither apparent nor )
even suggested. His pretext was to tell Mr. Lesar to tell me where to send the
discovery costs check defendant's counsel knows very well I am not going to send.
Were this not true, he still knows he did not have to tell me anything at all,
directly or indirectly. From the extensive personal experience of which he knows,
I am quite confident that if I sent defendant's counsel a check made out to the
Department of Justice or the FBI, there would be no trouble routing or cashing it.

In fact, the Department and FBI have a long and clear record of cashing my checks -

even after shredding them and reassembling them crudely with scotch tape. (I
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provided the FBI with a copy in earlier litigation.) They have cashed a number of
my prepayment checks for FBI records without any problem, without ever asking me
to make any changes in them and often just defrauded me out of those sums by not
responding at all, as the case record already reflects. If defendant's counsel
knows anything at all about the case record, as he should and reflects, then he
knows that I have been giving the De;artment and the FBI such checks for more than
a decade. If not also.defendant's counsel, the FBI certainly knows that for some
months I gave checks to it weekly, without instructions and without any problem.
There was absolutely no reason at all for defendant's counsel to have anything at
all to say to mg about the check he pretended‘to expect or evemn to think he did
and there was absolutely no reason at all for him to expect a check. It is clear
beyond question in the case record and he knows very well that I am not going to
be party to his rewriting FOIA by participating in this discovery strategem.

163. Based on my extensive exéerience with the FBI and a number of its
counsel, I believe that Mr. Lesar would have been foolish and negligent if he were
not concerned by so transparent and childish a pretext call the only possible
purpose of which was to make this threat.

164. I do not know what else defendant's counsel can do except deny that
he made any threat. He can hardly admit it.

165; It cannot be believed that defendant's counsel thinks that my counsel
is not aware of the seriousness of sanctions, particularly contempt (or that I am)
or that he had to inform my counsel, or that my counsel had not amply and
emphatically informed me or that any counsel would not have. It cannot be believed
that defendant's counsel thinks that my counsel and I were not fully aware of the
path he was taking in demanding discovery and where it could lead and what it meant.

There was absolutely no reason at all for him to initiate any conversation along
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any such 1ines.‘ The case record is clear on my position.

166. What Mr. Lesar told me about what defendant's counsel said in the
sanctions part of his call is not as is reéresented in this Reply. It consisted
of emphasis on the sericusmess of contempt (of which Mr. Lesar did not need to be
told), without any-other sanction or possible sanction being mentioned. (I was not
;ware that any other sanction is possible and from the first I have Qresumed that
defendant's counsel was aiming at contempt.) When Mr. Lesar phoned me after this
pretext call, he &id not tell me that any other sanction was mentioned by defendant's
counsel, only contempt. All I asked Mr. Lesar about this is whether I would be
entitled to bail because my health makes even temporary jailing a considerable
danger for me. He told me that usually this is the case and that usually a motiom

has to be made first.

167. Defendant's counsel's account is so vague and evasive it did not even
include the fact that he made the call, not Mr. Lesar. He refers only to a

"conversation,"

which could have been in person or on Mr. Lesar's initiative.
Missing also is any suggestion of any reason for defendant's counsel to phomne Mr.
Lesar, and if he had any ?eason other than to make a threat he could deny, he
certainly could state it and ought not withhold it in making a denial. He makes
passing mention of the Caire matter here (addressed further below), but he would
not have called Mr. Lesar about that and he does not say he did. He not only does
not explain why he had any occasion to phone Mr. Lesar, his own account suggests
he could have had no purpose other than making this threat without witnesses. I
can think.of no other purpose.

168. Defendant's counsel does not give an honest, straightforward account

of his own prior submission in his footnote 2. However, even if it were completely

fair and completely true, as it is not, it is not relevant to the purpose for
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which he appended it, to indicate that not only did he not make the threat but that
no purpose would have been served by it. This footnote reads, "As noted in
defendant's memorandum in support of its dimissal motion (see footnote 1 of that

memorandum), the FBI decided to seek only dismissal as a sanction ..." (emphasis

added) However, the date of this short (six pages) memorandum is six days after
his threat failed and my counsel let him know that I am not afraid of a coﬁtempt

citation. So, his footnote is entirely self-serving, and because it is of later.

date and is not relevant to whether, as of the time of the threat, he could have

no motive or purpose in making the threat. If there is relevance, then it is that
once he learned that his threat fail;d, he had to make good on it or shift his
ground. If he made good on it he knew very well that this unprecedentedmove in an
FOIA lawsuit would go up on appeal right at the time Congress is considering
amending the Act. There is no reason of which I know for the Congress to believe
him and/or the FBI when they represent that the Congress did not place the burden
of proof on the government or that the Congress did place the burden of proof on
the plaintiff. Bearing on this is his refusal to brief the question, which he has
not done. Bearing on his and/or the FBI's awareness of the fact that this could
be.politically unwise at the time of his call, today and for the immediate future,
is his and/or the FBI's fear of an immediate appeal, witness his and the FBI's
strong opposition to my taking this appeal. If for a moment they believed discovery
against a plaintiff is appropriate and visualized in FOIA and that the appeals
court would agree, they have every interest in rushing an appeal and getting that
kind of a deci;ion. Thus, charging me with contempt can be seen as contrary to the
FBI's interest and that he would threaten it without daring to do it. His making

such a threat during a pretext call gsix days before he filed his motion let him

know that if he asked for a contempt citation he and the FBI were on the way to the
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appeals court on the question of diséovery and with it the question of their
truthfulness. It also gave them six days to take a different course, which is’
precisely what they did.

169. However, that the FBI "decided to seek omnly dismissal" (emphaéis
added), which he here represents, is not what his own cited Memorandum states. It
d;es not state that the FBI will not seek a contempt citation and in fact reserves
the right to seek any sanction. It states first that 'defendant does not seek a

contempt citation against him," meaning as of then and not referring to any future

time. It then states, "Nor does defendant presently seek any other sanctions M
This says nothing at all about the future and is not at all the same as repfesénting
an irrevocable FBI decision "to seek only dismissal as a sanction.'" If he had
meant that forever there would not be any consideration of any other sanction, no
purpose was served by including "presently" with regard to seeking any sanctién.
To state that as of May 18; 1983, the FBI '"does not" ;éék a coﬁtempt citation
certainly does not state that the FBI had decided that it never would.

170. FBI counsel denies that he scoffed at my health problems. On this he
provides credible proof of what is true. He took my counsel's statement pertaining
to my health problems and inserted a word my counsel did not use, "alleged." He

"nor did he

proves he did not '"scoff at Weisberg's health problems" making it read
'scoff at Weisberg's (alleged) health problems.'"

171. I took the threat and the possibility (if not probability) of a
contempt citation seriously and began immediatelyAto make preparations to defend
myself. In the course of this I examined records I otherwise would never have
thought of looking at and found some of the useful FBI records I then attached to

my affidavits.

172. Defendant's counsel also denies that in his call he refused absolutely

50



to provide any compliance with regard to Ronnie Caire. What he says about this is
"that the FBI had problems ... and would have to interpose objections ..." and
nothing else at all. He does not indicate the nature of any of these alleged

"problems."

The reason is obvious: there is no legitimate problem at all. This is
apparent on reading the copies of the two Caire appeals that were attached hereto
éefore defendant's counsel filed this Reply. In fact, before I began or had any
reason toﬂbelieye that I would be preparing this affidavit, I sent Mr. Lesar these
appeals along with an explanation of their significance and Caire's. There was

no reason at all for me to have searched for, sent him and explained only those two
Caire appeals from two file drawérs of appeals, given all the many existing
compliance questions in this litigation, unless defendant's counsel had stated
exactly what my Opposition represents he did. Also, there is nothing in defendant's
counsel's reéresentation that makes the FBI's attitude toward the Caire matter any
different than its attitude on any other compliance matter. It stonewalls them

all but has not stated any other absolute refusal.

173. Bearing on defendant's counsel's honesty and integrity and the
dependability of his word to this Court is what he represents Mr. Lesar stated
about this in my June 6, 1983, Opposition: "At no time did (defendant's) counsel
indicate that if the defendant's objections were overruled by the Court the FBI
would refuse to answer the objected to interrogatories, including those on Mr.
Caire."

174. There is a footnote at this point that has no visible relationship
with this statement, is the usual propaganda and defamations, contains untruths
and misrepresentations, and I address it separately below. (See paragraphs 178ff.)

175. Although it takes time, checking defendant's counsel's quotatioms,

references and citations is one of the surest ways of never digging a dry well.
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He is absolutely safe in denying that he said that "if defendant's objections were
overruled by the Court the FBI would refuse to answer the objected to interroga-
tories, including those on Mr. Caire." This is because my Opposition neither says
nor even suggests anything at all like this. It states only, and quite simply

and straightforwardly (at the top of page 2), that '"defendant's counsel stated

‘éhat the FBI is not going to provide plaintiff with any information on Rommnie Caire."

There is no relationship at all (save for Caire's name) between what defendant's

counsel says my Opposition states and what it actually states.

176. Meanwhile, he does not deny that he did say that "the FBI is not
going to provide plaintiff with any information on Romnie Caire,' which is what
my Opposition does say that he did say. And it has not, 13 years after it accepted
my request and cashed m§ check and more than five years aftér I filed this
litigation in which it is without question pertinent and when no exemption has
been claimed for it.

177. This kind of misrepresentation simply cannot be accidental.

178. 1In his footnote to the Caire matter that makes no mention of Caire and
is not related to the Caire matter in any way, defendant's counsel reéresents that
the FBI was '"'responsive' in its answers to Interrogatories Nos. 32 and 33. Once :
again the FBI and its counsel ignore the affidavits I provided and they did not
refute or even dispute. What I stated thus is entirely undisputed.

179. On May 28, 1983, I executed an affidavit addressing the answers of
both field offices. On June 6 my counsel filed copies with the Court and sent one
to defendant's counsel personally. A few of tﬁe uncontested statements I made in
it are:

that the FBI's so-called "responsive' answers are evasive, are

nonresponsive and are keyed to tlie FBI's misrepresentation of

and refusal to search in compliance with my actual request
(with details not quoted here);
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"The second and third paragraphs of these Answers are based on the
FBI's misrepresentation that my request is limited to what the
FBI chooses to regard as its "Kennedy assassination files.'"
(again with full details following in my affidavit);

that the FBI's supposedly complete and genuine search slips hold
no reference to any ELSUR searches and that no ELSUR search
slips were provided at any later time. (ELSUR or electronic
surveillance is the subject. of the interrogatory);

that "In its claimed ELSUR searches the FBI represents that the

. only persons involved in the investigation of the assassination
are the two Oswalds, Jack Ruby ... the FBI's case agent, James
P. Hosty, Jr., and George DeMohrenmschildt; and the only
organization involved in the assassination investigation was
the President's Commission. It knows better." (The Hosty
search slip was entirely blank);

"Who did the alleged ELSUR searchings is not stated and there is no
attestation from anyone who claims to have requested or made the
searches. Instead, there are the entirely meaningless attesta-
tions by FBIHQ SAs Willis A. Newton and John N. Phillips (who
neither have nor claim any knowledge and who did not and could
not have made the Dallas searches) that 'the answers are true
and correct' and the additional attestation of the Dallas SA
who states that the alleged ELSUR searches were made under his
‘direction.’ (I can claim that I 'directed' the Metropolitan
Opera because I waved my arms to its music.);"

and I noted the existence of known and acknowledged ELSURs not accounted for by the
FBI in any any in this litigationm.
180. With regard to the New Orleans answers, I pointed out that they

"are sworn to by the same FBIHQ SAs who neither claim nor have
personal knowledge;"

that there still are no New Orleans ELSUR search slips provided;

"As I have stated earlier, it is false to represent that there are
no ELSUR records pertaining to any of the persons he lists ...
because there are wiretap and bugging records on and about Jim
Garrison, whether or not on me... This has already been
disclosed officially. A large volume of transcripts were
released in connection with the Department's effort to convict
Garrison of a crime (he was acquitted) and it was also
disclosed to me in another case in which SA Phillips is
supervisor;"

I next stated that the New Orleans SA, Clifford Anderson, who signed the Answers
was also the case agent in the litigaticn in which those records were disclosed to

me ‘and thus should have known that his attestation was faise:
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"Anderson is careful not to include my name among those he'élaims

to have searched... Thus he admits that he did not have any
ELSUR search made to determine whether or not I appear in any
ELSUR records."

I next state that in neither Dallas nor New Orleans was any search made regarding

me, although I am the subject of Interrogatory 33:

' "My prior ;ffidavits are quite eipiicit in stating that I used
Jim Garrison's phones that were tapped, that he phoned me
using those phones, and that I also used other phones that
were used"

in this anti-Garrison operation.

181. This is only part of many pages of entirely undisputed description. of
what defendant's counsel, while taking his customary prejudicial and less than
honest cracks at me, unashamedly refers to as '"responsive answers'" and he holds up
as models of responsiveness.

182. That defendant's counsel has knowledge of what I stated in my quoted
May 28 affidavit doeé not rest én the preéumption that he is familiar with the
case record. It is one of the six affidavits that he claims prove I am a rejuvenated
youth in perfect health, referred to at the beginning of this affidavit.

183. He states (top of unnumbered page 3) that 'there is no truth to
plaintiff's ratherlconfusing claim that the defendant has not previously 'asserted’
that the plaintiff had not provided doéuments and facts to support his claims, (but
rather) simply sought to require him to produce a definitive list or compilation
of those he relies upon to challenge the adequacy of the search.”" What " his
claim$ 3% is not stated. It is not indicated. It is not even suggested. The
previous reference is to the threat against me and clearly 'this claim" cannot
relate to that.

184. Whatever this may (or may not) be, it is followed by "As the defendant

3/

has demonstrated before,2’ the procedural history of these cases establish (sic)

»
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that the defendant has attempted repeatedly to get plaintiff to articulate all the
factual bases for all his complaints M

185. 1 ;m familiar with the EBI'S attestations in this litigation and f
believe I have proven they often are not truthful and have other major flaws and
that the FBI has never once refuted me and on only a few occasions has even made
;nsuccessful efforts. So I got interested in seeing just exactly how this or
anything else that aepends on FBI evidence was "demonstrated.”" The footnote cites
"Defendant's Opposition to Plaintiff's Motion for a Protective Order." Once again,
no‘page given.

186. Still again, checking out defendant's counsel is rewarding. The first
thing I discovered, on tﬁe very first page of his own cited Oppositién, is that as
of not later than the date of its filing, January 19, 1983, defendant's counsel was
well aware of other of my objections to his discovery than he (after that date)
represented to the Court, as I had attested. On its first page he refers to three
of the others. One of these that he and the FBI since then have ignored is that
"there is no need for the FBI to seek discovery from plaintiff on the search issue."
(If this is not true, I do not understand why, instead of all its horsing around,
the FBI haé not filea a rébuttal affidavit attesting that it does need discovery
and what information it needs to make the searches it has not made. )

187. This checking also discloses defendant's counsel's affection for words
like "demonstrate." He uses it over and over again where he cannot and does not
cite any evidence because it does not exist. What he refers to in his footnote 3
is almost word for word identical with his language to which his footnote is
attached. It is not proof and is not factual: "as will be demonstrated below,

the history of these cases demonstrates that the defendant has comsistently

endeavored to get the plaintiff to articulate precisely the bases for his complaints
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about the adequacy $f the FBI's se;rch so that it could resolve his complaints."
188. 1In passing I note that one of my “éompléints," repeated over and over

again, is that the FBI had never searched to comply with my actual requests. I

believe that it is required to do this. It also has never attested to searching

to comply with my actual requests. I believe it now is required to do this, too.

I believe also ghat this is a very basic "complaint" in FOIA litigation. It
certainly has been "articuiated" often enough, under oath and subject to the
penalties of perjury. So I cannot but wonder, simple an affidavit as it would
require, why the FBI just has not answered that one "complaint" properly - after
all, it does allegé that I am denying it the right to defend itself - by providing
two simple attestations, one from Dallas and one from New Orleans. Each could
state exactly the same thing, that the person attesting read, understood and by
means of the searches described coﬁplied with the requests I filed, repeating the
language of my réquests of each office and stating that all pertinent records
located were processed for disclosure. Why defendant's counsel, expert on the law
that he is, has not thought of this kind of simple solution and saved himself much
work I also do not see. |

189. From his self-quotation we have defendant's counsel stating as far
back as January exactly, almost word for word, what he now states, that I just keep
on refusing to "articulate" all my "comélaints." This, he says, is what on January
19th he "demonstrated." Unfortunately, free as he sometimes is with footnotes and
their content, he was stingy here on January 19 and has none. So he does not state
here or tell me how to look where before, carlier, he "demonstrated" that from the
beginning in this litigation he has failed in this alleged effort. This means two
things: a) he tried to get me to and b) I refused to "articulate." All without

citations to the case record.
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190. However, later there is a caption, "Procedural History of These
Consolidated Cases." It goes on for several pages about my appeals and, not

surprisingly, it states the exact opposite of not having been able to get me to

"articulate." It states that on June 16, 1980, '"the former Director of OPIA,
Quinlan J. Shea, informed plaintiff's counsel that his office had completed the -
pfeliminary work with respect to the administrative appeals and solicited input

from plaintiff concerning the scope of these appeals. Having obtained such input

from Mr. Weisberg," the Department made its decision. (emphasis added) And I have
been contesting that "decision," which ignores almost all my appeals, ever since.

191. Here defendant's counsel himself gives the lie to his oft-repeated
pretéxt that the FBI has not been able to get me to articulate my complaints. The
FBI and its counsel just do not like them and do not want to face them. He knows
ver& well that I did exactly what he keeps telling this Court I did not do. The
defendant did get,.his word, ''such input" from me. And so there can be no question
about what the "input" refers to, the words preceding it afe, "solicited input from
plaintiff concerning the scope of the appeals.”

192. Reflecting the FBI's intent to persist in misrepresenting and not
searching or complying with my actual requests is defendant's counsel's reference
to the late George DeMohrenschildt as '"tangential" to my request. He knows very
well that this is not true, but he must insist that it is not to expose his own
client. My requests are specific in stating that they include "all records om or

pertaining to persons and organizations who figured in the investigation into

President Kennedy's murder..."
193. George DeMohrenschildt was such a person as the FBI knows very well.
Indubitably he "figured" in the investigation, quite extensively, and my request is

for "all records on or pertaining to" him and other such persons. It simply is not
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possible for any DeMohrenschildt record to be "tangential" to this request. An
exemption might be claimed for some, but that has nothing to do with pertinence.
194. On the same point, the Oswald case agent, James P. Hosty, Jr., the
one pertaining to whom the "exhaustive" FBI search is still represented by a
completely blank search slip, also is allegedly tangential. This, no doubt,
bécause he was an active part of the investigation by being.a witness on several
-occasions, before the Warren Commission and the House assassinations committee,
and in the FBI's own internal assassination investigations; no doubt because he is
among those disciplined by the FBI over alleged failings; no doubt because he is in
its files on the investigation extensively; no doubt because of his personal
invoivement in several scandals that seriously embarrassed the FBI when "leaked"

to the press years later. (This includes his admitted personal destruction of an

'Oswald pre-assassination written threat to bomb the offices of the FBI, which there—
after insisted that it never told the Dallas police about him before the |
assassination because it had no reason to believe he had any tendency toward
violence. Despite the FBI's knowledge of Oswald's threat, in advance of Hosty's
1964 Commission testimony, the FBI warned Hosty not to volunteer anything in his
testimony before the Commission - from which the FBI had withheld all knowledge of
this Oswald threat to do violence.)

195. Also allegedly '"tangential" to my requests is another of defendant's
counsel's misrepresentations here, under what he refers to as the "procedural
history." It is that Gordon Novel is "am individual who plaintiff thought figured
in the Bureau's investigation of the assassination." (emphasis added) (One of the
Watergate exposures is that this Novel was to have erased President Nixon's tapes
for Charles Colson by electronic bombardment of the White Houses This includes an

additional misrepresentation by defendant's counsel, that my New Orleans request
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is limited to the FBL's investigation. ‘It also includes the Garrison investigationm.
Novel was. one of the more sens;tional aspects of the Garrison investigation. He
began working for it, in his account, and wound up being charged as a fugitive

from it. During the time Garrison sought to have him extradited, the FBI obtained
Garrison's military medical records from the federal records center — no other
agency is known to have obtained them - asnd they were almost immediately leaked,

to one of the ?BI's favorite recipients of leaks, the Chicago Tribume, and to
Novel's lawyer.- Without doubt, Novel figured extemsively in the Garrison investi-
gation, the FBI knows this, and he is anything but "tangential."

196. Defendant's counsel offers no basis for his opinion that I merely
:thought,”" by inference incorrectly, that Novel "figured in the Bureau's investiga-
tion." I do not think this - I know it, as the FBI also does. Novel figures quite
extensively in the FBI's main assassination files, énd not only in New Orleans.

He also.figures in it as the New Orleans FBI's symbol informer (PCI), a relatiomship
it ended as soon as Novel told it he also was working for Garrison. Thereafter,
however, while he was a fugitive, the FBI accepted many phone calls from him from
all over the country. He is one fugitive it made no effort to apprehend and deliver
to local authorities. '

197. If the FBI did not pretend, knowing better, as it does, that Novel is
"tangential,”" it would, in effect, admit misrepresenting my request. In Novel's
case, this would also require disclosure of its 137 classification file on him and
its informer-contact form reports. These as well as records reflecting who leaked
those Garrison military medical records can be quite embarrassing to the FBI.

198. As I continued to examine defendant's counsel's January submission

he cites in his footnote, looking for the cited evidence that is not there, I did

notice that he departed from the FBI's tricky language and punctuation with regard
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to the "critics" search directed by the Associate Attorney Genmeral. Whether in-
voluntarily or carelessly, he told the truth the FBI skirted in its attestation,
that as he statéd the FBI was to "search under all topics" mentioned by the AAG.
This is what I attested the FBI said it did, instead of what it was supposed to
do, knowing very well, as the appeals office :also knew, that the FBI does not file
by topic and cannot retrieve by topic. (The AAG did'gggbmentibn any "topics.")
There is 1itt1é doubt that I "articulated" this complaint repeatedly and under éath,
including after defen&ant's counsel admitted that its search was by topic, which
méans no search at all. (That no search.at all was made is indicated by the
absence of any.search slips related to "topics" whén the FBI has attested to
providing all the original records of all searches.)

199. Without ever "demonstrating' how I had not "articulated" my "complaints"
and citing only instances in which I had, repeatedly, sometimes strongly, and even
acknowledging all my "input" relating to searches, defendant's counsel's January
1983 account then skips to March 2, 1982, when the FBI proposed resolving this
litigation, still without making the required initial searches, by "a sample ' Vaughn

index.'"

It is acknowledged that my Opposition included '"that the defendant had
failed to act on his administrative appeals which had questioned, inter alia, the
adequacy of the FBI's search." It then is represented that a couple of specific
illustrations provided by my counsel "failed to detail™ my complaints. This does
not mean that I had not already made them, as I had. (It even admitted that my
counsel mentioned only "what he termed were 'examples.'")

200. In short, checking the source cited by defendant's counsel discloses
many matters of other pertinence, including the fact that defendant and defendant's

counsel correctly understood my requests to include persons who "figured in the

Bureau's investigation of the assassination." However, what defendant's Reply
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cites states the exact opposite of what the Reply claims it states. It does not
"demonstrate" that I had not "articulated" my “"complaints" but it does "demonstrate"

that I did precisely that. It acknowledges all my “input'' pertaining to searches.

It admits, without so intending, that my requests were correctly understood to

include all persons who figures in the investigations and then discloses that the

FBI pretends those persons are “'tangential" and that those searches were not made.
It discloses, exactly as without refutation I had attested, that the FBI, if it
made any search for the "critics" at all - and the evidence is contrary to its
attestations - it made only a phony topical search, phony because it knows it does
not file and cannot retrieve by tofics. This citéd source really "demonstrates"
that it is the FBI that has not “articulated" anything at all in response to my
"complaints," which it does establish that I did make and that the FBI and its
counsel know I made.

201. There is particular significance in the above-quoted recognition by
defendant's counsel of the fact that my requests include personms who "figured in
the Bureau's investigation of the assassination.” This significance is that the
FBI neither made nor claims to have made any such search. Moreover, as it pertéins
to discovery, this is absélute proof that the FBI - and its counsel, whose words I.
quote - correctly understood that part of my request and that they require no
discovery from me to make the search that the FBI and its counsel a) know it did
not make and b) know is required to comply with my request.

202. The Reply continues with additional representation of what its own
cited (in footnote 3) source proves the FBI and its couns;l know is not true.
Defendant's counsel states on his own authority (he cites no evidenmce and the FBI
hés not provided any such evidence) that "plaintiff, on the other hand, has

repeatedly attempted to avoid such an articulation, preferring instead to reveal
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his cbmplaints and their alleged factual underpinnings in an ever—expanding
piecemeal fashion."

203. What he refers to as the "alleged" factual underpinning of my appeals
and affidavits (he made no reference to thése affidavits in his January submission
guoted above) is almost without exception the FBI's own records. I do not agree
with his low ppinion and deprecation of them.

204. ﬁaving acknowledged his understanding that my requests include all
persons who figured in the investigations, he reveals that in stating that I either
"expanded" on my requests or tHat I made them "pie;emeal" he states what he knows
is not true. It is not possible to expand on a request for "all." My requests are
and he understands them to be all-inclusive.

205. My affidavits comtain no ﬁew requests. They merely attest in
refutation to the FBI's misrepresentations and untruths with regard to searches,
my requests and the information I had already provided on appeal.

206. He here cites as a supposed 'example' of my allegedly "ever-expanding'
request, my counsel's reference to "JUNE" files. He alleges that I had not stated
this earlier, that it was not until "when he was finally forced to' under Locél
Rule 1-9(h) that "plaintiff cited the FBI's alleged failure to include 'June'
files within its search." This does not conform with the facts and with the case
record.

207. "JUNE" is an internal FBI code word for surveillances. My appeals
include many pertaining to surveillances and my affidavits refer to them. My use
of the word "JUNE" in what he cites, an appeal, was merely to inform Mr. Shea that
the FBI itself had used this designation on records not provided. "JUNE' records
were filed separately. They can embarrass the FBI.

208. 1In supposed support of his claim that I expandéd my requests in my
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affidavits he quotes out of context what I stated merely to show that I had made
the appeals earlier, my July 21, 1982, affidavit: "I note that in my March 4,

1979 (administrative) appeal (Exhibit 3), I called attention to 'the existence of
an undisclosed Dallas. "June'" file and noﬁcomplianée»with regard to those records.'"
(As I stated in that affidavit, I had just come across that particular appeal and
;ttached it merely as an illustraticn of the very fact he misrepresents, to show
that my raising questions about nonsearches and noncompliances relating to
surveillances is in no sense new. )

209. However he may try to contort and misrepresent, this is the exact
opposite of "expanding" in 1983. It is without possibility of question that as of
March 4, 1979, at the latest, and I believe I had also done this much earlier, my
appeals reported ''moncompliance with regard to those (surveillance) records."
There is no expansion in this and it is not "biecemeal" in 1979 or in 1983's
‘reference to the 1979 record.

210. He next quotes from my appeal to represent untruthfully that in it I
admit continuous withholding of information from the FBI that it requires to be
able to make any search. This is not true in either senmse, that the FBI requires
such information from me to.make the searches or that I did not provide this
information. My words he quoted are, "While I have additional identifying
information I do not now (emphasis added) provide it for reasons stated in the
enclosed appeal." He does not quote from the enclosed appeal, which I did file
at the very same time. It can be retrieved readily from the govermment's
chronological filing of them to aséertain the reason I érovided separately - in.
the event Mr. Shea showed this apﬁeal to the FBI. Inste;d, he says what is untrue,
as he would have known if he had asked his client, the FBI, from which he provides

no attestation, "The defendant has no idea what other 'appeal' plaintiff is
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referencing here. Accordingly, it is impossible not only to respond to the reasons
for plaintiff's non-disclosure of the so-called 'additional identifying informatiom,'
but also to the broader allegation that the FBI's search did not include all 'June’
files." From beginning to end, this is his fabrication and that, I believe, is why
he provided no FBI ‘attestation.

211. I do not have to check to know my reasons. The FBI has a long history
of noncompliance and stomewalling in my cases. It also has a history of, when
compelled, disclosing only what I identify, nof what it has that is pertinent.

This matter also turned out exactly that way when I provided that information to
Mr. Shea. The FBI withheld - and continues to withhold - all such informatiom I
did not identify to Mr. Shea. I hoped it would be required to meke the searcﬁ

it still has not made and still has not attested to making, for all that

surveillance informatioum.

' 212. I believe it would be informative and helpful to the Court if, to
justify his language about "the broader allegation that the FBI's search did not
include all 'June' files,'" defendant's counsel were td provide what still has not
been provided, search slips requesting and reporting any "JUNE'" searches or
surveillance searches of any kind, including but not limited to the FBI's ELSUR
records. (There are ELSUR indices, and no search of them is claimed or attested
to.)

213. When I filed that appeal in 1979, the FBI had already claimed full
compliance - more than a year and a half before the Dallas office made its first
searches, according to its attestedly éomplete search slips - and they include
nothing at all about any ELSUR, "JUNE" or any other surveillance index search.
October 15, 1980, is the earliest date om any Dallas search slip - in response

to my 1977 request.
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214. One of the many examples in this litigation of the FBI's deliberate
withholding of what it knew is relevant is'its claim to compliance without
providing its main files on the so-éalled "star witness,' Marine Oswald, wife of
the accused assassin. Thus it actually pretended that she did not even ''figure in"
its investigation. Another convemnient example, and it is still incomplete, is
included in a Phillips attestation to what was ultimately ﬁrovided. My recollection
is that the number ofrfiles provided in his attestation is at least three times the
number of those disclosed when compliance was first claimed.

215. With regard to Marina Oswald, the appeals office required the FBI to
disclose its records on her. . Pretending complete compliance, the FBL then provided
a main file on her, its "subversive" file. However, I knew of the FBI's electronic
surveillances on her because, although the FBI had made spurious claims to
exemption to obliterate it from records it disclosed to me';n this litigationm,
it in fact did disclose its electronic surveillances of her outside this litigation.

216. Bearing on my reluctance to let the FBI know exactly what I know is

what it did in this litigation to hide the fact of its electronic surveillances
on her, apparently without realizing it had already disclosed existence of these
surveillances. |

217. When the House assassinations committee was established, FBIHQ asked
its field offices to provide an inventory of their holdings of main assassination
files only. The Dallas response was extensively obliterated and fiétitious claim
to exemption was made to hide its inélusion of these electronic surveillance (or
"June"-type) files on Marina Oswald. As FBI counsel should know, I have provided
both versions, the excised and the gnexcised, which are attached to my affidavits
in which I also attested to what follows.

218. New Orleans still has not provided its inventory, which it elected
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not to file in any of the main files to which its restricted coméliance with my
frequests. It has such an inventory.

219. After I identified these files to ﬁr. Shea, he compelled their
disclosure. It is that simple, the case reéord reflects it and defendant's coumsel
is aware of it, contrary to his histrioniés and misrepresentations. This also is
;tated in my earlier - unrefuted - affidavits.

. 220. But bearing on the phoniness of the Dallas search and later
"compliance" from it is the fact that on the Marina Oswald search slip the
identification of the bugging file is obliterated, even after I knew it (66-1313A),
as I have also attested in this litigation without contradiction. Withholding
that, under fictitious claim to exemption - as I have als§ attested without .
refutation - clearly had as its real purpose hiding the fact that the FBI neither
got nor requested permission to bug her, and bugging required criminai activity on
its part, breakiﬁg and entering.

221. Also bearing on the FBI's intention not to comply is the fact that
the one Marina Oswald record noted as destroyed on this search slip was not
destroyed until after Dallas received my request. Other records noted as sent to
FBIHQ as pertinent were not provided then. If they had been they would have
established, for example, that George DeMohrenschildt is not "tangential" and the
existence of the withheld "subversive" (105) file on him.

222. Meanwhile, pertaining to the FBI's failure to "articulate" in
response to my appeals and affidavits, it continues to refuse to make any genuine
ELSUR, "June" or electronic surveillance searches. The fact is that it remains
totally silent, save for diatribes by counsel, after I provided such evidence as

the published statement by Arthur Schlesinger (who had been in the Kennedy and

Johnson White House and was close to Robert Kemnedy) that Attorney General Kennedy
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had authorized such surveillances, in the plural. I'also noted that, as with
bugging Marina Oswald, the FBI conducted unauthorized surveillances.

223. Contrary to the FBI counsel's unsupported representations - I emphasize
the FBI has not sworn to anything about this and still has not provided any
evidence in refutation - it is obvious that the FBI requires no discovery from

.

me to make these and any other such searches. It still had not made them after I

provided the Schlesinger and other unrefuted evidence of the existence of other
electronic surveillance records, in both field offices.

224. Om his‘part, FBI counsel elected not to use as an "example" my
attestation to the existence of electronic surveillance records on Jim Garrison,'
disclosed to me in other litigation in which FBI SAs Phillips and Anderson are
FBI supervisors and disclosed as part of an unsuccessful effort tb put Jim Garrison
in jail.

225. These aﬁd countless other similar métters support my attestation that
the FBI requires no discovery from me to make these ummade searcheg. They reflect
what I also attested to, without denial of any kind, that the FBI ignores and on
the basis of its record would continue to ignore any information I might provide
under discovery. The case record makes it clear that there is no end to FBI
subterfuges, pretexts, evasions, stonewalling and false representations.

226. How Phillips could have missed my earlier disclosure of my knowledge
of the electronic surveillance of Marina Oswald I do not know (if he did miss it)
because before the withholding of these Dallas surveillance records I used some
of those records as exhibits in another case in which he is the FBI's supervisor.

227. FBI counsel's completely unfa;tual and entirely misrepreseﬁtative and
deceptive statements about "JUNE" matters concludes, "And this allegation about

'June' files is typical of Mr. Weisberg's other complaints about the FBI's search."
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In ways other than he intended, for once he is correct. My unrefuted allegatioms
and their attached documentation, not FBI counsel's misrepresentation of them, do

establish that the FBI did not intend such searchés, still has not made them and

requires no discovery from me to make them now.

228. TFor all the world as though I had not provided all that "input' of

which he personally informed this Court on January 19 of this year, for all the

world as though I had not provided all those affidavits of which he complains
without refuting them, FBI counsel appends this footnote to my quotation of him
in the preceding paragraph:

"The lack of specificity underlying plaintiff's 'June' file (sic)

allegation (sic), as well as his other allegations about the

adequacy (sic) of the FBI's search (sic) belies Mr. Weisberg's

newly devised claim (sic) that he has 'repetitively provided the

defendant with both facts and documents preclsely articulating

(and documenting) his claims regarding the FBI's fallure to

conduct a proper search."”

229. To FBI counsel's knowledge, there is not a s!ngle factually correct
statement in this footnote, save for the fact that I do and from the outset have
alleged "the FBI's failure to conduct a proper search." (Nor has he provided
attestation to any.) In each and every instance, as the unrefuted case record
reflects redundantly, the truth is the exact opposite of his representationm.
Bearing on his intent as well as his knowledge is his own January 19, 1983,
statement that I had been asked and had provided exactly what he here and elsewhere
claims I refuse to provide.

230. His complaint about my alleged lack of specificity is based on his

own fabrication, as I show above, that I withheld the very Marina Oswald electronic

surveillance information I provided. How he managed to fix upon the one instance

in which the FBI complied, albeit not voluntarily but in response to the proof I

provided Mr. Shea, I do not know, but he did. He has not complained that I have
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been inaccurate in this. If he wants to add that to his complaints, because I
was specific, he can use as another "example" the withheld informatiom that I did
provide, the number identification of the Dallas bugging file on Marine Oswald.
I state it is 66-1313A, even though I know that the FBI's file classification 66
means "Administrative Métters" and neither breaking-and-entering nor bugging,
which requires this, seems to be an "administrative matter." I was specific in
this,_althOugh he represents I was not, and I have been, to the degree poésible,
in all those many matters he and the FBi entirely ignore when they &o not
misrepresent. If I am incorrect in this specificity (which he calls a 1ack of
specificity), it is a simple matter for him and the FBI to provide the unexcised
records and show it. , If there was no Garrison surveillance disclosure to me in
the case in which both Anderson and Phillips are supervisors, they can attest to
that - and, of course, risk my producing what I state was provided. If there was
no disclosure of extensive electronic surveillance of Garrisom, attestation to
that likewise is simple, but it, too, entails the same risk, that I will produge
proof.

231. His fabrication that I lack specificity, which he refutes in his own
citationsof his own January submission, also is refuted by my many affidavits he
has elected to ignore. If there is ome thing that is beyond question about what

he calls my "complaints,"

it is that they are specific - and documented. Knowing
the truth but wanting to allege otherwise, he seized on a bad example and then,
without any checking at all, on his own authority, was totally untruthful about it
to this Court, as I show above.

232. With regard to my insertions of "(sic)" above, it is not true to

state, as he does, that there is but a single "JUNE" file; it is not true that I

made only a single "allegation' of this; it is not true that I have ever referred
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to the FBI's (non)search as in any way "adequate;" and it is not true that any of
this is "newly devised" or in any way new. Ail that is new is this particular
version of his misrepresenfations.

233. The Reply concludes by referring to my allegedly "conclusory claims,"

without citation of any one, and with as large an untruth as is possible when the

question is of searches to comply with my requests in this litigation:
"Notwithstanding Mr. Weisberg's conclusory claims, there is absolutely no evidence
in these cases that indicates that a further search is warranted." This is
followed immediately by what FBI counsel states om his own authority, without
citation of any evidence (which is impossible beéause he knows he has not adduced
it and that it does not and cannot exist), "Moreover, the defendant would be able
to demonstrate beyond any question that its original search was adequate if only
plaintiff would comply with the Court (sic) discovery orders."

234. The deliberate total dishonesty of these representations is more than
merely established by my undisputed affidavits?'some of which he referred to. Of
the many illustrations, I select a basic one. I have attested - over and over

again - that the FBI has never made any search to comply with my actual requests.

It has not denied this. It has not even pretended to produce any evidence that it
has made those searches or that I am in error. As I state above, it cannot
because it has already sworn to this and given me its records which are explicit
on it and neither can be refuted. So, it is as large and deliberate an untruth as
possible to represent that on this one of many basic and entirely undenied points,
“there is absolutely no evidence in these cases that indicates any further search

is warranted." Because searches to respond to my requests have never been made

and have never been attested to as having been made and because I have provided

both sworn statements that are unrefuted and the FBI's own records that cannot
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be refuted, there is an abundance of evidence - and it is the only evidence -

that those searches have never beenm made. There is no other reason for the FBI
not to make any effort to refute my attestations. Because these are the unrefuted
facts in the case record, its only evidence on this point, it is.obviously and
deliberately false to represent either that these required searches have not been

made only because I have not provided what is demanded on discovery or that if I.

provided anything at all - "if only plaintiff would comply with the Court (sic)
di;covery érders" - it is within human possibility that "the defendant would be
able to demonstrate beyona any question that its original search was adequate."
235. Literally - and I emphasize on his own authority beéause.he has not
adduced any evidence pertaining to this at all - FBI counsel actually represents

that he would prove the "adequacy" of a "search" neither made nor even claimed to

have been made - in response to requests of 1977.

236. I have addressed each and every allegation in this Reply and to the
best of my recollection all in the other submissions. I have done this at some
length for a number of reasoms, including to reflect their true character. I have
extensive experience with the FBI's submissions in FOIA litigation and with its
other records, coming from my stﬁdy of almost two.decades of an enormous number of
" its records and considerable experience in FOIA requests, appeals and litigationm.
In all this extensive experience, I do not recall as close an approximation of
totality in untruthfulness as I document in the ﬁreéeding paragraphs of this

affidavit.

HAROLD WEISBERG ///
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FREDERICK COUNTY, MARYLAND

Before me this 6th day of July 1983 Deponent Harold Weisberg has appeared
and signed this affidavi;c, first having sworn that the sfatements made therein
are true.

My éommission expires July 1, 1986

ﬂgfzeqw)?/%q,

NOTARY PUBLIC IN AND FOR
FREDERICK COUNTY, MARYLAND

72



No.

Paragraph
18
19
20
21
23
71

71

LIST OF EXHIBITS

73

Page

22

22

(5



78-0322 and 78-0420

! /t'_;:._ - ’ N ' M'-'\f'b\‘ VIRTI im-.Nru-TCAvu.N NUMBER | Consolidated
o— 7 : coE e T4 e & Exhibit 1
PATIENT'S NANY LAt : Flrst [
WhILLERG '+ HAROLD |
HlH“!Ml)'AIE ' Sk --NYRH_I\HHN Sk YO C tkvlf-_icAlEH(;Lgi-ﬁ—-l .
q-H-14 ‘ Mmdie g nskoust Xseor o SON U DAUGHTEN ’rQ',/()(,v Fast Jopoa Road PHYSICIAN'S
ALIDHESS ot T T HBalumore, . Maryland 21204 SEQV!CE RELPORT
R. K. '2, Frederick, MD 21701
Z. v SIatl T o o T 718 COOE *© | Place of Sarvice: Rin-Patient o Out-Patiant Date NG
4o rredere i, MDD 21701 v Home a Office n Other . 9- 2~ 81
i CLRIN It 1 1om oS NAME o T Nane of Institution Geor getown Unix, Dats Dis
Harobd Wersbery ) o Were the sarvicas desciibed the result of an 9-3-984
P CERTIFICATE redLIEH'S PLACE OF MuLuvmg»u . wiury (3 Yes (0 No it yes, Date Date ot
; L Ut Injury resuit from Employment? o Yﬂx No

= G ATURFZ'(QI- qﬁurw({up\gf - . . Chiet Complaint or Diagnosis or Severity tor Madical Emm'wv‘
VN . )9*1\1 ~A ‘| iArtrerial Obstruction et
PLAN'A & B MEMHERS { ‘ o
l\l !: REVERSE SllJE FUH \&RV!CE BtNtP!TS\

S‘EAé.Vl_ChES l Pé OCFE‘E)D—R-E?FF.—F-'—FE‘M-ED Oats of Procedure Physiain:
..;L R {Daacribe Completaly) Service Code Usuat &M
I Hospl1al c\dlnibblon examination /w history & $9-2-30 9330 3100.:
O Surgery - 2 } physical oo Tt ‘ : :
. ! . .
At S .- . . :
(] " utg 0 }L\ﬂ.t_!. NOTA l A L.! Il R m e ) q X ? ' Rﬂ 2436 250-
0O Obstatnies 4 - T T
won 9 i (0
0 Comuitanan 3 0 wov consultation te:arterial hsiyuction & (8 . 25 AN 9130 75,
0 Anesthesis A laudiceation . I’ . . l
3 Diagnastie » ray 8 ’ ; . ! i
a Rar:mn . ,m:wv " IAL'\.ilr.Ll pulse volume jecordings with. doppler 8 25 1.C. 15
_ pressurtes (PLEASE SEE ATTACHED.,) : ' s
O Machine 'ests 8 i : :
(ECG, LY e el ) r 0T ’ T T T T T v :
3 l.dl)n.v.lhuy tests, R :
.SOQ N(i'ﬂ ' - T ot T ; .
L e L | i
2 Other :
[ 1
. T
i i
! L
. T M v
MEDICAL CARE 6| MMHDaY S -— — ‘ b ‘ b
PLEASE 1st Day Comprehensive History Physical 3 IF { 1 '
. IT-E—MIIF Intermedate Days ___ 7 I S lR! : : T : ! -
OI\‘V - Routine/Rnef Days _ . .._... @ % e ;r_\l : 01 ' —
NI 1 '
, ot Prolonyed-f.xtended Cara. Haours i1 S . ' !
Al .
g j Cooavaee Care LU, CLU, et ) Poaes e b L . Yoo . .
- S S . e mes e e = - . . § 1 [ S MY G —_— -
| Phveisian Nnm-j Address -;'-».4..;. ;,..._ rn-._s:;. e r_.:.—"_“ 1‘ “Note: For tests performed by a taboratory - list namae, +-$575.‘
- i tasts pertormad, chaige to physician and re- Tot
)

por ling physiclan’s handing o processing charga. L.

\
AN T
(’:. ,’\,' H.n.‘,w\(,m,, M.D. ] Pl. see attached Expl. of Medlcare Benelits
T800 RESENVOIR RD. ! Dationt has paiG Cliacges T8 Seind atiditional torms O )
ASHINGTON, D. C. 20007 o {\
. c i | cartity that 1 persona“ th cas described abowent
g5kl SSN: 578-44-1430 L e “Q )
Dyt ob shute oher-cione MUST 1R6w Sl Sacurity ot Pmplover » 10 Numbver i Phyil( tan’s )Ig"ntu'ﬁHq ! ¢ 'h" r}" ! -
" : - oo e wunl --\ow Tt o Lnn’n"‘ rua (4% A- uee R 3vr peiny i N i
N u--\tlv—ini- nactoe ma, : 1t aeav. harve 134 -l ranr, ‘{ H wave ,n-nl_ ruga N prariceel g \\ aAm?Y YY1} ﬁ [
r b " T un Sadnd s T T Tt coT ! -“]’ - T - -
Lo [ S h kg / / T P P !
| — e e = e e ——— —--l— 4= —— T~ —_— ———-—-—‘;—
1 ' P i
E - " b ‘_______!(__.____-_./_'._ 4; 1' —_ :_‘4{}_____ e —— ._.__.—.—-f;—
! H i '
8 T R O R R SV A L e SEPE A
r
!

— u-.q'v"&‘;"v wo, T T T T e v an T wevmaas Tar -nn_——l———o-n'o.- YL T YT T Can/cov  JcOt Fian  p/eleent
i r ! Al o L__ g




3

L4 . ’

™ . L &L . 78~0322 and 78-0420
i TEA TR Lt I i Consolidated
Ce W et Harold ! ] Exhibit 2
Nlu!»ﬂ"pn'l "ok '»omn'n AN 1) LR TIFICATE 'HOLI_)O-R ,
. 1= M =0 : AR LATEL Y S sH F o \(\N _u l)AuOHl’ER N0 Fase Jopps Road pHYSlC!AN S
e S "“ Tifumore, Maryland 21204 SERVYICE REPORT
C LS O e ey ven Road, Urederick, MDD 2170] )
; Dty RS 71 CODE Mace of Sarvica: a In-Patient o Out-Patient Data Adr
' 1 Homa n Oftica o Other P
i PO T TR SRR R TRET I 1 L N ! Frhone of Insbitutian Date Dise
o et ’ o Watra the sarvices described the resutl of an . T a-aNn-1]1
SR M TR e AL desh Ea RS BUAL L b kM Y MENT ujury L3 Yes [J No It yas, Date . Data ot
; | Od Injury result from  Employment? a Yes n No
SIGNATURE, ut CERTIFICATE HOLDER OR SPOUSE r‘hmf Complaint or Diagnosis or Saverity for Medical Emargenc
Vo = o . ¢
: A =T e l=28-11
,\/._]\ 4/ el | S S S
MNA&RMPMREHS L -
(SE+ REVERSE 510 FUR SREVICE HENEFILS)
SERVICES PROCEDURES PERFORMED Date of | Procadurs | Physicim
{ S (Doscnbo Comphtuly) ) Servica Code Usual Chu
b R e e e e = e o +
Hospital admission e mmlndrion Iw htstory & 9 :1580C 9330 51001
- , FpRysicatt T e —
) Surgery . Y \ , !
p,0 . P, . . i
O Asit. bura. O Cemoral popliteal bypags, left (PLEASE SEL 2 16 (R0 S2.00
QO Obstetiiey NTTACHED OPERATIVE REPORT) , P 4
QO Consuitatron - 9 . , E .
O Anesthass - 4 T — I —t—
. ' ' !
1D Duagnostie xav -5 | yennus doppler (PL, SEE ATTACHED.) 9 :23:. 80 LG, | $7!
O Radiation [herapy - 5 I =il - : :
) Machine Tasts - 8 |
(ECG, ELG, 8tC.) o i :
O Laboralory tasts - 8 : :
*See Note ‘ - - . : o ;
) | o i )
[ e . - . —— : i
O Other i’_— : : i
P d
} P '
! by | {
— r T i ' + i
4 . . ) . !
MEDICAL rARE 6| 13702 E - o I [
PIE AGE 1ar Day CComprehansiva History Physn_al b F ' ' ' : ' |
IT;-;\M;I Intermediate Oays ... (8% _ _ AR ' : T‘ : : I ]
oA ] Routine {lnief Days ... .. % 0 E : Q] : ; i
- . N :
Y50 Protonged Lxtended Care__. . . Hours @ — M : ! i l . X ! }
CARE intensiwve Care (1ICU, CCU, atc. ) Hours ) $ .. \. ‘; . ‘ ‘ : ! 1 |
.- . _.._._L o [PPSR P [P R : . : 'L
”“'_;;"_. :....—:w::‘.“j... ,....T'.fTs...., Ia r—u..a: L “Nata: For tesls parfarmad by a tabhnsatory - list name, ‘ 32: 17
| sl e ctoenicer, st g T e t
} por hing physiclan’s hand'ing o orocaessing Charqe. L. . _._‘_’f_
C. AL {H~NN.1, M.D. ‘Pledse gee altached Explanarion of Medicare Benefits
1RO RV ,( R Patient has paid Charges 3 Sand additional forms O -
WASIHINGTOM, W, C. X Wy | .
QSN - LH/8-44- 1430 e tearhity that ! oevsonan\/ uu?q the V)'vbfni described auovﬁtﬁ
-t h - l .— .- ~ J .
2~ %L ' “ this mamuner 7\ | 1 ‘//\ \} ”
Mot 01 shate wneen ne WOAT (haw Setial Securdy e Bnulayes 3 10 Mumbe: | Physician’s Signatur Y ! r v ﬁ. ¥\
} OU_ NUI wRite BRLOW THis Line sum mLak U 34 ... t ALt e Ll s
R 3 - | T S Yy T T : '
Eloven .‘-..Ln-\ o 10av. oare isea{  sa0c, - :L aars N At o;uo."i "
=T——1"1 | L“ e S '}“'_—__'—"-‘ i r— - T
: . / ! ‘
| _.__.%‘ 1{ +Q._5 ‘%._‘Ll_'.._ SNV S SR N SIS R
E ' ! A ' |
| s s ks O SR S A ————
1 { i : i v | }
i I B L__.___,_.:. [T NN S SN NN NS S R S ; ——-_———ﬁ—L
- N T L LA T N T wem ser waLoe KXY ] -l anaur ua. I G T U (i (e
AN S g U RN i B il MR i e

P X COPY TO PATIENT 32



m QU mur wHile B8 Uw Trie Ling Pua A ..u e
R o v . " PTG Qu mu s . A s

" e e s
Ve

w1 N ko e e, CLA. 78-0322/78-0420
oo e 7 - "" Consoltdated - B8RS0
N PHYSICIAN'S SERVICE REESRT  ComsOlTHREed 7udfBlitibh.ow

TOWSON, MARYLAND 21
Phonm: 494.3110

FPAKT 1 IMPILIMIANT PLEABE (OMM £IR IN FULL FUR PROMMT PROCESRING Ak Rlvn’.llllv.lut FOR AEAVICK NENKFITS,
s e SHER _ 7

e MAHOLD WERLSHRKR , ) 48 13 . . . 57 -36-7290 o

- ) PAIANES MAYHNAAYY -I-CI‘INC’ o. lnnuruuannn -un-ln
sl e s HAROLD WEISBERG e Pra Ferre_gi__r}fzg_}iare (XMALK 0 FEMALE

UAGUP Ul SNAULLMEAT CcODE

rieesr 1621 OLD RECELVER RUAD

cusannen

CARTIPICATE HOLARAS FLAGE OF EMALOYMANT

T e ettt vt iy e et .

. KEDER]C MD 21701
srare kK RICK ne [_‘v.un ¢+ _ [ seause [J son ) oavanran
RALATIUMENI® YO CRATIFIGA S naALOGA
INCOME 4, NT (TO QUALIFY FOR SERVICE BENFEFITS)
! am an umn-uuml Subscniber uader un “Individual®’ Suburlphnn Agraemant, | | om 0 Member undar' @ “Husband and Wite', “Parent and Chitd*,
in the Plan ‘ndicuted belew, and my gress incama tee the lust 17 manths “Pamly | Subwiiplion Agreement, ar @ marred Member under an “lmeivi
was: P © el Subwiphes Agreainant, in tha Plan ‘indisated belaw, and auwe gre
Plae A <o Pedaral ! em & l Reasunable And tamily income lor the last 1?7 maenthy wau Plun €
Low Ogptiarn ! Custonuuy Poe Plan A o Padarel Plan 3 Roasunubie And
. Pederal Lew (ipiren Customury Tea
- 1 - . $
(1 Abeve Pl Abeve High Uprien i1 Abuve L] Abave Pedera
,’- fa000 | e 34,300 l oy ( $4.000 g $7,000 Hish Ontien
- A
O Salew 1) Relow Income  Limbte v ! Below I ) Relew ot
am | ! A | LRRTISY THAY THASE STATEMENTS ARR TRUS Incama lLimite
am not ! ' tavarad under anather basc 1urgical, medical cantrua?
Such ather invurnoce i

!
carried at my ar My pevea’s {; /// // ,/,' ’ 5-1 ]-81
w not | [ /{ y /\_/‘\ '
place af emplaymant “5 1 JA‘f'llTn (SO HNMFICATT HALDFR AR SPOUSE

HANMY 1} NEHVICES RENUENE |,

TREPURT UNL T 1HURE WRAVILAR YOU FaRNBUNALL ¥ ARNORNED ) l‘n': Ur SAkveeCx

|
i
! HLAGE ,YJ.u.,,val, IV|~ ALY Fe t)ossice © !“;Rll':k"::ﬂ
’ a3 5 ; 10-1-80 FHvsCiA
i OF I Pt o «v-o~ @8I qeluwu niv. Hobpltnl. —_— = -
: T AN e 1A I UL ~ BAFK AGMITTAS [ menicat-a
i oaFHVICE 'Y MUNSENG HOME Q nome ) suwmuicag.a
i - * 4 O ossrarmicaL—a
A Acrerial obstruction 10-16-80 Q a--:::::-r
[ K AR A [ o gt » 1 & S
VATE DlaCHARGED 1 Locar.

. . 1reb i, PRATIGONE
! L i O cosnuLranom—
)‘ Deascrget i ¢ Serviims Gara O sERVICE 7} sune assr-e
i aspfal weelngion exame fw histar s & ;;h""iu.ﬂ SRAC B l"“ m‘ Lreen

Yar R v e !

LANTEEERTT R Y X Se¥ ]

Voo v T 1)

BARAL MEATAN. —A
L XVIRY ]
[T -T2

[ Y TRy ®

and harvie ol Othar

‘Thrombectomy of aortofemaral bypass In anreriorIO—Z!-BO $2 000Q.
vd pastoadnge Hbhial arreries and sheo bonineg Ar T
presithoenn (PL  SLEL ATCTACHLD OFLIG lV} l(l..l DI L) J

Physsciunt an L use

-¢-

)t

" Were the services described oba
pravided as a resuit af an injur
—_— U e e e [) Yes/Date_ . . . X3
’ Did  tha canditon ar injury sem
For tesr i from the patent’s ampinymenr?
t . t X Ne
sidan’s handling or procsssing charge . . . O e X

pertarmed by o luburatery —— give nume, testis] pasformed, c<harqe 1o physician and teporting phy-

- See attactind Lxpl, o f Medicare Hmw,gl '1.. e
Phveisian + Mame. Addiess wod Hund Some jFetient Has Faid Churyes [T} Nead A_“t"“""“‘ Fasmes |
1 Strear Caty Staee Zip 1 adde ‘ T T ' f’" —— T T T e
YOCL AL HUUNAGEL . M, LMY CHARGE PO Rt some - saw
’ L 10 service 15 sv 2, 100,00 R
3800 RESERVOIR RN, _ ! B T ‘3 — T T T
WASHINGION, D.C, 20007 ; it R

! cortiiyrhat | persanglly i dndares 1i1¢ smivicas oo riitad
-lbu:@ thy emba \ (

13
M I'_I’S\v}\y

2 - 0544 SSN: 578-44-1430 ‘

Dut-of-ciates physicions MUA shew X \Q% N A
Sevtut Setunty w Pmpivyerns i Numaes Ch 2s N Jn-u& i dm)

3

i AL En‘in ’—1-! cocTne =g, | oo tvev, Oarte 1ae a| saac, [Z"T- oavs ||. Ceay 9 nrasiiaef 4, AMT. sate 3§ ¢
[ SCEEIET RS 4 t . — et e ". R b o o r e m— g e — - R
)i T P i , ] ] )
0 ey | ‘ / / | L_ ( P
Ir—- —r—t ot F— _..+_ . } ——— e — e Al e e - . — e —— —ilr‘ 1 —— e e ot g
H ! . i i H ,
1! R A i / / ' } ! b R S
SN T & R N R e
‘ Py .o P i !
L_ — l. ! e e Yo /-. - ! — e . —_—— ....._L_ D T ———

it lany en

Fate Fee "7 00 7T Wawe T oate. amr, ]' seaur wa. | con/cav F"l Lan I’/’[’/’f
! ! !



IR IS41 0

v . - O - 700 EAST Jbra ROAD
. PPy S 5 SR ok ro:
vt ' AN Sl HVICH (RS TOWSON MARYIAND 21704
. Phune. 494 3110
C.A. 78-0322/78-0420
Consolidated - Exhibit &
N . PLANE a3 i PULL PN PRImED PuUfA LBbLifite L1t St VENMDE BILE PO LEMVILL ueNALMIIN . ‘
i
st WER TR R H-H 18 577-36-7290 !
. ) Palitlmie BINTHATYE MEMOARSUIP N ouln'nu.Anun nct-li;-_ :
. A D W T RER( Protevred Medicare X mALt L) Fimal ‘
G ' GBRGP e A Ma Nl LU |
i
s ORECEIVER RO |
* LEAMIISILATE nULUARS FLALY OF ‘-'l.vu';..'>. Tmee T 1
)
' e A v ) . i
T s " Mu rer 21701 ?(J e 11 arvoea L T { ‘xuvnuu._ulcn.__ e I
i MBLATILASIIP T LARTIPICATIE HOLDRA i
' INC OML CNT (10 QUALIFY FOR SEHVICE BENEFITS) ’-
: I am on vamurred wbsinber under an Clndividual” Subscniplion Agreement, { om o Menther uindes u “Husblund und Wile”, “"Pareat and Chid”, er }
I ia the Plaa mdnuted Lelow, and my groes incame lor the last 17 months “Family © wobunplien Agreemant. ur o murned Member wader an “Individ- |
- was. " c wul” Subsaptinn Agrenment, in tha Plun indicoted below, ond ewur geoss |
lan . i

Plon A or dederel

pliea ol et e

Plun A

Remswomelele  And family income lor the lust 12 months wus: Plom C

S-11-81

) ! ;

. i !

. 1 Lustenuay Pee Plun A v tederal | Plaa n Rearvochie And \

! vw Dptien ; Posiesal Low Opten i l Custwmeny ' Foe |

] : Abave . 1! Abave High Optien 11 Abuve © 1) Abave N , fedara X i

Q. ’ 41 000 ! V4,500 l Sreni t 14000 ' ! sro00 ! High "7““‘ {

[ Below 3 {1 Relow Ne L1 Relew Il Below : Stee |

t Incomae Limite Ne !

! om ' ‘e u-nrv THAT THASE SYAIAMANTS ARL TAUY taceme Limit ;
] .. tovared under unother Buii susyiel, medual contiac .

om et '

w : :

[ Such othar 1avucania tarned ut mv ar My spouse’s ,{ !

LY N o’ +

A | 1 uv '

~“~ANT 1

A

T |N1-Hf'Avr \un 1R e SEOYSE

) RN I P S RPN T KEREURT QNLY USSR SEMVIURS YO FPEHBONALLY wtuun*ﬂun TYPre UF MERVICE i
! LA}
!' L ACE ) ARRITENIA NN Monrarieny J orrice \ "":::3:1.:0 i
; '3 " b !
Dok e o »u-wbwzge'uwn Univ. Hospltal . 4-20-81 . __ _ 1
1 . I97.] ~Ama Gr rmerITUTION . DA ALDMITTAO D MADICAL—& ;
| S~eRAVICE NS HOME fl HOME ) sunaicaL-2 '
! e 4 O oesrcrmican-a
i .

O amksinasia~d

/\Hw.-

DIAGNOSIS

Use Rark ot Puom

Tu Hepur® MNoma bt

Far test n)

Aot atta beeo

w! chstrucion,

verlsimed by o

1

Descniphion of Seivaes

Thrountvectomy of

Artoenad
(S attaehedd, \

luboratury Y've name.

rveeraren v Wt 0 siscesving thaigye

vy altive:

"jn(n(?‘

venous thiombosis—— .

T:J-_Ini'.ﬁ achinisgion

uise volume tecordings /w doppler pressures,

IR gl D S

L) oumemad

JIUUPR

OATR IHICHARGED D wocan
. 1NFILTRATMON
exam, [w history & physical 4-20-81 $100.Q00 72 comsuiranoms |
vare ue stmvict M) suma Ass'vT-o
() x-mav-e

1

common femoral, superficial §4-21-81 $2, 500,00

HAD. THERAPY-—S

]
Coperotunddn temoris artenies, Resection of thrombosed 0 wasai meran.—s
Szt 2 T e popliteal Ly pass  Patch angioplasty, conimon o %' o
feeminrat ey Endarterectomy of common femoral artery.* D vasousroay—s
Venous «h.;u“; r (e A attached.) 5-5-H1 575,00 ) ornan

Wate the secvices dewribed abave
provided ot a reswll of an isjury?
11 Yau/Date 0O Ne

-8 L 1h0.00

NDid the condition o injury reewlt
test ts]  petlurmed, charge te physitiun and reparting phy- from the paheni’s smploymant?
M Yau | ! Ne

FOR PLAN Usk QONLY

‘th
\ S5r¢ attached Ll ot Modiare Huncfn-",‘g wnuue
i . v “~ Yoeonat Atnemp (Patent Has Paoid Charges | ! ' Need Adduienal Forms ') \H‘ ,
S e Abuires PRI TN , g o
, e - ) : B T Gamt.  coav
| . B, ) . o -
L. AL AL Vo, P MOORARLL O 3
o - R (e h ta { -~
' '),:)’(,HA\ [l sy e COLRIS SERVICE 15 % &) o« Dy ;"; e e
\ N N T ey AN HEIATRY ; sunally 1sndered the rerviceyfJorscribad \M wEma. 8o
WAGH NG TN vy , d
’ * - nher {\ ; LY
O’ - i A . / v iy
T e e LA N ]
PRI e physsieas MOV Lk P\ e e ;‘%
| Seteinl sty e Viagiweers M1 S ihes Ay e \‘h RIS Y .T,‘_ ! i
[ - OISO . MUt W s A . . Ce e . . "
o . ! I | ! ' e
e hu.,n.‘- P . ! Ve seas  uvate Iu-l caoq ; e ime ey Cvews .,.\".‘,.l o ami. Paiu 8 @
ik SO I . R e I e
i : | . . : \ i
| P | / ! ! - ! - S I
- --'T - z { | i , -7 v z i i O ..;..____ —_
| H : ! i ¢ : | i ; ' i
P ; . / : ; P —
NI A R A A | I
A : ' ! Cod 5 ! |
_L ,.‘! ‘ ;l ! / / ! i v . \ ol m—— —
'''' THistany T wew rme ! waratay '3t maws . At ! cavur wo. 17 ton/ruv _"L‘OII FLAN ’/’J'/—’]
' 3 e , I _L._.L_..._____-
v LT VDS .- PN



:

ot

haad s AN

Insurance Copy- 2ttach his statement to yeur insurance claim form.

C.A.

78-0322/78=0420
Consolidated
Exhibit 5

. 1 .
= N ‘l . * A . B
npiste the personal int AaS My J
- doctor s ?auuuad l’:) (:'-;:;tl;on ;:q:.:f;td o o fuvfm Tlus statament contuing ait tha informanon ” — :
m torm. . 10t nacessary for thia ottice o NIt out the inaurance (.Ulmluny o oA
L | / . , ‘! . e —UIT LT . .
AGNOSIS L e AN A L
OFFICE SERVICE . — . i el . A’ Y .
ympranantive Histary & Phys :::a: FEE OFFICE LABORATORY - /; CPT-4 FEE Date of Service _ .. ¥ ’( A
. — e _ Bhrubing Tolal VLS ans ATTENDING P! # TE
‘nitea Physical (Sch ; ’ [ R M L1/ . HYSICIAN'S STATEM
ermeaiate Vm: ool) 90070 oy -+ HUN 84520 ) . QUTSIDE LAK (Cant) Nat. Health ubEa. c,E:‘d: reg:
1 maby/weNl Child , 20060 - cBe 8503) _ Chotastawal 132
: mo/yr. -~ . —— A .
fee ~urgery . N —— f..t_-nuro 0 Fhvoat 1Y Urine ATNG0/8 J0AK ‘l.ll':\lld Scraen 929 —
nn/Sling/Aces Ly i b es " o 300 e
' lavage s q: P w2y et : .
HOiFngA 69210 e FHAIRSLLETHY 8h014 LA, REA ’\(.v i
< L SERVICE-Frederick Musnorial Hamuglobin . uUric Acid 325 e
tiat pistory & Phvsical anaua . Hamuciuit 830148 —— o
Ltended: 4 . T 82270 Rk
'armo:'::a - et D20 e Mono Sput AK300 . .
nergency R o L0 o Hap SMCAY dﬂ]:u T PROCEDURES T ~oT 4. PEE,
oom: 90570 ... PKU Tt Rt 24 1 h. Cardivascurt AR 2 '_,‘g"i'a’“":
-aclat Care Unit 29160 ... ¥ 9800} . pylimonary Fune Y 332/A e
.dmission Disenarge - Pregnancy Test (Urine) 42906 ___ nen .V‘ - Ull‘..l'u’n . 4/ 3ag1e _‘_ i
irsing Home Viat : HA Latox 86430 it se e e A P ST
! 90460 . Sad Rate 85650 | - N /"
- Sinei b - SN -
INJECTIONS ar — o pr
rgy . Spaciman Collec’ion 99000 e e
o -Madrol 1M 2215: . Utinalysis, Routine 51000 [ Dmabted ; e - - :
hihind 7! e Urinialysis, Micro - . SN
- ’ - 41015 » :
/OT/Tat. Tox 20720 WEBC & DIfr. a_ol I L} "ur'. Disabied ../ ./ To ’ /
a AGSHS 5048 o 0K To RAMIN e e
osen " eor20 ___ e - . .-
.;g;n 90720 — R N -~.:-nu7'.'nun
90723 OUTSIOR LAB-N: R .
al = -National Health Lab & C T
2 Pollo 20720 — SMAC oas L 2T R HICKEY, M.D.
aumovax 90749 SMAC. CBE 1000 .\.’ - P L
— . C ..
rson lvy 98120 .. SMAC,CBC, T4 S 11/ O W. &, RIDDICX, M.D.
. Liver . 3002 .’ PARKVIEW MEDICAL CENTER

SURANCE CARRIERS &4 PATIENTS-Th e
is form has b
v uldltlonll focml or ln'orm-tlan s naedad thera :u.u ::"n.;::':::da:t‘::.g-'.." mm “.“ aown. "

.attach this statement to-your

re. This statemant cnmumn. atl. the information

;. Insurance . Copy-

Complew the. persanat information vaquastad on tha fo
Itm not p«mwv

tha doorar. . required. to tupply

-

Pratile, Liver
Praottie, Thyrota

Insurante;

fm this.ottice to 1 out

FO

t 720

it !

clainy. form, -

lha.snsmanw company
.

518 TRAIL AVENUE
F?EDER[(‘K MA.P’VLAND "1701:

claina 1oPT. . ( . { . .

DIAQNOSES ". i ?’ “‘ f‘ A, A ot A L Date of Servica - “f"' Y S x
orrice SIRVIQE '.'c"-‘ FEE QFWICE L.I\BORATOHY CPT-A PEE ATTENDING PHYSIO \AN’S ‘STATEMFNT
Comprahenstva History & Phys. agoan Blllrubin, Total 422480 -, OUTSIDE LAB lCantrNat raaith Lab & Conw ﬁF
Limitad Physicat (»SF?IOO‘) 0070 — BUN 8453‘!0 c———" " cholasternl . ¥

Intermedlats Visit 90050 - '/ cAc 85031 e | yara Screen
watl 8aby/Wait Child mo/vr. . Cultura [0 Throat 3 Urine a7060/87088 Potassium
Otfice Suraery e EKG 93000 e $GOT
SpllnusnnqlAce/Dresslnq Giucpse 82947 e T4, RIA
Ear Lavage 69210 Hamatocrit 895013 e Unic. Acld E
HOSPITAL SERVICE-Fraderick Memaoriat Hamogiobin . 85018 e
Initial History & Physical an2290 Marnocuit © 82270 e
Extendad ¥ 10 , 90270 Mann Spot 86300 e  PROCEDURES
intarmediate #. 1o 80260 tap Smesr 88150 e 24 v, Cardicascort
Emaergency Room 90570 PRU 5900}  ————  Putmonary Function .
Spaclal Care Unit a9160 . Pregnancy Test (Urina) B2096  cee OTHER SERVICES i
Admission Discharge RA Latex BEAZ0 e N
Nursing Home Visit '90460° Sed Rate 85650 I IR :
: ! Smear ] —e . 1 :
INJECTIONS speciman Collsction 29000 e ~r
Alleray 95125 Urinalysis, Routine slo00 . 0 Dhabled et T0 el .
Oepo-Medrnt | M, 90782 sJetnaiysispMierd, 81018 e ] art. Disabled eeeSefeem TO [NV Y SO,
OPY/OT/Tet, Tox 90720 WRC & DIft, A504B —— . DO.K.To Return / -
Tine B654S W: LD, #-52-0972008
Fiuogen. * 90720 y < .
MMR on723 . OUTSIDE LAS-National Heaith Lab & Code ~] R .M, F.HICKEY, M D.
. Oral Poilo TsY 2211 R — SMAC . 1000 P,
Pnaumavax 90749 SMALC, CRC 100! e ; “-..-..flw' D W.d. 1:{.TY)‘)].‘C*{ V!.,:F A
Potson vy 98120 SMAC, CHC, TA 1002 e PARKVILW M DICAL CILN TER- .
Profite, Liver 220 ' 516 TRAIL AVENUE
protite, ! PREDERICK. MARYLAND 2170L.:%
- Protus, i nyroid 1 Tol i 6"'3 3147
INSURANCY CARRIERS A& PATIENTS-This form Nas bean adoptad to keap papey work noln down. if 1 slepione:
. any additional fnrm: or Infannation I3 nesdad there will ba 2 cnarge ot 420. no. Ny . ! ANNT -y R
RETURN; Davs Waeks montns NEXT ; \"__J.J.,’-\(‘ il [am N R
NI = APPT, gy Monm Date T ime M T ‘
bttt i ~ = TS ROne: 688-0137

APPTY -



vant e wesnnat intereahien reouested on Y oem, r'm statemnnt contalns il the mformation . N MR .
e} b :'.upurfy. 1t is not necassury far this wtfice o fit) out the mguranus curmpany . e
. A - » o ' ST &7
e — e .Datn ot Survice K Sl D s
= GRT T FRE L OFFICE LARORATORY ey TEE  ATTENDING PHYSICIAN'S STATEMENT -
o Hstory & Phys. B00R0  Aillrubin, Total 2280 . QUTRITE LAK (Sonh) Mat, Haaith Lab & Coda ST
coreet ot sl lehons) vanze -; BUN ) . 5200 Chalesteral . 130
faoae S04y 9o0nn T CAC u?n:u —— e I_ip1a Scraan gny’ o
sowvell CRRe __ mogyr, . Cuiiture (3 Throat O Urine RINGO 7OKY Potassism . ;46210";;._
NOLY it s e ——— RRG LIV T R sGAT . 230
LA INes/ e ing e GiUICOSO . A9/ T, RIA 08
et 89210 tiematocrit I Urie Actd AT
CHITAL SERWVICE Frackook Mamaos: Hamagiobin e " :
Fitisloey & Dusial 220 Hamnacuit (0 T, : :
tighedd B In . 90270 MONno Spot |15 I INCrMIYARES n CPT-4 WY
comnediatn - ———toa 9060 Pap Smear Y e l0asLOTt 5 f’,-' V3278 e
ragney oo 90570 — PKU YSNOT e L Lary Function v Lol 94000 e
suttal Care Unit 99100 . Pragnancy Test (Urine) 82098 OTHER SERVICES i’ _— f.'" :
AFSSIDN e fISCharge v, RA Latex Bral0e VEoandy Lt

-rsyng Home Visie ¢ 90460 7" Sed Rata 85050 W A /,-1/
Smaeaar e s 7 o
INJECTIONS Spacimen Callection 99000
Haray g s © 98128 e Jrinaiysis, Routine Al0U0 . 0 Disabied / / To / / S
apa-Medrat 1, : 00YB2 cmp— Urinaiysis, Micrg. . 81048 e O Part. Disavied /- /- To /. /. -
PT/OT/Tel, ToX % 90720 . WBC & Difr, s404n _____  [O.K, To Raturn / /.
N B&5A8 } Tax-tD.# 52-0872008
tuogen 90720 . - v
AMR 90723 —_  OUTSIDE LAA-National Haaith Lan & Coda Vo o, B HICKEY, MDD,
irat Poito 80720 . SMAC won VL A (W, J. RIDDICK, M.D,
: 7408 S ., C T — - . i
'::::"y::x ggi:;) e ;x:f:' gig, Ta 1002 . ’ o ’PARI’ VL..’W MEDICAL FL'.N'I‘T"R
Brotile, Liver 920 e - i L8 TRALL AVIENLIE
. "~ Profile, Thyiola e FREDERICK, .‘V‘AR‘(LAN" ,l_ 21701
“SIIPANCE CARRIFRS & PATIENTS-This form has bean aduplaa to kesp paper wark costs down, |f ; Telephone: 662210
nv additional farms or information is neaded there will be A Ghitsyoe of ‘zy‘ 0o, J (i 2 ,...J 4. “ /' ~ )
HETURN: _ Days . Waeels Montns NEXT - i 1 tArT / AML. R "y ) e
Lo AVET, Day .

Nanth ~ Bate  Tirma T M | -

b amish 4

TG

 inswrance Copy- attach this statement fa vaur insurance claim farm,

nmplatlnho parsanal intormation requested on the form.' This statement contains at} the mrormutlnn

18 doctor s required to supoly. 1T is not necsssary for this ntfrte to i1 oyt the insurance company - -
st form, . ‘ : . ' :

, . ! ) T "/ :’.”},'..'//,‘«'7_1} ;‘_”"»’ ki .'_'.‘,"' - e
MAGNOSIS et - DR ST
OFFICE SERPVICE CPT-a FEE QFFICE LABORATORY ) GCAT-4 414
Lomorenaensiva History & Phys, IONEN Bilirubtn, Totat HB2250) e -
.;_unum: Phriysicai (Schooi) ‘)00'{0 ——ry BUN . . 8{-!:.'_‘0 e 4-_(,,""‘““’0'
intermaninte Visit Wo6n L _JS CBC 4503t
Heil Babv/well Chita __.__ mo/yr, s Culture (J Throat 1 Urine R7060/,870808 _____ :2:::,;:'::““
ttlce Suroary - [V 08 24 5} 43000 _ v
.pingsling/AcesDrassing — Glucnse . 8oV, . ant
ar Lavage B9210 e Hematnerh anore .. ohfun
HOSBITAL SERVICE-Fredarick Mamarlal Hamealaisin anor g L UneAed S
dtial Histury & Physical 00220 _____ Humocult 42270 E N o
“tsndng # to, WOITN . Monn Spot BRIDO e PHOCENURES . o ePTaA rEl
Jarinerilate # ——lta . IN26N | Pap Smuar RA1SO — 289y, Cardiossenn t : 928
miarguncy Room 9a5/0 . PwU guwany “ulmonary Funcllon - 7 Qanin
ectal Care Unlt 900 ___ Pragnancy Fest (Urine) H2ODG OTHERA SERVICES 5______ et e —————
Ladrissfon - Discharqe _ RA lLalex 88430 N
arsing Home Visit 90AK0 . _..__ Sed Rala Hh0n0 e - . i)-’;’
“Sunsgr et o fa " ;‘1
INJECTIONS Spaciimen Colaction 90000 .- .
leray 25128 .. . Urninatysis, Roatine B Ut SR 3 Disablac —/-—~-“‘/--——~:FT° e fe e
sv0-Madrol 1M, YO7B2 e rinalyma, NHora, Brons L. T Parl Osanied e T e e S
DT/O Y/ Tat, Ton Q07L0 - . emee . WBC & (fr, ERTITE R— A L e omoyovrmaceLinsrpsimnd
‘e NESA8 . e e T B N _ . " . S au
vyet A oL - R '
DY Y22 . OUTSINE LAB-Natinnal Haallh {_ab & Cosle 1 R TR HICK Y N
al O¢ilo QOVED e SMALC roon L
S nOVaX W7y . . SMAC, CRC et WL RIT‘L\(CL\ M. -
on vy YLI20 o SMAC, Sk, TA T . CPARKVIBW MENEC AL e
——— Profils, ivar /200 . DG RALL AVRNTE

FRLEDERICK, MARYTAN

e e Profita, Thyraid —— e { .l e T

1SURANCE CARRAIERS & PATIENTS.-This form hus been adavted ta Kean paper work Gosts down, !¢ 1 Telephona: $63-3 137
¥ additinnal foerms or information 14 neadad thars will ba 4 cBarys of 213,00, '
AETUNN: Days Weeks Monthy NEXT e et e M
APPT, Ty Month Data Time ¥ |
L

. L , A FOREINCI e
rammnitee. -




[

» - ipsurance Dopy- attach is st

Comolate tha parsonal information rnquanmd on

nt %0 your insarance siaim form

. foemy,  Thia statament. containg. all the mformstmn

'u"(. 'r o

Dnl&of Sarvice i

ATTENDING PHYSICIAN'S STATEMFNT B
QUTSIDE LAB (t“ont) Nat, Haaith Lab . cade -
Cholesterol :
Lipld Screen
Potassium
SGUT
T, RIA
- Urie Acid

PROCEDURES
24 Hr, Caratnascort
Puimonary Function
OTHER SERVICES

1 x
F dem

» N 8 . an—y '
Vi y oL L. (J‘.l"

the doctor s reguired O nupuw. It is not nev..euary ,r’or thls utina to il out theinsurance campany .
claim torm, R . .
ST .,«r . .
DIAGNGSIS i {v;,l ,J‘/' JI’WJ/‘ ,( "/. .r‘ . [
OFFICE SERVICE CFT-A FEE OFFICE LABORATORY CPT-4 441
Comiprehansiva History & Phys. 90080 Sitirubin, Total R2250
Limitent Physical (Scnoot) 90070 e BUN ) P LY S—
intermeaiate Visit 90060 ..l CBC HH03) e -
wail 8aby/ Welt Chitd mofyr. . e Cultura 2 Throat 1 Urine A7060/37088 ______
Ottice Surgery - RKG 93000
Spsint/Siing/Aca/Dressing Glucnse B2997 e
Ear Lavage 69210 .. tiamalocrit B804 e
HOSPITAL SERVICE-Fraderick Memorial Hamoginpin 509018
Initial Ristory & Physical 90220 .. Hamocuit BA270 e
€ xtondead # to WnN270 ——— Mono Spot 86300 e
intermeciiate #. Lo, 90260 e Pap Smaar BAL50 e
Enmergancy Room 90870 . PKU Y00t
Spacial Care Unit 99160 _..___ Pregnancy Tast (Urine) 82996 i
Admission Discharge e ° RA lLatex 86430 .
Nursing Haome Visit 90460 .. Sed Rate 85650
. Siear U, '
INJ!QTIQNS Specimean Collection 99000 e
Altargy “ 985128 __.__. Urinalysts, Rulitina 81000 .
Oepo-Madroli’ LM, 90782 = Urinalysis, Micro, L. 8101
D"T/'DT/'T-‘!.’TO;& 90720 —— . WHC & LIfr. C R 88088
Tine B65AS ——
Fluggen™® 90720 -
MmN N 90723 OUTSIDE LAB-National Heaith Lab & Code
nrat Pgllto 90720 — e SMAL LO00  _.
Prieumoyax 90749 e HMAC, CBC 1000 e
Poisan vy 95J20 e SMAC,CBHC, TA * 1002 e
Mrotite, Liver 120

INSURANCE CARRIERS & PATIENTS-This form

any admt!onnl tarms or infoarmation is neadad there wilt ba a4 chnmn ol 520 ul).

RETURN: _-._ Davs Weeks Months

© P e—— - e RPN

R COCTOf s, required 1O auaniy,
cimns foemn,

- R A
DIAGNOSIS. f - - v'k&'\

-5~ \nsurance (:nnv-- tach t’ns v*?*«m ot *'-

Comt.#m,thw personal intormation irouvasred oo the ?c.rm,
U1 DO PRCgiary far ki

Protlia, Thyrold

has been adavted to keep nnpcv wovk aosts down, if
.: T" 'Z N '/ ;' h’AMi
APPT, nav Month T Dafe Tima  “Men
Ll w s e L A T N T
[ )
o Ly i LA
oy inguranes olym fnrm it il i
'-"\-5 cratemenr contring oif the infarmation
oA MW

FLERR I c-u.l the !mummn forApaYy

VAN

.n,l

;.1,.‘,"-“/ 1\ yl,,l

/ . )

. Le -ﬂ’//} {
" @ Dlsabled ) /. To /o
Q Part, Disabled /. /

0 0.K. To Return /. )

-
| Tax L. 52-0972008

)

/.1 OT.FOHICKEY, M.D

O W. J. RIDDICK, M.D,
PARKYVINW WMEDICAL C' ENTER.
16 VRAIL AVENDE .
FREDERICK, MARYLAND 21701
Twelaphone: AR3-3137 A

e
!
Nt

e At St e T

Dite of Serviee -

OFFICE SERVICE CPT-4  FEE i, oxwicy LAI!ORA'I’ORY‘ . CAT.4  FeR. e -
Compbrenensive-History & Fhys.  900AD attrunin, T aual 82250 ;- . ATTENDING PHYSICIAN'S STATEMEN
Limirag Physical (Senoot) 90070 8UN ‘84820 o, QUYSIDE LAN (Cont) Nag, Heath l.nb & Codet F
Intarmediata viig, 90060 LL_Z, CBC - : _asoay _____ Chowmsteral ~ o R -+
watl Bany,/Well Chitd morve. ] Cuiture (3 Throat O Urine: .. avoerysvoan i LlplaScrean el non __
Ottica: Surgery . EXG . 83000 . '?o"““'um ’ “0‘,‘ l—:—
Splint/Sling/Ace/Drassing Giucose L auoar sgor 33074
Ear Lavage 69210 _ Hematocrit - e P . T, RIA 32%:

HOSPMTAL SERVICE-Fraderick Memorial Hamoglabin : BSOLE Urle Acid 337
Initiat History & Physical 90220 Hemocuit o 82270 - e
Extended ¥ to 90270 —. Mono Spot L : i

C U 86300 o
intermediate #. —t0 . 90260 . Pap Smear T R8150 . TROCEDURES ':P'f-&‘_.f!
Emergency Room 00570 PKU 00001 24 Wr. Cardicescort. 93T L
- e . 200! e PuUIMO = e fus
Special Care Unit 99160 ... Pragnancy Test (Urina) T p2ges OT:Fr:-;v!; \:;c;:; LT 940101 T

Admission Discharge RA Latax o " BB4A30 o . ""E; ‘
Nursing Home Visit ‘90460 Sad Rata ... 48880 . Pt -"‘,"‘-_jiy‘
Smear . . :

INJECTIONS Spacimen Collgpction . Ca9nN00
Allergy 98128 e ‘Urinatysls, Routine - .l 1 81000 O Disablon /. / To- /. / .
Depo-Medrot | M, 90782 .——— Urinalysis, Micro, b ‘81013 . 12 Pare, Disabled /. /, To / A
?‘::/mrra. Tox 90720 . WEC & Dift. t 8snas D O.K, To Retumn L/ /

. 86588
Fluogen: 29720 [ rax (0.4 520072008
MM R 90723 OUTSIDE LLAS-National Haalth Lab | P
——— £ % Cone S T. TCRW

neumovax P T ewas o0 . — | A r? W }1? :{:m::{ :\Aﬂ%

neumovax 90749 SMAC, CBC 1000 . v d 2k sl A, YL,
PoISOn ivy. 95120 SMAC, CBC, T4 1002 : K .,‘PARKVIEVV MEDICAL CENTER.

Brotiie, Liver 720 pT A16 PRAN, AVENDRE

INSURANCE CARRIERS & PATIENTS-This 'orm has bean adopted to kesap paper wark costs down.
any addmonal/fqrmn or information s neadad there will ba & chiarge of 320, 00.

Waeekt Months

RETUﬂN‘?;._Days

Prafila, Thyroild

it

e ! o
P

NEXT: . R v
.A_..L_.._. . -A——‘l e
APPT, Tay Yirme

Mon(h

»
3z

i

Dats

[A

s

FREDERICK, MARYLAND 21701 .

Telephone; 66.’.1~3 137

LIy “;1 —’7

w—




- oty g Y O § Qg e ¢

*munrce oy attooh th

Cbmnlnm the personel information reauestsd on the form,, Tiun statement containg: all

the doector is required tn suuuxv

" l

e

ment v

nyr msumn c’aem

the mformmmn :
i1 is_not nacesssry iar this oftice to fill oyt the nsucance compnnv

clairm form, . g A Ve
I R -. L ST £ -
DIAGNOSIS -/ A /J—"A_«(/( AR AT L .1"«'41 ANV A ;"JK )

OFFICE SERVICE CPTiA  FER OFPICE LABORATORY crTd  pEm Oste of S““C”P- K
Comprenansiva History & Phys, 90080 ___ __ Bitirubin, Yatal B2250 ATTE.NDIN PvS ICi.AN 5 STAT“MFNT'
Limitad Physicat (Schoot) ‘90070 . BUN S wanzo . T ouTIInE Las «t‘oner Nat. Haattr L.ab i Cacer’
intermediats Visit . 90060 L7 csc A5031 i:‘c::f.t:m: : '
Welt Baby/Wett Child mayyr. s Culture.C Throat [ Urine  AT060/H 7064 _,,__-_‘_';‘pn’: ‘l’ Tean
Office Surgary —_— EKG 93000 cmo ™
SptInt/Sling/Ace/Oressing Glucose 82947 VT4 HiA
Ear Lavage 69210 Hamatoerit 84%0) 4: . -uvl:: Acia

HOSPITAL SERVICE-Fredarick Mamorial Hemaoglobin as018 .
fnitial History & Physical 80220 . Hemocuit 82270 .

Extandea # to 90270 e Mano Spot as3lvn - - PROCEDURES
intarmediate . to. 90260 . __ Pap Smear CBB1S0 . 24 iy, Carainaseart .
Emergency Room 90570 —_— PRU 98001 Putmonary Funetinn ) ;
Special Care Unit 291680 ____ Pragnancy Test (Urina) o 82996 —:  OTMHER SERVICES. - -
Admission _____._ Discharge RA Latex o 86430: - 0 o
Nursing Haome Visit 904680 .. Sed Rats i A8650
- Smear
Specimen CoMection = . Tt 99000
C 95128 o Urtinalysis, Routine | v L. 81000
| DapovMedrot.Iom, T 00782 o Urlnaiysis, Micro. ' A1013
DPT/OT/Tet. Tox o 90720 . WHC & OIfr. 85048 --U.O.K. To Return
i :g::z ‘ T 1D, # 520972009 .
W ,. o
ot 900723 o OQUTSIOE LABS-National Health Lab & Code - 1/\ D T R} ~.CK Y, MDD, v
Orat Poilo’ 20720 . SMAC 1000 / O
Pneumoavax 0749 . SMAC, CBC . 100 D W J- RLDDIPK M D
Poison vy 95120 .. SMAC, CEC, T4 L2002 PARKVTEW MEDICAL CFNT""‘I
. Profite, Liver o0 i 5168 TRAIL AVENUE ‘

INSURANCE CARRIERS

Profe, Mivraid

% PATIENTS-This form has baen adaptac to keap pavar work casts down, 1. j - K

any.additlonal farms or mhaimntlon s nanged there wifl be a charye ot 320, 00.

RETURN: ____ Davys _J__ Waeks . Months

FRFDner  MARVLAND 21703
[‘elenhone 6A3-41387

he- dactor: .w rnqumd o suppw.
laim fcrm.

Mri! ‘dns sta‘emenr tn your insuramee: ol

: formav.!on

: oml \nformarfmwmuutnd on tha form. ‘rms Ataremunt vontaim. t»l. rhu in

orplers th'# iy Y is. mot necassary for thiy ufhm 0 h!{L gut. the. msumnca campany
. Yl

: ! ‘A ny q .—-.
NEXT Dl x"'\ LU 4'L"‘)AM : £
—taadeIWOA ; 4 T
APET. = Sav Montn Data Timae  PNe— ; ‘“‘ '
eatitimiosan . o it e i TR NOR T
[ ‘-«,Wa—m- TN ST PP A

T s
w* %ﬁ}g‘w{w i

NSURANCE CARRIERS & PATIENTS-This torm has been adoptan to k.ao paDer work gasts dawn, If
ay ldalt!anﬂ forms or information i3 nesdad thare will be 4 omrq- ot ﬂu 0o,

‘14 Days

RETURN:

Weeaks . Months

Protie, Thyroid -

NEXT X
APPT,

- LY S aad

. , ’ . ‘I. ) s Q,' r
IHAGNOSIS - o X f‘-""'-"“" st
QFPICE SERYICE CPT-A. PREE OFFICY LARORATORY: CPT4  rER
ompmhmmvw Hutory & Phyl. - N80 Blllrunm.‘rryu . . 82250
traitod. Phvslcal {3chool) - 90070 e BUN. 84520 c)\olﬂtwm
utermediate Visiy_ b 080 .’ cBC B80AL e pid Scraen:
vel) EnbV/Weil Chlla mo/ye, ——. Culture O Throat n Urina- &7060/87033 ——  Botassium
ttien Surgery — EKO  fageo “8GOT
.-olint/Sling/Ace/Oressing — Glutnse ) . B294) L Tk, RIA
ar lLavage. . 89210 _ Hematocrit. S " a5 . ) Uric'Aéld. SR
HOSPITAL S!RVIC!-Froderlﬂtf Muamortal Hemogiabin ——— B
Altial t4istory & Physical . -90220. Hemocuit ——
xtended. #.. to. =1 00270" . - . Mono Spot. — e PROCEDI)RES..
ntarmediste A 0. 90260 Pap Snmwear: — "4.-Hy, -ardlom«cort .
margency: Room 90570 PKU : ——— _ Pulmanary Functlon.’
oacial.Cara Unit 99160 Pragnancy Tast (Urine) B2098 .  oTHEAS r'_nvgoq
Admisstan Dlscharge: RA Latex 86430 i
Jdurting Momae Visit 90440 Sed Rate _ N : 85650 ;“ o
: .. ‘.1 . sm‘a' ———
INJQC'NQNS T S Specimen Coilaction 99000 .
\Hergy s 991253 Urinaiysis, Routina slo00 D_D'"b"d /
\epa-Medrof: iM Q07BN eemam—  Urinalysis, Micro. 81018 ______ J'Part. Divabled o
WPT/DT/Tet. Tox s0720 . WHEC &% DI 2, ~- 48048 C1 Q.. To Raturn Y
ine ' 86588 - . } TAN LD, 020972008 . k. s S
tue 90720 .. ;
1 M)gl:" 907:3 QUTSIDE LAB-Natlonal Health LLab & Code !/ : ,"‘-~-—’- - m™F, H_[CKEY M_D
—— 30720 ane oo 0o EJ W. J. RIDDICK, M.D. 1
arson ey va1am e, cme ta oz Vs PARKVILW MEDWAL CENTER ;
Q - » LRIC, T — \ L Loy
: Protile, Liver 720 1 518 TRAIL AVENUY i

FREDERICK, MARYLAND 21701 -
Teluphone: 863-3L37

4 ey
13053 o

L i ‘ﬁrl’l‘i nit-‘- St

}
t
|
{

. - St ot vy PO
s s e




AT L g MO o ST b gt -

Rmmmmmm aHanh m st v o s seannn einim m

Comnlm» the personat mfmrmt‘on requested on the form, T hn sratement contains.all the informetini

‘2
i

RA et~ —

the doetor is requirad !0 ‘“JOQ‘Y h is not necesssry for this nﬂwn roy fIH ot tha msumnce Company 'N"i!

r'mm form, V , !1 ’ A y o ) ;
DIAGNOSIS NS -"4\ Il i R i — . Date of Servi < ,..‘"/‘ N el
OFFICE SERVICE, ~ - | CPT4 FEE OWWICE LABORATORY .. G ARE ‘ :'?’TFN:)"C:!P PrYP——— STATO
Comprenansive History & Phys, . 900A0 Bittrubin, Tatal L8220 _BUTSIDE LAR (Cont Nat Homt;\‘ !:.\b . Cogm 71
Limited Pryaical (Senoor) 30070 o HUN SO i, Bas20 Chmw"m ' et

Inter mamats “Visit 3 90060 __, cs8c : T esedn. Ilpid Screan

Walt qlny Awimti EHivg RSN, 1. YAVT N . Culture ] Throat ] Urine: A7060/87088 ___ * Patassium )

Otfice Surgery — EKG i S L [ ~'ASG‘°T

Spilint/Skng/Ace/Dressing. —— Giucose .- 8zvas .

. . T4 RIA -
Ear l.avage 69210 . mematocrit . IR X, Uric Acid
HOSPITAL SERVICE-Fraderick Memaoriat Hemaoglionin L BINLA K

imitial Hiatory & Physical 20220 | Hemocult o270 "

Extonced » to. 20270 ______ Mono Spot .. 88300 PROCEDURES

Intarmediate Lo, 20260 ____. Pap Smear Sl S BBISO 24:Hr, Caraloescort

Ernergency Room 90570 . PRUY Ci- em00) ] ' Puimonary Functlol\-:

Spactat Care Unit 99160 _______ Pragnancy Test {(Urine) C 82996 L - OTH!R SERVICES

Admissian Discharge RA Latex ;86430 o . v '(

Nurslnf; Home \risit * Y 90480 . __ Sed Rate . BY680 1 . f,w"r‘»-

r Smear ——— » :

- MCTYQNS S Specimen Callection . . 99000 o —— -

Atlargy.. . : o T 98128, . 'Urinalysls, Routine 81000 LrQlsanled ...

o«mo-Mudm tM. 90782 e Urlnalysia, MicTo, " mioLs 2. Part. Disabled. . -
PPT/DT/Tat. Tax. . 90720 —— . WBC & Difr. < e 85048 20K, To Return. o /. /- R
Tine. . ;. 86548 . — { Tax LB B209T2008 | . .
Plugqeer " s0720 : 1 e
Munfm o . %0723 OUTSIDR LAB-Nationat Heaith Lib & foda N o F.HICKEY, M. D,_
CrakPoHn - . 20720 . SMAC 1000 _ LAY

Praurnnvax . 90749 e __ SMAC, cRG ) . 1061 \-L_',-"" O W..J. RIDDIC] X, M.D. 3
Poisen tvy 98120 —____ SMAC, CKC, T4 . 1002 PARKVIEW MEDICAL CE NTER-‘

Profite, Liver
Proflie, Thyroig

F‘RFDF‘R'CK, MARYLAND. 21707
['«laphone: 6Ja~..1.17

IMSURANCE CARRIERS & PATIENTS-This form has bean adovted to kesp Napar work costs do
any additional forms.or lnfnrmntlan I1s nendad thare will be a aharqge of uo.ua

RETURN:

wn,

i

_
o - 516 TRAIL.AVENUE . -,

—_—

. -~
2 oy [y “*
Days _aZTWeeks —__ Months NEXT ! Ere S . Ll AM ,

1 4'
—— - e, 2 —e
APBT, — 5 ontn. ~ Date. . Tima

N ARG . N . Py

¥

f,umi.

T G s ey ot
.. emsut;;m:,_mw;qnsuram;cﬁaam
, *,, Comp m the personai - lnformamm_ requested on the- form,;: Thla ftatament: eomakng
; Thecdietor is . required . to,wppt Juis frot. nmmrv.f (4]
{ cim'wm
Fnraanoss
OF'IC!! QlRVICE

i M .77 Date of Servics i .
FRE, . L TONV’ . P T
PR “,‘"“ naage o il ATTENDING PAVOIGIANS STA"‘EMFN‘F
-mllmmn. Tow g e A
hEON . QUTSINE LAK (Conb)
BUN B BAN20
‘o . ; 503 - Ghatestarn)
BC . 8031 Linid Scraem

[~}
Y
1]
c‘

WMG BDBVIW." Chlld

mm‘r

: T Potassiom .
omea Surgery . EKG , Qao0ny sEOTF
Smmt/Squ/Aca/Drnﬁng . Qlucose L L T A—— T4, KA
Ear Lavage R 69210 Hematocrit asole . Urle Acid
. HOSPITAL SERVICE-Fragerick Mamortai Hemogiobin . oBsO0s .
initlat Histery & Physical ©90220 . Memaocuit . B22v0
Extanded # 10 90270 ___. Muna Spot Lesann T e e DURES
Intermediate #___. ____to____. 50260 ______ Pap Smaar —————— 24 Wi, Cardloascory
Emergency Room ’ . 90S70 | PKuU . ~———  Puimonary Functian.
/ Speciat Care Unit ©99160 . Pregnancy Test (Urine) - ——  QTHER SEAVICES
Admission Discharga RA Latax ———— {
Nursing Home Visit 20460 _____ Sed Ratas S
. Smenr —— '
INJECTIONS . Specimen Gollection ———
Altergy 95125 . Urinalysis, floutine e I Disaviea -/
, Depo-Mearol 1m. . 90782 _____ Urinalysis, Mlicro, e 2 Part, Disablad e
. OPT/DT/Tat. Tox . 90720 —— . WEC & fiff, —_—  DO.K. To Return 1
Tine L Bl —— et { Tzt #-vz-ns'rzoog-w L _—
Fluogen - 30720 ' "’
MM A "90723 e OUTSINE LARB-National Health Lab & Coda : ™ - HICI{ S MDD,
oral poiio _ . %0720 sMAC L e e r.-z W.J. RIDDICK, M.D.
naumovax ] 90749 . SMAZ, CHC Vi X5 13') S PARKVIEW MEDICAT Ph NTER,
Poisan vy .- T - 98120 e SMAC, CHC, Ta RS 1002 ALE TRALL ? Kj’f--:slUJ:: =-u&
; Prufite, Livar - 729 ! AV

FREDERICK, MARYLAND 2270
I‘«-lephone. 663-312

~.~41

R Prottle, Myrald —
INSURANCE CARRIERS & PATIENTS-This form has haen aduotea to keeo paper work costs down. if
any aaditianal forms or iInformatton Is needad there wiil ba 4 ahargm of '$20.010.

RE‘I‘URN.»..__.. Days

i

N

) Woeks _/_ Months NEXT . . A AN L Am
; . i APPT. TRLY Montn Date Tima M-,
___L.“.;m domazint i . — ; : il s s . s "

b
H
i
]
:
|
— i
5
i
H
i
;
4!
-1
{

AR




b

" ";";!‘1 :!a l’;u.'-m &:m’

the cmmtor s required o suoply,
clalmy fraree,

A.A
w‘l’:“] lﬂ.‘. -\I.L

Complimta the osrsonsl inforenation raquested on .

Vot ‘I'_" l A

Wty yene Imcupanes dlgis ¢

eabbild ek s Ut

,I

.mm T‘»'s statamiet conteing Wi *ha information .
I is net Necoasury tor i uleN to fi) out the infurance cormnpany .-

IMAGNOSIS st e A o . )

OFFICE SERVICE cPT4  PEE OFFICE LABORATORY cPT4  wER M
Comprenensive Histary & Phys,  S00ARN Billrubin, Toatal " gaaso ' ATTENDING PHV%!C!AN‘” STA'TE‘“FNT'
1imiten Physical (School) 80070 . BUN 84520 PUTHOE LAB ”'°"“ feat. ”““""“ tab & Cods, M
intarmentate. Visit 90060- - cac 35031 "Cholesterol :

Naott Batywell Child mo/yr.. —— Cuiture 11 Throar QI Urine - B7060/37088 i Lipla.Screen .
Otfien Suraery ERG . T 3000 " “Potasstum )
3 phint/Siing/Acs/Dressing . Qflucose o ageay ____  S40T o
ar Lavage 69210 _____ wmmatocerit : BSo14 > v, RIA:

MOSPITAL SERVICK-Fraderick Memariat Hemagiobin’ ss01s . . UrleAcia
tnittal History. & Physical 90220 . Hemuocuit ‘ ‘82270 el
ixtendea # to 90270 ... Mono Spat - - :

:ntermaediate ¥ to aN260 .. Pap Smfar :::g: - 24_:?':?:2:‘":'“!5,
1.margency Room 9087 _____ PRU 900V . nuimona : ,;o's‘fmt
speclal-Care Unit 96160 ______ Pregnancy Tast (Urine) 82996  OTIER 'sv R“‘"““","
Admission Discharge " RA Latax: . 86430 » OTHER SERVICES !
~Nursing. Home Visit 904860 ... Sad-Rate 85650 ' -
: ' Smear .
IMJECTIONS: Soe¢imen Collection 99000 : — :
Allergy, . . 9812%° ______ Urinalysis, Routine - 81000 . C-Disatied / /-
!)ooo'Mfdrol-"l. 3 90782 . Urinatysie, Micro,. v ‘n1013 ,_cr*rm; Disablad /.
DW(!_:_“VT-'.G-TM T 790720, ememe— WEC & DIfY, .. 8%0a8 =] O.K:’.To Return —
Mne RHSES ,
""u;gm - 90720 _
MMR, 90723 e OUTSIDE LAR-Natinnal Haaitn Lab & Coda r'ur F. AIOXNY, MD
,,),:::,:::‘T,:, co07an §MA1: 1000 . - - -
- 90749 . SMAC, CRA 1001 ) . aD W. J. RADDIC W, M. n.
”O"Qﬂ.ﬁ,vx, S 95120 .mw SMAC, C2C, T4 2002 — . “PARRKVIEW MEDICAL CENTER
Profite, Liver 720 _ - et BLATRALL AVENTL

Prafite, Thyroid

lN‘;UPANc! CARRIERS & PATIENTS-This form has een adopraa to keap n.alvwork tosts down. 1t

any additions! tarms or intormatinn is nesded thera will-tu a cnarpe o $20.00, * A
-t ] ‘ ey
RETURN: Davs Warks Months  NEXT : Am PR
- - TDay Manth  Date Fima  PM* -
. . ‘ — i D e

: ,F'REDER.ICK, MARYLAND 2170
s Telephone: 4A3-3187

P .

s nw-' e

j&msxr..ncﬂ Cury aitan

Compietsishe personal infurrnaticm rmuutad of the fnrm. Thia statemant contalm.a“r'ho«infunmmfam .

thr - loCYor: iw lﬁQuh’Oﬂ 10- sum'v. Jt s not neceasury. for this office to il out thl lmuranr.a compmy
claim \'Oﬂ'ﬂ' g Coa ‘ . . s - . . .
PR . St o4 o . L o

OIAGNOMS - { L= WAL q,, “Ttve of Sarvies 5:”*‘:1!7 -~

OFFICE SERVICE . ,:cm':h ren orﬂra LABORATORY i AWENOlﬁG LY SICIAN'S STATEMENT
Ccvmnrahaml@ History & Phys,. - S00A0 . erumn, lotao _ - AUTSIDE LAB (Cant) Has, Heattn. Latr & Cod
L_lnu;pgzgngnypy_(_scnqmy 90070 _‘_BUN h L ey 84820 . Chntestarol . ‘e 133

ormegiate (90060 L cec e rn, B80BL e T s eraen
weil Bapy/Wall Siilla rno/yr.. ——e. Culture QL Throat 0 umu_» aToWO/a7ORE Potnssium .
Ottien Surgery., SR ’ —— G T 93000 e SROT
':oﬂnt/'v"nq/l\cclouumg :? Lo — Glucose [ 121: T % S, T4, HIA
car Lawage ¢ .69210 Heamatocrit o 88018 une Acld

HOSPITAL SERVICE-Fredyrici Memorial Hamogiobin EEEPPRU L1} L : e
Initlat History & Pnysical = 90220 Hemocult LT B2 70
Extanded # to. 950270 . Mono Spot T UUHO300 e PROCEDURES
intermadinte W, 10 90260 . Pap Smear . 88180 0 24 Wr, Cardioescort .
Emargency Room 90570 o PKU - 99001 . yimonary Functlon
spacial Care Unit 99160 ______ Pragnancy Tast {Urine) .. 82996 .. ATHER S!RVIC!S" - !'

Admission Diseharge we——— RA Latex [ MBa30 ' ‘;‘/ Ea P
Nuvsmq Home. Visit 90460 —— . Sed Rate 85630 s C AN
. . Smear . s —_— ”

muc’nons oo Spacimen Collpction 99000 — . - -
Atergy- ©98128 ——_ Utinalysls, Routina TBLAOO . - 1 Ofsabled fref e TO et
o-oo-mdm M {90782, ——— MUrinalysis, Microl N 81018 . D Port, Disadlad s e T 8 /

o g 90720 'WEC & DI, ' s T Q.. To ReEturn /. S '
Tine ; 86583 {—";\x 1D.# -,o.oqq-;qoq s
Fivogen~ : Sy - 90720 N
MMRA . [ 90723 e OUTSIDE LAB-National Heatth.Lad & Cods ; r‘“v,-g__) rj ™nr BN H‘FCK .Y,,M;D
Orat Polo =~ ~, .. 90720  cm—— SMAC 1000 Vi '..- ‘;“. DIC
Paison-Ivy. ..’ : - 98120 . SMAC, CBC, T4 Ty, ooz ; Bt Al ™ D VR \JUT'
T Protile, Liver A )+ S — ; 0}.6 - R‘A‘L-A AN A
E

Protiie, Thyrald '

INSURANCK: CARRIERS & PATIPNTS-TM- tform has inan adonted to keep paner wofk costs aown. l!

any additional forms or !n!m'mnlon Is nseded there will be & o.mm;a ot $20.00,
Months

RETURN Days .,.‘._... w«ks

2.

NEXT 1 g, b sy 0
— EMRNCA PG S
ABPPT. TTGBav  Roath | Date

“t
i .

"“FREDERICK, MARYLAND 21701
'[‘elephone'- 663-3137-

23 "“ (".
o ’.J

/1(‘




= ~ » ! C.A. 78-0322/78-0420
’ Care g i Consolidated
Exhibit 6

To wdn ubea fros Harold Weisberg re 1970 FOIA roqusst re 1/15/79

Loide Carre

Attachad is a 00py of the workshoet (4) covering Voluwe 6 of Kew Urleans ¥ifl
file UmbY, Serial 20 ia an ¥ 302 ruluting %0 Raymong Caire, alix Xonnie,

Ehile 1 boliave y.u might b- inteoreated in kouowing why I made an FUZA requeat
relating to him and any i.nturvious of hda ia 1970, which include Cswald'as having
nhdhutorngob,ldomtnoummunoform-.

. 1t 48 my 1 vodlection tiat 1 was coapulled %o erscutec & Lu=i'lyu
A saall check aftes which I was tuid no recerds.

Ixis may uot de included in the list I sent You office sowe tiue heck when I told
- You the list of wamet requesta might bs inoomplets.

I-elurﬂntlmc-.tv‘dnotm Ithouytorntoahukncunfup.u
4 have done. Itumtuu-yforntocbekwfnoofmu.

I% now appears that both FEIE] and th. ¥.0. afrios hai Opire Twéoris I did not
JTecadve and thiny icla vae owsimde )

Vidle T don' t ljke cotsine sypped, even if the euma ere small and tiis was Dot
the only onm, I do mion/being denied my rights under the Aot and what despite yoar
Decent tezitiacny I mggﬁi as with dellberniecsss. .

Thoere arould be Do doubt that if this record alome resched FALLL it was indezed
mdmudhvnmfupdhrmmotmnm

Iumsmumtomywtm-mnhaﬂmmmm
fudee Loot caly that etill withheld from Dmllas) and I will be sending you copies of
thrlmmmMummnam.jwt index.

My reecllectica iv not depencablo becauss I may be confuming Aim with a viotim of
a&ﬂmhﬁImhmﬂlMt%Mhwm.mth‘tﬂam-oh
muammum-u-m:mwunﬂnxm%mna
alugle unit, pleams,. Afser ali, this is why I filled an FOIA mequest.

If the PLI's records do Dot show Ala wad a Gublous aswociste uming the adirees
of a former X 34C the records are not complete.

J/éw howdl DT I E
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Towith 14 by FoIlq sud all the

To wuin Shea from ol Wedsberg; JI am wasination rocords appeals f/14/79

Rorcde Crare roanest - M Ordoans and Dallan:. Field Officen
ewr iy and wwcdnterpreting: my requests in order not to comply
iy Ph m»vun.;t Fanperprint nol Uswald's on hiu 1iterature request

All records relating to my PA requeits should have been provided in complia.nce

.I'idld of f'icos becnuse the roquost was reponted to all,
41l rccorda relating to Romde Cn‘_ire should have beun provided by both New Orleans
and Dallas field offices. .

1 know I have filed a Ronnie Caire appeal earlier. I have also aprealed non=-

complianc: with my request relating to the fingerprint that was not Oswgld's that was
on the lituratus.: hw ’{uuppu:mdly) alone distrituted when he pieketed tne corrier Wasp

right af'ter his last return to New Orluans.

This is ea.rly mornirn: and I'm not chec!c.ng my files, which are bein; reorganized,
92 .s's'f -

attach. The New Orleuns file is 100-16601, Dallas 10U—~10461. -

As the firnt record (one of many drafted by T.N. Goble, who I think wasJa Russian
_Ldl\‘f'"’ I (mrre

expert) nakes clear, (horc are "two basic mdquests” Lin his intcrprotation. He is
explicit enough on the tirst, "All information about" Ronnie Cuire.

Civen this clear undcrstanding the rul did not comply, respowting instead to the
substhtution I will quote, hut net "”515”"'("73 b vrizowtall.

Goble stateu there is a reference to Caire in Bufiles. Therefore it is not provided
and remains withhold. [”U't 1 ine Th on t'h.(/ A A% will 1ee )

He is not explicit in stating bhat this reference is the 7/20/67 N.0. airtel. He
implies it, says it was in N.O. .89—69, with a copy to Dallas for 83-43. So finding this

record preuénted no problem %o the FEI,

The record is described as a transcript of a Jim Gn.rrison interview with one Carlfs

wrmy Quiroga, who was also an FBI source. The reference is to one of the matters of

interest to we, one of which 1 wrote long ago, and thu single SpBCiflC provided I pub-
lished in 1967, 8o there is no secrecy. I had other interests in g_a.ire related to my
efforts to follow Oswald's New Orleans career. Oswald reportedly applied to him for a

johe The FiI supposedly clxec}éed all these applications ou:f for the Commission 18 not



/_) Hew Urdoans wag "directed to review its file for all information about Ronnie

Caire." Lt therefore provided me with none.

At the top of pago 2 it tarns out that Bufiles held more than a single reference,

thut 1t held a Dallas report of information nrovided to Dallas by New Orleans, That
Lwarren LWBrusyed -
Dallas report was comoiled by a N.O. agent/detailed to Dallas for the JFK investigation,

His specialties should have made him aware of Caire!

8 record in Cuban activities.
Hy fingerprint rcyuest is newt referred to. I asked for the identification of

(‘\J\)

the fingerprint, which is not exactly as Goble puts it/’Mu_.

The note added indicates that Yoble is among those who had at his fingertips all

‘the Pil's records on ne, those being esacntial in complying with FOIA, or had searches

of the files made when ny requeats were réceived by the FHI, His version of these

records, based on his selections of them, which are not relevant to the request but

are relevant to poisoning the minds of all who read his note, includes what has never

been provided and I've ap.esled frequently, FEL analyses of my books.

4dssuming that Goble did not carry all this information ¥ in his head there are
vhle. * '

o
aearches slips relating to 16, ‘\not only searches for Dim. I beliave that all are
within my PA request and all are relevant to the FEI's JFK investigation, s0 I aak for '

_ these to be provided under oy appeal. Why anyone in the FEI had to inow anything about

me, if they'd leamm accurately from FEI files, is not related to the FEI'a JFX in¥eati-

gation of to its responsibilities under FOIA.

Please ‘nots that while the concluding sentence says the allegedly single refsrence

o “aire at FEIHQ has "no{d direct connection with the assassination,” this is irwelevant

o)

because my rcquest was for 81l information and I was not askdng for the identification
of assassins.

The notations added to 5646 are illegible. I would like « copy of this record on
T fhet c& our S v be _
)K which they can be read. One is of a num r A146. In the FBI's filing system this number

is for the transportation of prison-made goodse There is also a file the number of which

appears to begin with a 6 and to inclmde seversal 5a, which eliminates the FBIHQ assmasi-

—_——r . -~
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1

For DAC Kleindienst Hichards Rolapp réquiréd that I provided a DJ-118 form and
.check; which I 444, althOL‘lg,'h the letter in which If’.mado the request is much more o
detailed than the space on the form permits. As you will see my letter gives conalderable
detail, When I filed the form I reminded the Department, under date of 9/28/70, of
a numbér of pr_ior i.nformation%‘eqbéts that wero. without any response. So the Depart-
ment was always aware of tixis. (Appeals in those days alao vent to fhe Department, as

some of my requeats did. It was all under the DAG.) - ' Y

i.n initia) response to the BaG .the s:me note is repeated. But this record, 5646, - ‘
‘amadatomd boars a fairly large number of initials, including those of the Aseistant
Dircctor in charge of domestic intelligence. Anf FOIA request had to be directed to
hin? Personally?(Naturally I ask again that those files be searched in compliance. )

Here the duplicate filing includes 140=7536 as best I can make it out and a dif-

erent 62 fila, 62-82555, Because this Serial is from 105-82555 this can't be an '
error in noting files. I take it that both files relate to me and I thus aak for a '
good-faith search of both files. (140 is security of governgent employees. In 1970 -

I was not a government employee and was not conaldering seeking government egploymen‘b.

State Department records I have quote the FEI as.ssying it never conducted any such

. investigation of me. dnd again, I smee no relevance under FQIA, But I do appes) these

and similar.withhnldings. In this case the FBI knew where to asearch because the record
provides the file identification.

In Serial 5647, the response to the DAG, the same Uoble reflects my fingerptint

quests accurately, not inaccurately as quoted aboves "He asks for information as.to
vwhose fingerprint thiu vas..."

However, this honesty 'appear‘s ‘l;o‘ have exhausted Goble's supply of i% because in=—
stead of responding to my request for aﬁ. information about Caire he tells the DAG in
the Dirvctor's name onlg that there is "no :Lnformatibon that Yaire vas interviewed by
therFal concerning the assassinationa. " '

He next identifics an FBI record located in New Yrleans but it is not attached nor

woa 4+ nrawrddad +n ma. an Amirainn that anmmara +n hava antiafiad the DAG'a undaratanding
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od his end the Department's and the FMJlts reéponaibilities under the Act. ‘(va is
essentially 1. = -uocret Lucuuse I. published the “aire—Arcacha assooistion in the
Crusade to i‘m;e “uba and included the inforuation in my initial request., )

In addressing my having said thut Oswald had Caire's office address "maasked"
in his addressbook the FEL states thay have no ﬁxfonmtion on this.

From the nature of the FLI'*s investigation of what it considered relevant to.
the assasaination ol é. Pregident’ and from its inveétiéation of the a.ddreasbook (1n
which it inditially "mauked" if I mw use this asubatitution for suppraased from the

Oswud's notio reladma S
Commission mtmge:(llosty swtey) I can understand this, as I can understand the FEI's
fallure to ask me for either clarification or information. They had a asafely dead

* lone assassin and their own investigatory oversights to keep safely dead. However,

> N mashomg

&4 vwas a gimple doevise: the side entrance, a.matter in which the FEI had the mame
blind spot relating +o Os.wa.ld's use of the 544 tamp Street address, whicH has as a
side entrance 531 (approm) Lafayette, which was tho addresa of its former SAC Guy
Banister, with whom David Ferrie end others were associated.

Other records 1 have read rerlect an apparent FAL bewilderment over my statsment
but no inquiry. Therc ure s number of other entries lilke +this in Oswald's addreasbooic,
none investigated by the FS8I from any record I've seen. I took rhotographs of the
non-addresses the !'irut tixué I was in New Orleans. *t apiears not to have interested
the Fil that Osweld found a need to post non-addresses in his dddressbook.

The FUI told the DAG that it inveutipgated the mutter of the fingerprint not
Oswald's on a leaflet Oswuld is supposed to have given out. The diligence of the
FBI's investigation ol uny associatos Oswald had is reflected by the fact that’w:!.’ah
two clear latents, necither ot whdich wag O. -.waldys, "The two fingarprints were not compared
with the fingerprints of any other individual."

. While one could conjecture und wonder, and conjecture and wonder might include
such fears as identification of someone associated with the FEI or" even CIA, one does
not have to conjecture whether the FBI knew and did not identify another or other Oawald
associates. For this I refer you to my apoJ relating to the Doyle, “artin and TV films

of Oswald in New Orlenns. The FUI knevw hs had another associate or associates on not



g
fewar tivoy ti  Acogs oy Lwo of widch were recorded on film, The fingerprint is
of L tldrd, which in +ime iy th. firate

However, the MLl did not let it drop here. It aduits it could make the Q/é:%iﬁcution
@ but recomeinds the my r quont “bo duxd.e;l since infornation concerning these fingerprinte_'
is contained in investiatory fi:'Les compiled for law enfovcemeni purposes,." -
By now you have ample FXI proef from me that its :T“K investigation was entirely
ithout law enforcoment purpose. Werc t]ﬁ.s not the case there is no doufst that this
. Imder he am udof Aot
withheld information is witmﬁ'u\y'n'ew fequ—e—gms is my appeal from its denial.
Thore is the additional and false basis that "This request might be denied en the
grounds that it was not contained #n the formal requestes” I have previously quotad
bip, Goblc;‘attont»ury wrd:rstanding. The intent to contprt not to comply is obwvious.
("Begnrding the second ruquest mude by br. Weisberg, which concerned the fingerprint
on the leal'let". and "He asks for information as to whose fix.lgerpri.nf...")

To the note tharc is an additionnl defamation added, with a unique interpretation

of tho Act:"In vieu of Weisberg's character, he amevisinadg should Dot be given the

information he rcquests, and there is legal ground for our position." The undarh.nd.pg
was by hand,

N

Thure should be some record 'of' this interpretation of the Act. I believe it is
relevant and remeins withhheld, which I appeal..

1 am well acquuint.d with an FLI that fabricates defamations about those it does
not like or whose work it does not like but an FBI that invents law is something I'd
like to learn more about and :anludj in the historical rocord.

(eviod SHE
The New Orleans rsiponse o3 filed in two other iles,62-81830 and M 140-7536
9
or 7256+ 1 appeal their withholding. I also note that as of Ootober 19(70, when I was of
an age that would huve permitted my retirement from the government, ther: was no basgia
for including me in a government employee security investigation file. This can aug—
* . /AMI nd

geat that th: file i o memory hole from which the MBI only can retr.i.evoo anet my Appeals /o
includegd the effort to muke a dildgent search of this 'nd related files, with the samo

applying to the "adminiustrutave matters"” file.



a legible, -complete copye

N.Oo told FUIIQ that Cudre had an office in the Cigali Building. When I had told
the F.I that Oswnld huad th. address masked this airedl omits the address. The front

onbrunco was, on “wuwl, the nide entrance on Cagpp, & block from the International %
l‘[art run by Clay Shaw, about a block from the store of “arlos Bringuier and the bar of
Orest Pena, both of whom figuted in the FHI's investigation and both of whom were FEI

sourcea. For these and othfar reasons the F8I lmew the location and the area well,

in connection with ity JIK in;restiéati‘ons.

beging by repoating
The &IE%SI\:.pn.-(EEZ% FUIIQ told NO and Dallas. The airtel does not state that

+1ts files held no nther information about Caire. Later the airtel does refer to other
inforiation, including what it sent to FUIHY and FULIQ did not report having, Caire's
registration act regi:.tration. (an illegible note abiout Cairc was added at FITId, along

with indexing notations.)

The registration notes that Cuire's agency, to which Oswald. reportedly applied for
a job, what the FUI uppaars not to have inweatigated, also represents t/ha Cuban Revo~
lutionary Council, which was formed and funded by the CIA, and that as of that date,
11/2/62, it war nt th sraw. sddress Ommld v on the literature th- 1 v...v.n,uged no
to ppovide to thu Warren Co;.xmissior’l and failed to provide when the Commi'suior; asked

for it, 544 “aup Strect.

i S b,

W:.th regurd to the flngerpn.nt there are several records c¢ited, I recall no
records frow the N.0. files provided that would represcnt a real investigation of this.
Especially with the fingerprints cowing from tuo of Oswald's leaflets.

In the Dallas reply, which parrots that it has only what Bufiles have, it is
sugrested that if I were -to "elarify" the staé:ent about the masked address "it is
poasible that somwo pertinent observation could then be made." (Serial 5649, prepared
by the case supervisor, H.P, Gemberling.) FIINY did not desire any-cla.rif.:!.cation and

asked for none.

I do not wonder why. i
ﬂ‘u -c|{’/
This recordTuas placed in the idws identified above also and also has Ei.lleg!.ble entrisa,
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10/9/70

y ' 1 -Xtr, T. N. Goble
AirtOI . ) " :

To: SACs, Dallas (100-104G1) (Enclosurcs - 5)
' "New Orlcans (100-16601) (Euclosures - 5)
- Prom: Director, FuI (105-82555) |
LEE HARYEY OSWALD
IS - R

. Encloscdd for cach rocipiont is one copy of n lotter
from tho Deputy Attorney General datod 10/2/70, captioned
"Frcedom of Information Act,™ with its four onclosures,

welsberg makos two basic roqucsts in his 9/28/70
)1 letter and form and his 9/15/70 lotter. (1) "All information
f - ‘about and ¥FBI Reports of interviows with Rounie Caire, questionod

for Varrcn Comrigsion,™ ‘

i Bufilos contain only one roference to Nonnie Caire.
H1s pmame appeared {n tho onclosure to Now Orleans' airtel,
datced 7/20/67, subnitted to thoe Bureau under the "Assassination™
caption, Now Orloans file 89-G9. Two coples of this airtel
and the euclosurcs wore furnished to Dallas, Dallas file 89-43,
L Reciplonts will nbto that the LIM submitted with this airteld
countains a transcript of an interview between New Orleoans®
District Attorncy Jim Garrison and Car los Quiroga, conducted
on 1/21/67. Tuo reference to Ronnie Caire appears on page 10
of this transcript and i1g'a comnmont by Quiroga that Sergio Arcacha
<? Suith worked for Rounio Caire at one time. .

NevAOrlonns is dirooted to review its files for all
information about Ronnie Caire, .

“of
JV& Rocipients noto that Welsberg states in his 9/15/70
. lotter, paragraph two, that Oswald had Cairo's office addrese
zasked 1o his addroess book. A roview of the information which
‘= ——wag in Oswald's addross bonk fails to indicate vwhat Welsberg

.27 4a roferring to. Dallas {f{ginstructed to furnish its obsz;yn;
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Aol 30 T, ollasg
Poav 0 Poviss Cuwald
B XU FER

Yoo dnforuation of veeloleats, a vevicy of —' )
Tott oorvporis 2a the G ol ens2 vo.-als that a L..ymond
Joonlon, w0l CMeats P Sees Lee Stellen wan
Lo Ul G 23/20/¢8, 0 W ls Anteisios ds romse Loed
CA e S ol Tallas Lo s ot of &0 hevvnerg et 1 3 /2/63,
Tooihow, 20 €0 sane o oL ea v T wore g s L ovt the
o bl ol e daley vicw vt o 3 v Ll vVire, a stiort at
Tart s bn U000 Wy Lo 2iy An b Cvlenan, Tlio foenln’.od
lafiioilon enocala: n grety ud 1o pavaeng wuo yvlilied
Uoteo Cliy, QZ22-0770%, Tl 3 o4n tts CYount) v eno
A SaU Crdvey, et ol gt Too)eteay Sty Loty vnlly.
Follles covicdin no dnfor adlos thai elilbics of tiie.so two
Pv.plo Lo relnted tou Loaale Cnlve.

() In parazranh five of hils 9/15/70 1eotter,
ol e velton that the 107 dissoverw:! a fle crprint en o
Teadies v Quoaldd Lined ainicdbated,  Vodetery ntay AL the
flovoopeint wes Uint of anyona oovaceied with Lhe o LInntion
Incccllaiton. lew Ovleana 35 dlegeial to TOViCcy Lly illeos
for inforintion revardlay th.s Welaboris roguest.

Roxdoteartg hawvl s preiaplily ro vosults may be
Diratshed to i Depaty Aliocnoy Genoral.

NOTE:

The rerquest reculverld by the Departmont for information
from FEY filos is from Navold Wolsberg. Wodsherg 1z the man who
has vrdtion several boolss coliioat of Lho Yowvren (o . solon, thg
IRI, Sceret Scovvice, polleo agcacies and other branches of the
Govevnment relating to the Acuassination investisation., Jiis
writings have contnincd innceuracios, falachoods, nand del.ucrate
slanting of fantls to f£it Il purposa, Jlo was one of tea cninloyues
fived by the Stule Depavtnient duvinpg 1947 becinso of susnicion
of bedng a covmunist or having cormmnintis cy.usathios.  Later,
ho vas allowed to resign without projudlce but he was not rustored
to his formex position. Check of Dnllas and New Orvleoans files
is ncceussary to bo certain we can gilve the Dopartnent ceornlete
informailon on VWeisbery's gquestlons. Welsborg's iuquiry conceirned
Ronnte Cniro and Bufiles contain only one roferonce to this
indlvidual, a reforence which had no dircet connecction with the

assasi-3ination, s

ey tecepgaser b,
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TO * Mr. J. Edgar Hoover . o DATE!: Oct:..,2,~ 1970

. Dil‘ector, F. B.I. . ,:".';,'-’_7'.'

..; hd N . b /-—-- “t
; FROM 1 Richard G. Kleindienst /é)j/ :f ;":l'{:n/f- f’
Deputy Attorney General N\ i l/ m‘; Y ;;‘/f‘ >

. ope -

‘ ’ A" -

/))!' - SUBJECT! Freedom of In.Cormat: ion Act Mr. Cal h( F

FOE. Lec }me\.i Oz wa /J | ftﬁ:-'cc:“"p::‘:;":}

| M. ?Q‘t_————.-.n- !
o Attached hereto aré coples of a request from r&z (‘al;/--_;
Re Mr. Harold Welsberg for information concerning the 4 ';{:’:)”,,T_: {
. assassination of President Kennedy. M. Waltarsen) 2

T Me. § Vars e

' Tele. nwm._—-—:-...‘:‘:
Would you please have this request reviewed and , M‘,:; Molmes "

2
send me your comments 80 that 1 can make an appropriate Mmcndr-—-: et

N disposition. O SCH: 8
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//, The Deputy Attorney General Octobel: 9, 1970
)
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1 -r, x. M, Ranpach
A 1 - Mr- T. No GOble
FrRLrovoM oF INFOIIATION ACT , . '

P A S

o Referonce 1s made to yor leiter dntoed Octehor 2,

1970, and to its attachments which pertain to a request z
from Mr. Harold Welsherpe for information conccerning the

fssussination of Prosidont Kennedy, .

Y - . .

h}glll We haveo instructed our Dallas and Noy Orleans
Oifices to rovicw their files for all information concerning
Ronale Cairo and whea the results are recelved and have been
analyzed, you will bhe furnished our conuicnts,

‘-: 4q .
105-52555 — < 'l/(o

The request received by the Department for infoymation i
from FBI files is from Harold Welsberg, Wéicherp 1is tiic man ) {
who has written several bLooks ceritical of the Vavreen Cormission, N )
the ¥BI, Sccrot Service, police Thenclen and oiliey Lranches Y -

\\QN\ oL the Guvernment relating to the Assassination investigation, L\ N
! \HLS writines have contained inaccuracies; Talsehoods, and

dcliberate slanting of factg to fit his Purpose., Ile wag

ten euployces fired by the Stato Departnent durine 19017 . i

of sunpicion of Lerdng- a Qomminist or having comnunistic N

| Sywpathies. JLater, he was allowed to resipn Withoui projudice R

{:)\ but he was not restoved to his foruer position, Checuk of )

Dallas and New Orleans files ig Accessary to bhe certala we

can give the Pepartment completo information on ielsherg'g

lqncstious. Welsberyg's inquiry concerned Ronnie Caire and

i Buwicau files contain only oue reference to this individual,

mmmn/ A refevence which had no direct connection with the assassination,

e J: X .

e T e a ., # . _
T b, g
‘/[zY{D 4 -~ ( ﬁy\ .ﬁ . ".5‘&
/. / ';..I . . .
“n-. T AW oct o df)(wg'/a |

i “octe 170 '}
b
N . R » ;,
wan T ~ MAIL ROOM(T) .TELETYPE UNTT ) /9%\;‘,\}_;_ . w/{l)/ } | : ‘&

)
one of '
because

t

- coMMrE. L | /)

~em

We 00NV A Kt Yoy




p - ,.',‘“ l . L
- & < . ) /2
Le AR ) Ty ‘_ - . a
et e : O S
_ Tho Deputy Attornoy Genersl B : octoger 28, 107
{

- . [ 4
.

L AR ! LY, WY - . .
,_l."' D--l 0\.‘0!‘, PBI 1. - 1' W. L{. Rnupach
c : » v l - N. Goble
YREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT '

. : Roferonce is made to our letter dated October 9,
3=-"0-. 1970, and to your letter datod Cotober 2, 1970, which
e rolate to a roquest fronm Mr, Harold WolsbLoerg for informa-

A tion conceruing the investigation of the assassination of
- Prosident Konnedy, : :

~D

Mr. ¥oisberg's formal roquest (DJ-118) asks for
"all {nformation about and FDI roports of intervicws with
. Ronnie Caire, questioned for ¥arren Commission, Further ..

o detalle in letter of 9/15/70." 1In the Septembor 15, 1970,
oo lotter, aftor furnishing some information about Ronnie Caire,
_ ho makos & meoond requost., Ho writes that the FBI di{scovered
R & fingorprint on a leaflet which, he assorts, Jog Horyey
. 2.00vald_distributed, He asks for information as to whose

Iingerprint this was and indicates he 1s aware that the
¥BI dotermined that it was not the fingerprint of Oswald. .

.
- ..

-

‘/.‘. ". (7 —
b R4

¥y

s
/7Y o

YAt ] Concerning the first roquest, the files of this

o Bureau and tho files of our Dallas and Keyw Orlcans Offices

! . contain no inforuwation that Roonile Caire was interviewed by
;-t- the ¥BI oconcorning the sanassination of President Konnody

: or counceraing Oswald, (Filea wore also reviewed for the

o variations of tho namo, that 4=, Bouny Caire agd: 8obert James

iWS‘ Cair‘fJ F—X'1103 R{QAB‘/"(;\J:— ;/‘;_g;rs '_,5—'6?/7

The fi1los of our New Orloans O0ffico reveql .that

3

TrH

C on November 17, 1961, an individual, who idontified hinsels &

, as Ronnie Cairc, Ronnle Cairo Advertising Agency, 704 Cigall S
-, Bullding, Now Orleans, Louisinna, tolephoilcally contacted A

o kb, that office nnd adviged that he had boen approached by 6

e" Sorglo Arcacha, a reprosentative of the Cuban Revolutionary

: ~. 7 Front, Room G, 6544 Camp Gtroot, Nuw Orlcans, Inulstana, to

) ooaduct an advertising campatyn for this organization for e

ootk tho purpoae of building publio. support and raising money. v

ar
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Aooordiny to tho onller. hin purpose 1n contaoting the

YOI wan to determino if this organiza.ion wng legitimate
and reoognized by tho United States Govornmont, The cnller
was advisod that the F3I ocould not commont regnrding thi
organigzation or tho‘1nd1v1dunl-nentioned.

Bhortly after recoipt of thias iuquiry, on e
Dooombor 2, 1861, a Now Orlenns newopapor, the '"Timon-Picayune,"
reportod thnt A two-month "“orusade to free Cuba' had befun
. in the Newv Orloans area. Tho objeotive of the "Crusade" wvas
to raiso mouoy to educate the people of New Orleans to the
d angor ropresontod by a dormmunigt-orionted Cuba, Secrgio
Arcacha was lintod as ono of the organizors and & Robert J.
Caire was listed as the Public Relationa Chairman,

“The filen of this Bureau roveal further that the
~ Ronny Calre Advertising Agonoy, Ing., was rogimstered with
"tho Roglmtration Seition of theo Dupartuent of Justice in 1962
This agondy was located at 704 Cigali Building, New Orloans 12,

- Loulsiana, Officers wero listed as Robert Jameos Cnire, -

Prosidont And Trensurer, and Mrs, Robort James Caire,
Vico President and Boorotary, acoording to the registration
information. This agoncy roprescntod tho New Orlcans Chapter
of the Cuban Duvnooratic Nevolutionary ¥ront, 544 Camp Street,

- Nev Orleana, Louisiana, for publioity and tund raiaing.

'* " Tho only other reforence to a Ronnia Calre looated

4n ‘the 7ilvm of thila uroau appears on page ton of the chclosure
to & mororandum proparod at New Orleans, Louis.ana, on July 20,
1987, entitled "Ausassination of Prensidont John Fitrzgorald Kennedy,
Novenmber 22, 1963, Dallaa, Toxas," 1hisg mwisorandum was dissceml-
natod io the Criminal Diyision, Civil Division and Interanld
Bcourity Division of tho Dopartment of Justice on July 27, 1967,
The c¢nclosure in which the roforonco appoias 1s a iiranscript
reoooived from one Carlos Brinpguior of an intorview beiwoen

Nuw Orloans Diatriot Attornoy Jamog Garrison and Carlog

Quirogr, Tho roferonce to Rounio Caire wns mndoe by CGarrison
who fakod Quiroga whon Borgio Arcacha worked for Ronnlo Calre,
to whioh, Quiroga roplied that 4t was in 1062, aftor Arcachs °
~wont to Miami, No othox muntiorn is made of Ronuilo Caire, °
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\ﬁgag!v'"'~'r/93i'xn his lotter of Boptembor 18, 1970, Mr, Yoigberg
A rtateod that Ouvwald had Ronnie Cnire's offico address - L

N, "nasked" in hig addroms book, The files of this Lureaw
12 contaln no information relating to this statement.

Y : ¥ith rogard to Mr. Woisberg's request for information
.o ..o, .. concorning Ronnie Caire, 1t ia the recomsondation of this -
15“§:;. Bureau that tho request. bo donlod bedaune the information

L ooucorning Ronnie Caire is ocontained in investigatory files "
P compiled for lavy enforoomont purposes, :

.= . vas inveatigated by this Buroau and the results were furnished
Pofe ' to the Warron Commission. Your attention 1# directed to
. prgo BO3 of Volume XXII of the “Hearings Bofore the Presideat's
}ﬁ*ﬁ:' Comnission on tho Assassination of Pronident Xennedy.™ In
VS June, 1963, Patrolman Ray was on duty on the Nowv Orlosna
riverfroat near where the airoraft carrier Vv,Q,8, "Wasp" was
_ berthed, A Naval officor aboard the ship roquestod :
R Patrolman Ray to appronch a man, who was in the vicinity of the
L3¢ . . atroraft oarrier, distributing leatlots concerning Cuba.
» I, Patrolman Ray talked with the man and asked him to stop distribu- 5
% 7 tion of the lonflets. The patrolman obtained sevoral of the - Co
-._:5:3",-Iontlota from the man. Bubsoquontly, Patrolman Ray believed . o

A :

by "~ Rogarding the soocond request made by Mr. Weisborg,

IR C whioh concorned the fingorprint on the loaflet, Weoisberg e
. © appoars to .be referring to the inoideut reported by a member

thqx, of tho Now Orleans Harbox Police, Mr. Girod Ray, Tuis inoident

%% -« tho unknown man wae Loe Ilinrvey Oswald, Ho based his idontifi-
§%5.5 - eatlon on obmorvations 6f Owwald on toleviaion and of photo=
,5';,; graph? of Oswvald which appeared in tho press. .

- e & e

'?;f . The two lenflots which Patrolman Ray obtained from

o the mna wore examinod by the ¥BI for lateat fingerprints,

e Ono such fingorprint wan doveloped on oach leaflet. In view
R of tho bolief of Patrolman Ray that tho man who diatributed the °
fﬁ ' loaflets was Loo Harvoy Ouwald, those two latent fingerprints
P wore comparod with tho fingorprintas of Oswald, It was doternined
Py that thoso two latent fingorprints wero not identical with

3 the fiogerprints of Oowald, The two fingorprints wore not °*

P ooumpared with tho fingorprints of any other individual.

“ t. . . *
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Tho Doputy Attorncy Coneral,

It 1s tle Yocomniendation of thin furcau that

lr, Folaberp'y second roquest bo 0 v sinco information
concorning Lhcin Finrerprints 4, aed 4dn 1nvost1rntory
filen coupiled ;

for law enforcom: Uien,  This roquest
night also Lo doile

1 o1 the grou. L 1t was not contaiped
in the formal roqgu «=118) subiilticd by Mr, Velnberg,

NOTE:

U U

The request received by the De
- from FBX filecs 14 from Uarold Voisbore, Velsberp is thoe man
l wvho has writtcn sovoral hooks_critic:] of the Varren Commission,

the FBI, Scerot Service, police arcucics and other brandhes

perrtment for informaticn

£7s

..
-l

of the Goveraucnt relating to the Asnng

sisination invostigation, '41

IIis writings have countained inuccurauiug, falschoods, and - i
!dclibcrate g8lanting of facts to fit hig purpose. He was one ot 4
ten employces. fired by the Stgte_Dcpartmuut'during 1947 because iR
of suspicion of belng a communist or having commupisEls™ ;
Sympathies. Latcr, he was allowed to rosign without Prejudice §3i
but he was not rcistored to hism former po:ition, Dallas and R
New Orleans filag have becn reviewcd on the questions raised JENP B
by Weisberg and above 1s result., Bufiles were also reviowed, Rt
In view of Wedsheorp's character, heo should not be given the 4;
information ho requests, and there is legal giound for our 3
position. iﬁ
i
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Date: 10/19/70 '
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,U\ R AN . \ ," .. et (Type in plaintext or code! : '

,!05 AIRTEL ™% © . AIRMAIL - RB"STERED ;

?)",. VS . ) ) (Priority) . ]
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;' . TO: Director, FBI ¢ 712555} o . J/;‘
5 /.
E ‘_,PROH' O SAC. Ne' Orleana (100 16601) (RUC) °
:. },‘LEE HARYEY OSM\LD . - \ R C :
~|l. 18 «R ~°
AN
2l e ReBuairtel to Dallas and New Orleans 10/8/70.
s . New Orleans files reveal the following information

K :relating to ROBERT JAMES 'CAIRE who is probably identical to the

.| - RONNIE'CAIRE mentioned in reBuairtel- :

o *ﬁ. St oo

. »3 on 11/17/61. an 1nd1v1dua1 who identified bimself as

- - RONNIEACAIRE, Ronnie Caire Advertising Agency, 704 Cigali Building,

\ New Orldyns, Louisiapia’, telephonicdlly advised that he had been

’appronched by"S}RGI ARCACHA, a representative of the Cuban

\ié - Bureau (RM)

1< Revolutionary_Front, \Room .6,_544 Canp Strecgt, New Orleans, La.,

. f‘to conduct an advertising campaign for the, ban Revolutionary

< Front for the purpose of building public su; ort and ‘ralsing™
-g? Lnoney 1 He informed that the purpose of contycting the FBI was to
/\ -odetermine whether this group was legitimate and recognized by the
by +U. 8. Government,

: 7;-- i, .

A §h. He was informed that this office could not make any
\3 Btitement tegnrding the organization or the individual mentioned;
R ‘{ t".

A
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NO 100-16601

. however, 1t was ted that hé'might want to contact the lc
office of the Statc cpartment, as well as the office of the

. U. S. Attorney in New 8, to de' -ine whether he would be
e required to register, -

._1.’; ';;;?'

Ve
!

There appear n the New Orleans Times Picayune
. ‘newspaper dated 12/2/61 an article which announced that a twoe
. month “crusade to free_ Cuba' was begun in the New_Orleans area.
' The alm wus™t6 raise mon¢y 'to educate New Orleanians of the s
» - dapger that Communist-orientated Cuba presents to the United
States. This article-lists SERGIO ARCACHA as one of the
. | oreanizers of this crusade and the article further lists one

ROBERT J)XCAIRE as public relations chairman for the crusade. - %
~— Ptay Neam .

Lo

Lo

. let to New Orleans dated 11/2/62, captioned, .
. “RONNY \CAIRE ADYERTISING AGENCY, INC.; RIGISTRATION ACT -
: ,CUBA,“fbnclosed a photostat of an abstract prepared from a
registration statement filed by the Ronny Caire Advertising
Agency, Inc,, with the Reglstration Sectigi of the Department,

. /?,-&'/I/f 7 IR L /."K"l FALIEN /-c.'.l.'.,.. |
_}. The enclosed photostat-of~the alstract reveals that ezon. S N
* - the Ronny N alre Advertising Agency, Inc. ¢ ls located et 7u#

‘C;gnlx‘BuifdingTNeﬁ'Oylean5'12T'Louisiand§-The officers are

listed as ROBEKRT AMES&QQIRE, president and treasiurer, and oo
JMrs. ROBERT JAMES,)NAIRE, vice pré§1deh;fnnd Secretary. The :

L absiract indi\ates \hat this T{¥m 1s representing the New Orleans .
chapter of thc\Cuban Democtutic Revolutionary Front, 544 Camp

Qtreet, New Orlxans)_ Louiafani, to publicizc Zzd rzise funds,

New Orlkans files do Dot reveal that ROBERT'JAMES SN
CAIRE was ever contacted or interviewed in captioned matter, St

New Orleans files reveal no additional information
v regarding-BAYHOND J. CAIRE not already known to the Bureag.

: In regard to the fingerprint on a leaflet OSWALD had
e distributed, which is mentioned in referenced communication, .
- the following observations are being set forth:



NO 100-16601

- In paragraph five of WEISBERG's letter to Deputy ' -
Attorney General KLEINDIENST dated 9/15/70, ¥YEISBIRG indicates
th~t OSWALD picketed thae carrier ' P" and indicated that

ing this picketin . ALD distributed leaflets. The FRI

obtained a copy of the leaflet and identified a fingerprint on
R it a8 not being OSYALD's, ' . '

.-,

_ Investigation'relating to this incident was conducted
lland the results set forth in New Orleans LHM 7/22/64. '
ey . A .
‘ This investigation revealed that a member of the
‘New Orleans Harbor Police had observed an unknown individual
distributing leaflets about Cuba on the New Orleans river
front near where the carrier "USS Wasp'" was berthed during
June 1963, This patrolman was requested by a naval officer
. aboard the ship to contact the unknown i{odividual and request
him to stop distributing the leaflets. The harbor patrolman
obtained a couple of the leaflets from this individual and
felt sure that this person was LEE HARVEY OSWALD and he based
this identification on the fact that he bad observed OSWALD on
television and his photographs in the newspapers,

These -two leaflets were submitted to the Latent
h Fingerprint Section of the Identification Division by New
Orleans airtel 7/28/64, By airtel to New Orleans dated 7/31/64
v tho Bureau advised that one latent fingerprint had been
;' ‘{deVeloped on each of the leaflets submitted; however, the two

latent fingerprints were not identical with the fingerprints
of LEE HARYKY OSYALD, _ ,
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;'Trannmu the following in A

‘.{,. 7o S, e (Type in plaintest or codel
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Lo AIRTEL i e e

:?v :ﬁ . ) T (Prionty)

{‘ TO: ‘)gDIREC’mR, FBI (105-82555) ) -

¥ .. | )

B.» _k. FROM: SAC, DALLAS (100-10461)(C) . .. \\

» , [ 23 . . <. o LI L -'.."'. .. . ) .

‘¥ | . SUBJECT:. LKE mnvnoosuw oo '
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U S . 00: DALLAS . 3
- Re Bureau airtel to Dallas and New Orleans
'spk.| . dated 10/9/70. A : .l
* N T . T . . O T
Y S - © o
"‘\,)j' A : A complete review of Dallas files in connection o ) :':.-: 2
‘. |, with captioned matter and the related assissin tion investi- /L4 T
&1+ gation reyeals no information concerning RONNLBVC&LRE or — “ ", Y
ft: RAYMOND J,/ TRIRE not alrevady known Lo the Nogeau a9 Iadlctad Ny RE
~£:3- in the referenced airtel. ' . N
o :‘- . . ’ . . - ".“-'.‘.
S‘- : For the information of the Bureau, Cover Pages n/.'-:
5% T = JJ of the repért of 5A ROBERT P, GEMBERLING dated 4/15/64, N
a' |, bearing above caption, contmxin the results of investigation in S
,g,x.' .Ruasia by CIA concerning notations which appear 4in QSWALD's 1 £
Jir |-+ addrdsa book. - - « _ L
Ll R - | . | o i
AN AR Pages 672 - 701 of the report of SA ROBERT P. b+ g
:f‘/._—*" . GEMBFERLING dated 12/23/63 bearing above caption, contain . Lo
‘A | . the names, addresses, and/or telephone numbers from the addreoss B .
ha "book of LEE HARVEY OSWALD, O g
X . . » il
\“ . .. I
\}Y ’ A complete roview of a photograph of OSWALD's Cre .
Qt| | @address book available at Dallas fails to reflect any information 3. . &
N\\ indicating RONNIE CAIRR's office address is in this address E ‘4
*Jx [ book. It would appear that WEISBERG's claim that CAIRE's ;E e
'\0’\ > office address 1s “masked" in this address book is a statement . | " { o
5,\'. that only WEKISBERG can clarify.” In the.event WEISBERG can — é![y%: "
it | (245{ ) Lo RECH L os-o ’,,_‘_”55‘; LA

. — . R “

| o AR gy I
vt = Bureau (RM) { O s TR e 1970 . . *
={; 2 = New Orleans (100-1660 )(Info)(RM)‘r:{Q}IOJ 2 OCT{{ N
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