Assassinatio) Broadcasts on Dallas Folice Radio

In a varierty of self-contradictory and never truthful (corre ¢t?) wey the
FBI attested that it did not have maordin@ of the assassination broadcasts by the
Dallas police, despite Weisberg's rpoviding of the FEI's own vecords which established
that it obtained these recordings on two different occasions. The FBI's first
attestation was that it nevwf h;xd /t}e recordings.

After having onlyre{:enﬂy mtten E{eisbe:ﬁ that the FBI had repeatedly stated
that it did not have these wcezﬂ:izxga, under date of December 31, 1984, the appeals

office notified Weisberl that it had located an original dictabelt of these recordings.

It identified these @ "the subejot” of two of Weisberg's appeals in this litigation,

of 1980 and 1981. Wedsberg replied on Jnauary 1, 1985, telling the appeals office

of the inforuation he provided earlier so that it cbuld,locate the other recordings.
He asked for a second set of dubs of the !E.sgtbelt, offered to pay fof them, and in
addithon to reviewing the considerable information he had slready provided and had
been ignoved - which addresses the fact that the FEI didn't use the information he
had elready provided and thus led to the belief that it never wéuia R
he said, "if there is any way in which I & "ae able to jelp, ﬁlaase let me knowo"
More than five months have passed. *“ehasme:mdmmataumms
letter has remained entirely icnored, NO exemption w‘z“tbe aseermd because the FBI's

7 (Marke ;’sent you these copies 1/3/89)
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' source was disclosed by it and the recordings were tmzmsambed by the FBL and provided

by it to the Warren Commission, which published them, :

When neither the FBI nor the appeals office made any use of the extensive
infornation Weisberg provided, which is typical and not restricted to this one matier,
he had and has no reason to believe that ary use would have been made of duplicate
copies if he had provided then in response to ‘the allegveéi "discovery" demanded of hiil



