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Paéé* B

2 It simply is not true, as here represented, that the first quot.d paragraph

of my requests is not included in the Dallas r@quest but is limited to New Orleans
only. The two requests are identical except for the last of the three here quoted
paragraphs, which pertained exclusively to New Orleans information, "persons or
organizations who figured in" the VGarrison investigatione

Comments I do not regard this as an accidental error because it is the one means
by which the FBI can claim to have complied with my request without searching and
by limiting response to the few provided main files onlye By this serious and basic
misrepresentation the FBI now pretends that my Dallas request does not include
"records . . o that are noz contained wlgh;n the f;leﬁg} on that ination, as
well as those that are.” (Empha51s added)

X 4, lines % ff, 4AG Shenefield did not decide with regard to by far most of my
appeals, although this language represents that he decided with regard to all of them.
By far most remain ignored as of today.

The repreSuﬁtation in the first full paragraph, that both Oswalds, Jack fuby and
the Warren Commission seasrches "was not required by the original request" is not
true and, in fact, is even contradicted by the fact referred to on page 3, flirst
fhree sentencés and footnote, becuse those are the very files included in the
releése referred to on nage threee There is no doubt that all are within both
requests.

The lgst paragraph, relating to Hew Orleans, states thst I was to have been
provided with main files and portions of other files relating to Ferrie, Garrison
and Ruby. Wit} regard to Ferrie and Uarrison, the New Urleans search slips - that
are not e Search slips prepared for this case in any event ~ list a number of
existing records that re in withheld, without any claim for exemption, and in

and provoded f//m”ﬁfﬁﬂ,Jw
addution I have” 1éentifledTother Ferrie records that have not been searched for
and processede
Comments: It will be safe to assume that everything I state herein is in the case
record and undisputed in it. I will indicate any exceptions I recalle
5 Without describing them, the brief admits that "various files and tapes relating
to the JFK assassination" would be processed. dctually, no search for tapes has been
made and, as with the very significant tapes of the police broadcast, search has
_been refused even when + identified files in which they should be 1ncluded.af£Heven
a special place in which they and films were stored in the Dallas office. No search
has even been claimed to have been madee Instead, with regard to these particular

tapes, Phillips prowided a series of conclusory opinions each and every one of which



I proved was not truthful in a series of response affidavits. (If as I strongly
believe, excerpts from my affidavits should be quoted, I think these are quite
pertinent in reflecting that search was not madelfnd was refused and that untruthful-

s l/b(//l’/"'-
ness characterizes the FBI's ru resentatlons.)( )I ”—L{ mo iij Opétgf}’/rﬂ /

5 With regard to the alleged ggarch after the bhenefeld letter, the FBI does not
file by subject 4nd it knows it does not file by subjecte So, instead of searching
under the "crltlcS" by name, which was intended by Shea, w ho knew and told me that
the FBI%gfgs not file by subject, the FBI engaged in a charade and searched for
indices "eritics", an entry it knew did not exist in its general indices. More-
over, my appeals included the actual file numbers of some in both Dallas and New .
Orleans, numbers disclosed on other disclosed records, no search for even those
correctly and specifically identified records has evef been ma&e, and these appeals
are among the majority of appeals that remain entircly ignored.

6, lines 8-12: While I‘cannot statefit with certainty, I am pretty confident
that "six filws and eights tapes" were not provided. lioreover, to this day a
correctly identified film, meaning movie film, which also was the subject of a
separate request I filed 1/1/69, remains withheld. Another of the movies remained
withheld loeﬁ after my appeal and was not provided until after L ififormed the FBI thit
it had provided this to another and later requester, who had informed me of ite To

this day no search for all films and tapes has met been attested toe. The only -
references to claimed search is to what was within the mgin files in those offices

and with regard to both offices the requests are specific in including what is not

in thos%maln files. BO?L:Z?ﬁy}ezyxn Code 75—1996 I was provided with the transcript

of an excerpt of a tape of‘bugéingi;f Jinm arrison but it has not been either searched
for or provided in this case and I did provide proper identification of it to the

FBI and on appeal. (It also is included in nmy affidavits.)

6, lines 14 ff; Citing D.B. 8 the brief alleges that in this case "the FBI
reviewed 35,775 documents, consisting of 148,196 pages," of which 23,969 docunents
had already been processed." Those 23,969 documents, which are far and away most of
the 148,196 pages, were not "reviewed" in this case. They had been disclosed before
this suit was filed, ?EEEE? my requests were made. The footnote to this misrepresentation
states that "Many FBI Headquarters documents are duplicates of field office documents"
and thus "were not processed again." But the truth i: that because there was no

review and becausc it was assumed that everything sent to FBIHQ was disclosed when it
had not been, an additional 34500 pages ultimately were disclosed when I pressed the
F3I and appeals office on tbis. The disclosures were thus not voluntary at all and

requiréd this litigation forftheir disclosure. This comment gpplies also to a large
percentage of the



documents next referred to as disclosed, 11,806, 4s .y uncontested affidavits make
clear, compliance was claimed with the initial processing and I had to press for the

subssquent disclosurese v 24y /H ATy fJi i

7 The indices} compliance was clained before these were dlsclosed/)ZﬁaXEKﬁ$ZXZKZ

thus, again, without this litigation they would not have been disclosed. They may 0”447

be the most important of the disclosed records for syéblars

7 "records relating to tne(§arrlson investigation:" H1ll search slips are claimed

to have been provided and there are no such search slips. Moreover, this language,

consistent with the FBI's misrepresentation throughout this itigation, entirely

misrepresents my actual request, which was not as stated here in the brief but

was for "all records on or pertaining to o . . persons or organizations who figured

in District 4ttorney Jim Garrison;s investigation." Instead of searching to

conply with this request the F3I merely stated that it had no separate file on the

Garrison investigation. However, the phony New Orleans search slips list many

peftinent Garrison and other records not processed and withheld without claim to

exemption, with the spurious claim that they are not relevante

8 last graf, "I, the abgencei of any complaint from plaintiff.e.." There were many

couplaints in the form of -appeals that were and remain ignored. There also were in

the form of@g?ﬁggglﬁaV1ts, which documented these "complaints."

8 botton, the proposed Vaughn index: This proposal co..pletely ignored the

complaints I had already made with regard to the withholdings, complaints that

had 1little prospect of being included in the 1/100 proposal and which remain ignored,
9 bottom, the alleged "refutation" of my allegation that my appeals had not

been acted upon. The brief holds no citation and no truthful citation is possible

because most of my appeals remain ignorede

10, lines 3 ff. iis is a bobtailed and unfaithful accounte. When counsel left to

confer and my counsel phoned me I offered to settle the case and not refile it if

the FBI would make a search under the critics and this would have obviated the need

for any costly Vaughn. The FBI and DJ refused outright, withou: consultation with any

higher authority, to either make the directed search for the recorés on the critics

or to waive a Vaughn. Theyéctually insisted that they wanted to do a Va hn, regardless

of coste With regard to the allegation about the 31 persons and organizations Wwho

had never been mentioned or identified," the fact is that such lists existed and I

attached several from official files to my appeals, still ignorede. All are, in

fact, "mentioned" in the disclosed FBI files and in the form of lists prepared



by the government when the gérrison investigation was curreht. In addition, as
indicated above, t e file ;umbrs of soue had been disclosed, without search being

made, and they are indeed more than merely "mentioned" in both my appeals and

affidavitse (Fof the most part the FBI obliterated the file numbers when it disclosed

records on or about the critics, but in some inétances it did not and thus I was

able to provide them, and did.)

11 The so-called "multi-tiered search”in Phillips 5/3/82 affidavite I believe

that this is the affidavit in which he actually admitted that “allas, instead of

malding any search at all, sent my request to FBIH. where, without making any search
or any being possiblé for him, SA& Thomas Bresson decided to limit compliance to the
field office companion files of the FBIHY files disclosed earlier. Moreover, Phillips,

in FBIHQ, was not able to provide a first-hand ¥allas search affidavit,

11,12 It simply is not true, ¥EX whether or not this is material, that the

i%ems mentioned by my counsel "had never before been raised by plalntlff.' All vere
included in my appeals and affidavitse 4nd ignored.

12, middle This is not a fair represcntation of the defendant's discovery demands.,
What they actually demanded is each gnd every reason I had and each and every
relevani'documeqzﬁ Because of the issue I've made of this they’glve any entirely

unfaithful representation here to make it appear to be at least superficially not
unreasonable whereas for all practical purposes it was impossible for ue, As they
continue onto 13 they omit my allegation that I had also provided this information and
documentation in affidavits, and I think, based on what “esar told me about what

the brief says about those affida.its, that includeat least selections off these
points would be important. (For example, Ronnie Caire, who was very definitié?' withih
with the Carrison item of the New?rleans request and had been the subjectpof an
earlier request to which a false responoe was then sent me. I included the records
referred to 1nter?iiigcig_response to m#{?equest and I was written that the FBI had
no recorés on him at 21§ In fact, Oswald had applied to him for a job, the one

known job application the FBI never investigated, and Caire was the registered

agent for a CIA-supported anti—uastro group whose New Orleans address Yswald used

on literature he distributed. 4s the case record, iecomy uncontested affidavits

show, the FBI simply refused to provide a sample of Oswald's literature in which

he used this address to the Warren Commission, and in the end it had to obtain a

copy from the Secret “ervice. “his, in greater detail, is illustrative of what I had,
long before this date; already provided, with conplete documentation.)

13 With regard to my statement that “the discovery woulu be Yextraordinarily

burdensone for plaintifig to provide, part&cularly given his age and ill-health,®"



the brief continues, "but he did not give any other information or attach any
affidavits concerning this claim.(sic)" In fact the FBI was well aware of my
'age and ill health, particularly its FOIA section, and in fact I had provided

an affidavit so attesting. It is only after a snecring and insulting reference

to this, intf'erring that I was lying, that I provi.ed still another and fully

detailed and documented affidavit regarding my medical history, going back, as I
recall, to discovery of acute venous thrombosis in 1975 and in greater detail

for the period beginning in 1980 and in still greater detail, complete with

a long serioes of bills, fof the period of the discovery demandse With regard

to the blatant lie that I did not provide informatiorf relating to burdensomeness,

_f did this also in gfeat detail. With regard to harassment, I also provided

detail and documentation on this. There never was any response to any of this »

by the FBI and it was never addressed in any attestation it provided. The record

in the court below is clear, elaborate, detailed and undisputed, so this is,

whether or not semantics I do not detect are employed, a gross liee Jim told ne

that you have a copy of thé longer or longest (I may well haye made other

references in other ignored affidavits) of these medical affidavits and in the

light of the magnitude and potential significance of this misrepresentation hope

you will agree that at least a summgry of it should be presented to the appeals court.

Bith regard to the FBI and DJ knowledge of my medical condition and limitatuons,

and I'm certéin that this also is in the case iecord, in gll my cases filed under the
amended &ct a large number of FBI FOIA personnel were in court and in conferences with
me, as were a large number of Civil Division and USA attorneys. From the last quarter
of 1975 on I have be:n required to keep my legs# elevated when sitting and they not
only knew und observed this, and even made arrangements for it on occasion, but were
also present when this need# was explained to each and every court at the outset

of each casee Both the LI +0ia unit and DJ lawyers were aware, beginning in late
1977, of the arterial blockages and the weakness I then suffered because they had

to park Fesar's car inside the ¥5I building for me to be able to confer with them.
This is to say that both the Fsl and Civil Division had all the required knowledge
without my having to provide the affidavits ! in fact did provide.

14 At the top they admit the filing of the last affidavit only. But they do not
refer to any effort, by affidavit or unsupported allegation by counsel, to dispute

my clain to extreme burdensomeness. Obviously they could not refute my representations
regarding my healthe. So, to thiggggyggy;%%%éstations are undisputed. Unly ignorede The
brief to this point refers to no refubition, /7%¢§¢ b home 04,5444,/lé$m4{

In this recolinting, perhaps to make~§ﬁm appear to be contemptuous, the brief

ignores what he reported to the court and FBI counsel, that he had tried to get me

to couply with the discovery demands and I had refusedo I believe this is clegr in






