
SSA 
AE
B 

Ts
 
a
e
 

  

  

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

HAROLD WEISBERG, ET AL., 

Plaintiffs, 

Ve Civil Action No. 86-1547 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 

Defendant 

“s NOTICE OF FILING 

La
e 
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Ypiaintifts hereby give notice of the filing of the following 

attached letters: (1) the August 25, 1980 letter from Mr. Thomas 

H. Bresson to Mr. Harold Weisberg, and (2) the August 28, 1980 

letter from Mr. Harold Weisberg to Mr. Thomas H. Bresson. 

These letters relating to this matter were discovered when 

the undersigned made a search of files in the basement of Mr. 

Weisberg's home during a recent trip to Frederick, Maryland. 

Respectfully submitted, 

o } fy 4 Neagle 

bred. We 
JPMES H. LESAR ¢EHYY/5 
918 F Street, N.W., Suite 509 

_’” Washington, D.C. 20004 
Phone: 393-1921 

OR erty 7 2 % 

Counsel for Plaintiffs



  
  

    

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that I have this 18th day of September, 

1980, hand-delivered a copy of the foregoing Notice of Filing to 

y 

Washington, D.C. 20001. 
a 7 

/ teres 17 ~  ¢C ASE > 
JAMES H. LESAR 

the office of Mr. Nathan Dodell, 555 4th Street, N.W., Room 4110, 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20535 

AUS Zo ic09 

Mr. Harold Weisberg 
7627 Old Receiver Road 
«Frederick, Maryland 21701 

Dear Mr. Weisberg: 

oy This is in response to your Freedom of Information 
Act request dated July 29, 1980, for material relating to the 
Kepnedy of documents pertaining to the assassination of President 

nedy. 

Your request, along with requests from other individuals, 
has been assigned to an employee who is familar with the 
material pertaining to the assassination of President Kennedy. 
These requests are being handled in chronological order based 
on the date of receipt at FBI Headquarters. Your request 
will be handled as expeditiously as possible. 

. Your patience and cooperation in this matter is 
appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 

“Jhomen XM. Brecon /YhP 

Thomas H. Bresson, Chief 

' Freedom of Information- 
Privacy Acts Branch 

Records Management Division
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Mr. Thamas He Bresson, Chief 
8/28/80 ae Branch 

Meabingto, DeC. 20535 

Dear Mre Bresson, 

Your letter of the 25 states what 1s not true, that it “ie in responge to your 
Freedom of Information Act request dated July 29, 1980, for material relating fe the 
assaseination of Preaident Kennedy,” 

. | 
*Y request, as the Filkx knows very well, io of carlier date, the neweehi ¥ppatd tion of At bedag of 5/22/80, 

- 
“This request aloo is not for “doounente pertaining to the assassination,” ie 

states explicitly that it is, rather, for records pertaining to the FBI's wrnend 
relases of 12/77 and 1/78 of assassination records. 

The apparent reqeon for this newest of the FRI's long series of uLarepnegentationa of my FOIA requests is to stonewall &@ request compliance with which wil Aaolasa that 
ihe FEI made deliberate misrepresentations to a federal courte 

Baring rewctten ny soquestin Yo make 1% o00 for JIC assassination seottlp you thea, 
according to your letter of the 25th, added it to your stack of requests for 3% agnsesi- 

nation requeats, where it certainly will be further stonewslled, and to ascuge this, 
“ “assigned (it ) to an employee who 18 familiar with the material pertaining tw the 
assassination of President Kennedy ,! which “are being handled in chronological Oxiea, ~ 

teed. tha/-wontyé ad Yai Headquarters.” | . 
“ven Zor you and the FEE the last 18 @ rather tall one, for you are net and never 

dave “handled in chronclogloal order based on the date of revs pte" I hereg phaple 
Tmuueete of nore than 12 years that renain iguored. I provided « Liat of thege 42 1976 - 

and they also renain ignored, just about @ll of the two dopan of thew | 
The JFK assassination was 11/22/65. The information included within the instant 

request dates to 1977 and is not for spenamianiiGn inforuatione It therefore does not 
require the lnowledge of the employee fond liar with assassination information requests.
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The apparent purpose of these newest of your shenanigans is to hide the fact that 

the FHL, aided by the devotion of the time, effort and cost of not fewer than aixz 

Devartomnt lewyers, tried. mpuccsuafplly 4o deosive and niblesd Judge Geséll ent to 

defraud me ( ait the country through me) in Ged. 77-2155. In this newest of your dirty 

tricks you have also proven FHI testimony in my Cod. 75-1996, which is still dn court, 
false 

to be aitmm testimony. I believe the same is true of FBI teatimony to the Congress: 

In ite efforts to defeaud me the FBRL informed Judge Gesell that it was nalcing 

deposite of Bite genoral releases throughout the country. It is to this that 7 : 

instant request pertains, not to the assassinations 

“fin Cede 75-1996 the FBL provided testimony that in response to the interest of 

Pancho Don Béwards and his committee it had instituted a first-in, firat~omt 

syaten in which requeste were dividged into project and non-project mses. This 

distinction was size, amalleé requests being non=projects My instant request de a 

non-project requeste ' 

The-FEL's testimony is that an initial search was made within 48 houre, % make 

this determination and to be able fo inform the requester of the number of regerde 
to 

involved and kheir coste You have now written me twice, portaining/this renege of an 

- older and ignored ad misrepresented request, without once meeting what 1s required of 

you by the FRI's 1976 testimony in Cede. 75-19%66 .. 

Tt is my understanding of the size of the FBI's backlog of non-project onege that 

without these dirty tricks you would have cone to and past this instant sequede - 

If this is true, as I have every reason to believe it is, then At te quhte agparent 

that the dishonesties cited above are intended not only to stonewall my request and to 

“stop” we, the explicit FRI determination of 1967, ite om word, but also te prevent 

proving that it deliberately misrepresented to Judge Gesell and Judge Green = and the 

Congress on more than one occasions . 

Ween I firat made this request,-dn early 1978, the FEL misrepresented it and deceived 

that Courte To accomplish this it obtained a false and nisleading affidavit from 8A Horace
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P. Beckwith. He was an ideal selection for his career of falee and misleading FOLA 

effidavite Uicause he was an unindicted co-conspirator in the Pat “ray ceee and thus 

was very vuluerable. He was neaving retirement and wes subject to instant fixing end 

other punishment. . 

Beckwith's sworn misrepresentations include that I did not request what I hed 

requested. I¢ is not until the ZBI prevailed on the basis of aiom falsehood and mis- 

representation that I renewed the request. Ae soon as it did prevail, as you vary @ 

wall mow, IT renewed this request in a manner that eliminated such falee preteneess' 

“.* ds long as the FBI is immune in such practises it can safely resort cto the new 

cay tricks outlined above.’ 

Of course the cost is great, but then the FHI's campaign against compliance with 

the dct is based on wasting enormous sums of tax money, as my not inconsiderahle ex 

perience leaves without doubte In this it has the by-product of preventing digolosuxe of | 

what can embarrass ite 

You, personally, have demonstrated akills in these areas. You représented in my 

Gedo 75=226 that I had filed a request and a lawsuit only because I didn’t want Ghat 

I askedfr in the request and included in the complaint! Since then that case hes been 

remanded for the second time, a considerable cost to all parties, thanks to yous It is 

the first case filed under the amended Act as well as the case over which the investi- 

gatory files exemption was amended. (This also is tp say that contrary to your alted 

letter the FRE still has not complied with my 5/23/66 requeste) 

I am filing a copy of this letter as an appeal, which means that you hewe again 

created artifidel costs and added» all backlogs. I also ask that you now process this 

non=project request infits proper chronological sequences ‘You received it before the end 

of May, three months agos If you have yot yet reached requests of the date of 5/22 I ask 

that you inform me of this and when you expect to reach it, by that dates 
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