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AFTEDAVIT OF PLaZliPIFY HARO.D WoISSE G

1 % an a former reporter, investigative reporter, Senate investigator and editor
£ - b3 & (=} bl

author of six boiks on the investigations of the assassinations of Pres: ent °ohn
{5}

~'s Hennedy and oné book on Ihmsz the investigations of .ire ghrtin Luther idng, Jr.
Unliike the others known as "crifics" of these offifial invi stigations, I am not a

congpiracy theorist, pursue no whodunits and alone have made a definitive study of
the worlings o) the basic institutions of our society in those tives of great

¢ two—decades—ofexperience
stress and since then. Fa this.I-heve-mansigeuhinverperizmessesPecedon—of 10 Dna—

“£ion «AG%; Zequests anmd—ITtization-vith-defendontPepartnentof Justice—and its

. qJi = /
5?pronem;e«.—axexz&zgexﬁaéxeﬁmm@MMQMaﬁcﬂIt is my consistent / "4

Various.:

e:{periené&\z, contary to the allegations and thrust of defendants “eply of December
1901986, which I addrvess in this affidavit, that thg$ defendant never responds to my

T . . . /’7‘ - 3
infornation requests unless L file suit and then, without a :;J_ru;igle exception in
haay ot
any of ny nmany 1ax<¢suitsj it stonewalls until that is no longer possible andl/never

fails to misrcpresent. The extent and extremities of these misrepresentations vary

from court to court, Judge to judge, and are practised in this instant ciuse. They
. Wt
are, as I detail belew; basic to this Reply, including its atiached Yeceuber 19,

P _ I. i
1988 declaration of FBI SA Davidile Yook who, under decisions in this circyit with wh
i

.
i

which I an fanmiliar by now am unable to search for & qubte, is not even the proper

verson to provide such an attestatione / B
defendants

£ or the court's better understending I begin with
prejudical and nonaccidental gisrepresentation that I stood "by idly and
then rush(ed) %o Court Just as the statute of limitations is about to run."(page 6)
"‘l‘lﬁs misrepresentation, known to be a misrepresentation to the ﬁ?epartment, the

office of the Vnited State:. attorney and the I'BI, is given more :}.riff)rtance on the
v

My Witiy, it )
previous page with defendantds misrepresentation ((f august 28, 198 ‘our days after

. ‘Y/L/&
7 ¢ 4143 b - = W r . . .
I wrote $his letter I was admitted to Weorgetown University “osni al, where two



2. There has not been a minute since the 1974 anending of the Freedonm of
nfornation Lct when L have not been in litigation mizhx 111v01v1n the Department of
Justice, the Federal Bureau of Investigation and the office ol the United “tates
Attorney and thﬁl_ls subject natter. The legislative hisory of the amending of the
investigatory files exemption of the act establishes that one of my earlier FOUNY
'r-

lawsudts led to M&;—ﬁ:ﬁa&a—m and the opening of the files of the
#3I and other Agencies to the disclosure of "dirty linen" secrets like the F3I's

@

Cointelpro operations. I base this AfTridavit on this extensive personal experience.

reflect that deliberate noncompliance with and t]xen the stonewalling of

a

1 1o AR &
my reque'gts i%ﬁmlﬂ policy with regard to my requests I attach as
—
EYJLibi‘b}—1 Trages fron the publishétll’%{/)??”l hearings of the Senate's I'0LA subcommittee,
of which I wai entirely unaware and with vhich I had no comnection of any kinde One
Departuent representative, the director of FOIA appeals, testified that Fluodtieiies
zwdmtxwﬁtkzmamas:@nd&ﬁmxﬁdﬂm@gj could not and \rou&/dvtlﬁ/t at tempt to defend
the FBI's conduct vuith mee Dcpu‘cy Assistant Attorney General, Shaffer acknovledged
"agsured" the Senate,
that I do "have reason to complain' a.nd 2 md by the chief of 'OIA
litigation, Hrs., Lynne Zusman, that " the Department is going to try to do douething
about his requests.” T{fe 'BL's Inspector—-gene "al/ assistant director/FOIBA head was
present and: remained silent. Doingj?' "go ethhmng" did not include responding, even at
that very lote date, o those ignored 25 inforuation roequests. It did include the
prompt organization of what was knoun as ahe "get \Iolsuerg crew of gix ﬂepartment

Ul" j(t/”(/&lr( /6 /(/7(//

lawyers all of whom ierc predent before this cour 3% ke in ny Cede

Zaz T7-2155 and llse Zusnman's hakiingraneiharsaauns coup the nmonth after her

" testimony in which she talked another court into huving me act as the defendant's

consulbant in ny King I'OLA suit ref orred 0o Hrge Zusman promised that court and my

'y uulﬂ%
counsel that I would be paid the/gding consultanz/rate and later, when I wasn't
; u X
vaid at all (end still have not been) , .;'a'—lﬂttestl-%; to that same court that there



—

1B conts

the e vas no contract because she did not have authority - even t.ough she had
carried out
aekadxon lir, Shaffer's instructions to her. Her promise to ny counsel was made by

phone the Sunday night before the Yonday hearing before this court in my Ceie 79—
2155, (I did file a boole-length consultancy report and it was promptly ignored by the
VBI and the Civil Division.,) The misrepresentations to and misleading of the Senate

Lhe Dena !

uere~ubdervath. and thaeb-vwes official testimony. )

were under oath and these were the “epartment's official éﬁtnesses,
“5¢ I make ny representations to this court under the penalties of perjury
rathe;ﬁ-_jthan asking ny counsel to argue as a sign of my own good faith and as an
T
indica'l;ﬁ;n of the seriousness and inportance I attach to representations amde to

a court i)y anyone, more by the executive agencies which, I believe, can undermine
¢

the cons‘iitu'tional independence of the judiciary by misleading and misreprescnting.

.

b T/
Q;nd that 1975 lawsuit, filed after a series of requests going back to 1969, is not
et overs



on 2 in 6
1967 /
This waé\fﬁkffecommendation of two different ¥FBI special agents both of whon used
the word "stop." Hzses Their recoimendation was approved up to and including Dircctor

J. Bdgar Hoover,

P,




obstructions in ny left femoral artery were dldgnoued. I was operated on, a left
\—r (21 W ﬁuv _—
femoral bypass was installed, Rkhis was followed b}y‘ %wo emergency operations, the

seoond not uncomuionly fatal, as&l I have since and forever will be severely limited
in what I can do. I am able to walk short distances only, may not stand still le';
-a1l, have difficulty bending over and with stairs, which are, in addition, potentially

dangerous to me, nust sit with my legs elevated and then for not more than about 29
the %G.ng,th Bitine drivin _Q&J;s_@t_wﬂe,f_ol_@),/
minutes at « time, /En‘(rﬁgaiung with prescribed therapy taldng three hours every

morm.-ng now am instructed to spend five hours daily doing vhat is necessary for ny
cuid Cripa L
SUI"V].V'&ln It thus is not only obvious but was well knoun to the defendant(that I
’r
did not_}%{ierely "stald by idly." I j?(st was not able to do anytlu'.n%and when my
S ‘ vy VK

a‘btorne::g Janes H, “esar, found time to file suit pursuent to one of the man_]_,'l'OlA

a

he selected one he considered would take
Frllin Jy Ibt L Wi
least timey &s l:nls one should have and would have (WeTe it not for defendant's
L
fierce determaination to "stop" me and my writing, igd sebe—i

~

£ . i P . ¥ o it : | ineludi

request b

o

e

owledge{because :Ln response to other such slurring in other litigation I provided

'T‘glere is not and eannot be any question about defendont's

copies of all my hospital bills and those of my family doctor, together with a

complete and detailed ne 'caj\. istory, under ::{'oth and subject to the penalties of
perjury. Boaring od deferidant plao'b:_ses with regard to me in EOIA litigation and
concern for the truth and informing the courts honeo'bl ¥y in that verf lawsuit and

Q,(,th’pw A

after I oro;)'ﬁ_ded all that :|.n;tormatlon, det told the appeals court that I

}}ad asserted a Sew Svengali-like inf duence over lir. Lesar Jugtifying having him

disbarred and that the district court had "closely observed" tiis throughou’ that

litigation — in which I was never once before it with him, whe y hysical
_nnPmnm~>—™m— e
" impossibili d when the transciipts reflect that L was never once prescnte

On page 2 9’)1(,1/ T .
7 Defendants Correctly parapghrase their letterr to me of JuJ_J 1, 1980/b }ﬁ/ﬁ/7fjf
J‘)r"{\} ind |C~1/ /)
whixh begins with a.y(/uu ter lvTeleVancyylﬁ-beﬁéed—:te—be—ﬂrGjm-midm

Tess—tharnr—he H—dn yhat it




on 3 in T

l:LI

invoke it(?

a

his irreievant reference to that

978 decision at the very least sugsests that igia



Ry

azfasznaiverorkserpriskrrakinrchnciie
Yefendants drag in what I never, ever invoked and could not possibly have if I had
: ry 16,1978/
desired %o, the specifically limited{decision by this court in my C.d. 77-2155. I nover
mentioned it in this matter litigated or in any dther natter so there is no reason
consistent with honesty of intentions or desire not to deceive and mislead the
9

courts for defen&ants to begin their cited letter by stating,"(o)n Jngﬁ}y 16. 1978,
United States District Uourt Judge Gerhard Gesell ordefed" the FBI to provide me with
copieé of those records soheduled fo¥ release two days later, erdhawing nothing at ,17795>
% Defiendants then
state wﬁ%t also is irrelevant, that this court's decision "was specific as to scope"
and that%my litigated request is o4 for material which you believe us related to the
assassinations and for which you believe fees also should be waived,"

2k,£§g presented in their Reply, defendantg—géggagggﬁ_}efer to the irrelevant

»

fee waiver by this Court as "specific as to sfope" and "was not indefinite,"which

JN—— T % i il '
clearly i?ij?s that I hesxe involked this court's decision, which T had not, and_inllnns.tdvh j%/
< AN

vi the fabrication that + that the 22

TBI had informed me that this court's decision '"eould not extend" further. The Gourt
can decide for itself why defendants misstate to it. I point out that they did and that

this, too, could not be a mere careless accidente lly request, sos attached to defendant's

Motion for Summary Judgement, makes no mention at all of any fee waiver. The reason I
made Bo such mention is obvious and underscores whatever defendant's purposes were
in pesyepresenting to this court that I had undertaken to misuseg its earlier and

: . ¢ ; . s
irrelevant decision. The rason is that the Department had already granted me an in-
clusive fee waiver, as the FBL and the Yepartment and its counsel knew very welle

5{ Only because of +the ungruthful represcntation that L had invoked this court's

- earlier decision could defendants's Hotion state, after selective further quotation

of the BI's July 1, 1980 letter to me, that the Yepartment's regulations require

o
cither a promisec to pay fees" or, prtending that it did not exist, " determination o
T pay s I

waive fees bofore the request is deemed Im received." This omits that the=mesnlalions



[ iad

the

i

B
those répulations also require the Qayaéﬂ-‘meﬂt to pY¥ovide both an estinate of the
total cost and the amount of deposit it will require. H- e léw\()
('D. a)thpugh I an not aware that an FBL brench chief has the authority to nullify
a decision by the Deputy Attorney ét,ne al of the f’{ dited States, who granted ue the
inclusive fee waiver, I did not thea arguc this to the FBI in my response of July 29 //};V/ﬂ/;/f 17')

Ll
the misrepresentution of which is indispensible iz to “P:Ecm:&e:t,is I‘eply. I began

/ 4 Ny Wi i A

ce wav ver ‘]

stat:_ug ny ;zltebfeta%thmmm‘ the I'BL had revolked the
(

Titing myself to Item 7 of the orginal

12 1tems and, because I had no idea what the costs might be, further limited that
k3 I ncither state nor inply anything t!iat can Jjustify
iten, anEL then ata’ced}t,hht would pay those costse mmmmmmm

dellberage and permeating misrepresentation of the lleDbe, that I had dropped the
Wﬁe&—p&r%—efﬂﬂm‘hmreaue&ted—a&—%em#
rest of ihe 12-item request, ﬁ.—zmzﬁzé.aﬁzh"”mgzzaﬁzénizmﬂ”hz YA A A S YA

Ehakzkbxisbniihnkrragardhnz e zakmncoin he

= o .a.. ‘1 o iy, {. J . ” - = . ! ji, 5; Thj..s_j_.‘a

regporbsl]f

Yo wha'b the FBI had written me and- this becemes apparent in reading dumct

° judtstion

of what the FBI had written me, indented on page 2,
that "processing ...is being suspended until you indicate thosew® requests or parts
of requests for which you are willing to pav." I rgsponded to thhj_.\é and only to this

W'y oy
and I could not have been more specific, I ¥ a—wdtdng to pay for reegﬁ_-e-teéc Iten

[\),WW

7.°I did no more and there is no basis in fact for the clain that I eliminated the
entire re(ll;.est except for Item 7, which the I?eply states at several points and is basic
to ite The other items involved unknown costs and the question of the existence of the
fee wailer. I am clear on having several xlpone conversations with the then director
of appeals from my hospital bed but I cannot state with cevtainty that this natter was

included in those conversations. L can, hovover, state with certainty that as soon as
) I'BI flunky's

' Wt was possible for me after I was out of the hospital I did appeal the ¥2Fs

abrogation of the inclusive fee waiver granted by the jepartment's second. in command.

and I stabe without equivocation that since then I have not been charged for a single
record by the ﬁepartment or the FBI and thig includes relebds relating to both

assassinations and their investigations.



\\ F The Reply fabriactesvhat is not true, that in responding to the FEI on what I shen

was willing to vay for (when it had no% provided 'l;he req)lLred cost estinates), dusze
/vﬂ'

I "expressly restricted my (his) request 'boTtem 7."(I do not do this even by impli-

cation in responding to the I'BI's statement that I nust specify "the parts" of the

requesit T am willing to pay for when I had received a/full fee waiver that as of itk
hwped

the tine of the filing of the erly was still being e-br;erwd—by—‘-he—(—eﬂenéaa-ts and.
g

L cei'z*t‘ydnly did not do it "expressly" when the dictionery meaning of "expressly" is

"din an express ma.rmer, explicitly; for the express purpose; specially"” (random

House Ulidbrldged) and V@lth definitltely sﬁt;tated intent or application; in direct

terns; p?unly“ (Funk & X‘Iagnal.'j.'s). When I make no reference at all to anything other
/L&-,lvél M f&}f/

than payithg for Ften 7 i obviously misrepresents to this Court. (In thei
footnote on this page t::m represents that eliminating the rest of ny

request is "precisely" what -L/mrote—%m_-?m July 29, the letter that, like all ny

other letters, makes no reference (at all to the rest of the request, which I was leaving

auf grhen m b wppil r

to the future r, andE=sgmgsin this regard was specific

) ok 2ty

t Here by infercnce ("retroactivly revise") and specifi cally on pag '7

in reserving my right to recover what I paid foz any ,.Ltem 7 records.) L

state) tha.g( 52 saying no more than that L would pay for the J-‘l;e\m T records mrzmx
mmdmagm;ddmzﬂn\iimx "atill another instance Q,f/’fetroac‘biVG expansion of a\request"

bi!rme, cited to an e@rlmer of my ullﬁ.) a{;a:f?'s’c this defendant, 705 I' 2d 1344 354

.

know, houver, that L di.,d--"’not expand. upoh\th\e requests that went up on appeal and tRat

by the kinds of misi"épresentations practised inthis and in all my other FOLA cases

" the courts \rig_;céféeceived and misled. In the 1983 de(;i\si_cg& the appea,s cort was mis—
led in"c/d"!l;'eliev:i_ng that I was exapnding my request for t\}.le esults of the

spectvroéraphic and nuclear activation testing in the JIFK assassination investigoting

to v‘i,xllclude the President's clothing when it is a specific item of the fi\rsi_; requesty

(Tn both



ubhich I refiled and amended after the 1984 amending of the hct. Internal IBI records
disclosed to me are specific in this regard. While I am not now able to Imaksd
search for an locate the request iteelf I recently did find an FBI internal record
and cited it to the appeals court in Hm my brief in Nos. 86-5289,5290 which states
nisled into believing,
the exact opposite of what that court had been led to belieme. It is the FBL's
legal counsel's nemorandum. file 62-109060-7118 andsthtes that ny request is for
"records concerning the results of spectrographic ahalysis of bullets, bullet f
feagments, garments and other objset object M(enphasis added) If as I beleieve,

7

the séppnd case cited is my combined C.ldes 78—0)22/0420, nisleading the appeals court

into béiggveing that I was exapnding on ny requests'when T was no was child's play
for thé?defendant who, citing from the same page of the same brief, "represent that
the ggjgﬁg request is half of its inttoductory sentence only and that the actual
request, the two paragraphs that follow, does not exist." Thus, all £ h-od to do was
ask to be provided what I actuallh requested and I was immediately accused of
"expanding" in the actual request and the apbeals court helieved ite
9. L have not expanded ny requests aﬁd it is not necessary to expand inclusive
requests, which are the nature of the requests before the appeqls court, and ih
iinﬁdduq;ﬁmxx saying I would pay fot “tem 7 and malking no reference to t e other 11
itmes of my request * was hardly expanding upon it not was I leaving it to the
FBIL to "devine" my intentions, .which the ieplu states on page 3.
Un pége 4 toe Reply is indignent because ny smmmmssktsouopmi
ifc "coubsel's litfér of appeal was not even to the I'BI; it was addressed to the
Uffice of Information and frivacy Appeals of the Yepartment of Justice."
Appeals from FBIL denials and withholdings are not, under the regulation, to the

PBI and they are, under the regulations, properly addresse& to OIP's appeals office/



N %w a/w' '." :

on 6, afxunv9 nev-rukongnigariier

/
1175. “hat I did not abandon my 12-item request is stated in ny lotter of July 27
(

/¢5, 1980 and is amplified in my letter of a month later. Rather than abandoning; the
full re/auost L distinguish between it and what I was willing to then vay for in order
to receive those records without further I'BI stonewslling. I state that the

"(t)he entire request pertains to the I'BI's general veleases pertaining to the

assassination of Pr esident Kennedy., The quoted item pertains to any duplicate,
public deposits of copies, if any." ﬂhmphasis added) IxfobXensknkgyonrkhxnnthingrsx

amzttmd; hyxskakingx2ﬁnﬁikhnuxznmgaxdxzmzthﬂznthexzizﬁzxmakienzxzqzﬁskeﬁ
T dws;

L¢o nau stdte or suggest that I was abdndonlng the entlrc request or had no further

w5, oot portuned " B o, Wit hi ol Yopse, Pogre

ﬁ#” / ! a1 wid B wpc, I m//m VALY /a//l4ﬂ/éf?t(<
s vﬂw’wga,u( ANl

interes’

13 gza'igé Reply complains about my counsel's interpretation of my letter of %nixx
}Vugust ﬁ 28 letter, which lir, lesar did not have and found in my basement files. The
Reply misrepresents that letter in represnting that it I was only "eriticizing the

rather than for documents pertaining to the reclease of assassinatibn records."(émnphasis

in Reply)

/Y Vhat I actually began my August 28 letter doing is corrdcting the fabilrcation

W‘/‘ A\

‘¥YK>VN defendants now seek to foist off on this court, that I abandoned all but Item 7. What
i

WT

”CtﬂleX_§aj_lb_§hﬁ_NXaCt opposite of abandonment of the requesﬁ;ﬁhea I corrected

at Yuly 29, 1980)

the FBI's datlnvﬁﬁirﬁégzilption of my actual request: "Iy request, as the FBI Imows

very well, is of earlier date, the newest repetition of it being 5/22/80." {ithout
denial, this states that I tuice made the request before the tipe . qtdt%d by the I'BL

Litibel e b//’/ul“ A oyl E.LMQC_‘LLL&_Zé_,

and quite the oppoolte of reflecting sbandonment of it, dfféféf_fgf:t in the present
/ .
m/wu/
tense a R o [’A&L-
o kit ¢m&9&i/,ﬁ——r
/5 The reason for distinghishing bdtween mp actuql regu&st and assassination
an eff
records is stated explicitly,(%gaizzp the I'BT from stohewalling by vutting it at the

bottom of the backlog of project assassination requests when this request does not
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Adselc assassinatuon refords or require the time and effort of those in the I'BL'
with expertise on that subject, the dodge I correctly predicted it would resobt &
to after I was able to file suit.

16,lire =esar did not have a copy of my august 28, 1980 letter to the FBI and
he therefore could not have filed it earlier than he did. However, defendants did

uithheld it

have a copy of it and they mmkikesiixfrom their inswer.Had they not done this it is
obvious t ey could npt have misrepresented to this court that I had abandoned all

of this request otser then Iten 7. They also would have discloved my reason for

offerisys to pay for the =tem 7 record and for not abandoning the rest of ny request,
k3

vhich L2

“Hescribett as "$hid newest of your dirty tricks." Consistent with the fact
that myrgtudy is of hov our institutuons wovket I began this paragraph by stating that
"(4)he agparent purpose of these newest of your shenanigans is to hide the fact that
the FBL/#{dd (with) not fewer than six Department lawyers, tried unsuccessfully
to deceive and mislead Judge Gesell and to defraud me (and the country through mne )
in Code 77-2155. . o o informed Judge Gesell that it was making deposits of its
general releases throughqut the country. It is to this that my instant (emphasis
addeéd) request ppertaiﬁs,_not the assassination.”

170 In Cuhe 77-2155 Department counsel stated to this court that there would be
these multiple deposits, whiéh'islﬁxnxﬁnt proven to be false in the records disclsoed

- © (fenednats make

in the Blakey case that L have read. (Rhmrexis repeated reference to the Blakey case
in this inétant cause without reference to what + he;: fite from it.) He was specific
in stating that one of these deposits would be in the Library of Congress. Consisteng
with the intent to continue to midrepresent to “this court and to hide defendant's
earlier nmisrepresentation to this court is the selection of records provided to it

. by defendants. BExhibit G to the Lewellen declaration attached to the liotion for

; Surmary Judge is a request for those records from the Library of Vongress, with
notations indicating what was delivered and the “ibrary's receipt for them. (Lxhibit 6)

However, tWB¥SA the I'BL did not intend these records to be for deposit or, as it

assured this court, to be available their as a pe:nanent deposite.



RIS ARV

I TS

&
B
7

on 6,%

18, The declaration of SA/FOIA SUpeTrvsSsor Yolm M. Phillips also attached to
txw Defendant's llotion for Sumary Judgement, filed in the Blakey caese,admits
that those records were, rather than for deposit, and for genersl access rather
"ho assist the House Select Vomnttee on hssassinations." In this Sa Phillips, about

whon more appears below, was vartly truthful, and that is at least as good as his
2 F

record in FOLA litigation of which I have considerable personal knowledge. SA

2hillips was carefyl not to inform tyat court that the records did not renain with the

ary of Uongress, which is delendants assurance to this colrt in ny earlier casc.

drsight, if that is vhat it is, did not trouble I'BT SA/FOIA Supervisor David

H, Cod&%

the persbnal.lmnowledge to which SA Cook mekes no claim, Si. Cook explains defendant's

vhose declaration is attached to the *eply, or the ¥3I employyee who had

resort to one who has no pevsonal knowledge, himself, by stating that he consulted
with another employee: “T&e existence of the Library of Uongress request was
praviously known to this employge."(page 2)

19, dside from the fact that "this employee" has first-person knowledge and
dxdxmnhxpymckds defendant avpided providing his personal attestation .nd substituted
S4 Cook, who did not claim personal knowledge, what this serves to hide from this court

=

and most cortainly is knoun to derendont and at least some of these employees is the

fact that once that House investigation was over the FBI took those records back from

the Iibrory, the exact ovposite of thier assurances to this court in ny e:rlier case
and what I was getting at in my information request. and if that is not sufficiently
the exact opposife of that asurance o this court ant the exact opposite of the cost

figures heaped upon it vhat then happened ought be: the 3L destroved those copies!

It wasc compelled to admit this in the Blakey case.
) Llitigated
20. &lthough L did not know this when I filed my request, I was certain that
the 3T did not intend to paper the nation with records I was certain eould be

seriously embarrassing to it, as they have since been. Thus, vhen the I"3L had failed %o

notifv me of either the costs or the amount oi the deposit it would reyuire and with
L



wy appeal from the Ful's unauthorized abrogation of the fee waibwe granted me by the
Vepartuent not acted on, in stating that T would pay the cost of the Ltem 7 records

in my seriously misrepresented letter of July 29, I stated, and I also ask the court

40 note that L continue to refer to the entire request in the first person: “(t)hg_ggﬁ;;e
request pertains to the general releases pertaining to the assassination of President
Kennedy. The quoted item pertains to ¥km any duplicatyxdmmmeikts public deposits of
copies, if any. "(emphasis added)

f21, 4nd it is when the I'BI rrsponded to this by falsely pretending that it was

i

a new g?quest in their lett its letter of august 26, % which begins, "(7 (t)his is
to respé?h to your Freedon of Iniormation request dated july 29, 1980," that I wrote
it sm b&?return nail accusing it of dirty tricks and nev shenanigens in my letter that
it chose not to attach to its Ansvere

22, If not carlier, at the latest when it received my letter of August 28
the 'BI knew very wéll that what it noe seeks to foist off on this Court was false.
iy letter is quite mmsmifkc pointed on this, unless alleging it was engaging in
rirty tricks ana shenanigans is not pointed in FOIA correspondences

S4 Thomas H. Bresson,

2% fhe since promoted chief of the FBL's FOLA Wranch (and just about all of
“hose who have stonewalled me and misrepresented to the courts have been vromoted,
in one instance a clerk becoming a spicial agent) has a side expertise in these matters.
fn otherlitigation to which I refer elsevhere in this affidavit, the rofiled suit
over which the Congress amended the investigatory diles exenption, Sa Bresson
attested that I had amended my and added to my earlier request nerely because L did
not want chat I added after the act was amendedo This helped that case stay before the
courts for quite a fow years, ijcluding several trips to the appeals court. sll the
nisrepresentation defendants present to this court in this litigation stems from

; his deliberate misrepresenfation, that on July 29, 1980, I filed a new FOILA requesto

24, There now is, as a di direct result of these misrepresentations in this

instant:cadse, a clear record before it that the defendants did, as I state in ny

. . . PR ca e 1
fugust 28 lotter, underteke carlier to "deceive and mislead" it and to "defraud" it

and me.



J.

I regard this as a very serious matter, as it relates to the earlier litigation

i

. . . . . . Fa) -
~and as it relates to this instant cause. *his is one of the reasons I elect, .

despite the burden it is for me now, to provide what I have to say subject to the
pénalties of perjury — and I dare defendants to fry and refute what I say also subject
to the penalties of perjury. Should this Court or derensants want to examine me

under oat I will arrange transportation because + am not able to drive to Washington
but wkXoemymipe because 1t would be provided by one not familiar with Vashington

and because L can walk only short distances parking near the courthoise would be

needed, Because I cannot stand more than momentarily, I would have to sit in my
k3

wheelchilr with a leg elevated and thus would not be at the microphone and I should

iy

be pemiﬁgpermitted to walk the length of the courtroon once or twice every 20
minutes.%r s0e Lf either this “Yourt or defendant has any question about ny truthfulness
or accuracy I am willing to testify and be cross examined.

25, Si Bresson's trickery in hié letter of august 20, addressed above, is in
one form or another pretty nuch boilerplated in all my 'OIA litigatjon and scveral
coirts, including the appeals court, have been deceived and misled thereby. Two such
instances are cited in the reply. Its recasting of #kmxtmiche this boilerplate,
based on the Bresson fabrication snd nothing else, a fabrication that is apparent in
%ggeﬁ%gggbgesentation of ¥m my lotters and thercofore not accidental, id that L
"retroactively revise" my request; straight boi boilerplate from other cases,
"expand thé request;" and that my counsel is"like an accordion (in secking) to expand.
what Yr. Ueisberg had contracted (sic) by his iuly 29, 1980 letter." In support of
these fabrications the ,reply cites two of my cases in which by such Risrepresentations
other courts were misled. £ do not have the versions of those decisions cited and thus

cannot retrieve them but I believe L underdtand which they are and I do state with

" no equivocation that the defendant did mislead the other courts and thus procured

the kinds of decisions that could theresfter be laid upin other courts with immune

dishonest., MHESEXTCOHBEEE "Another instance of retroactive expansion of a request" (

Japeg T) is cited to my suit against the :epartment, 705 Fo2d 1344, 1354 n. 12 (D.C.



;
Cyr. ﬁ%f}. I beliove this is thee case in vhich Bresson got away lltn attesting that
QQJ} refiled the rmpmstrsmmratnicdodlzy suit over vhich the investigatory

existence of which
files exemption was amended to include information that the I'BL

"B had kept secret

and had not provided to the Varren Lommission only because I did not want this

information and ther<fore the 3L had not provided it. The falsely alleged
"expansion" of that roquests supposedly consisted of my request Tor what the FBI had
and withheld, the results of a test ordered on, as it happens, what also was earlier

befogp this court when I (alas!) Was pro se, on President Kennedy's shlrt collar. I

nov ém not able to search for an provide the I'SI's couvy of my owiginal request or

,-.

the Fﬁlgg,correot interpretation of what + sought in refiling that lawsuit, also

discloﬁ%lto ne by the I'SBL, but after the ddecision cited I sent copies of both to
Mo, l‘es;:&'cmd he nay be able to provide them. In the recent past, however, L did conme
upon and recently used in mmskhmrxemurt a briel in Hos. 86-5289, 5290, the PBI's
legal counsel relevant memorandum, its file 62-109060-7118. It states that ny
request was for “reconrds concerning the results of spectrographic analysis of

vullets, bulkt frogments, garments and other objetts.. (emphasis added)
’ I

26, In th: 1970 case in which I was pro se I requested photographs be taken
for me of the President's shirt and the knot of his tie. The court ordered that these

photographs be taken and made evailable for my examination. Lt yas assured that this

would be done. Then, after the litigation was over, and after vig ny vigorous complaints

about delays, I wa:s told that no photog aph of the knot of +the tie — and it is the
kno®, not the tie itself, that has evidentiary value - had been undone by the I'BL,
(Teh The official account of the assassination s based on the allegation thatiua
bullet entered President Kennedy'sxlumzx neck in the back and exited in the front wvhen
s s an 5 . - ;

it nicked the upper corner of the knot and nade hbuller holes in exiting through

the shirt collar. Later L obtained, by FOILA, but from the uepartment, not the I'BI, an

original I'BI photog aph not provided to the Commission showing that the damage to the
1L 2 & al it

shirt collar is two slits, not holes, any do not coincide with each other or the
2

point at which the tie knot was nicked and when I asked for the resulis of & test made

f(/ﬂofpt_hl:/)l was accused of expanding my request, )
Camd e vt o e WAL VD) A b ~
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December 6, 1977

Clarence M. Kelley

Director

Federal Bureau of Investigation
Washington, D.C. 20535

Dear Mr. Director:

We would greatly appreciate receiving as soon as possible a
copy of the F.B.I.'s 80,000 page report entitled, "Thé& Assassination
of President John F. Kennedy." I understand that the Bureau can
supply the Service one copy of this report at no cost. Our recelpt A
of it would facilitate our continuing assistance to the House Select “
Committee on Assassinations. i

Please telephone Mr. Stephen A. Langone, head of the Civil Rights
section in our Government Division, concerning the transmittal of a
copy of this report to us. Mr. Langone can be reached on 426-5834.

Thank you so much for the Bureau's prompt attention to this

request. -

ExXpri T G-
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA ]
G. Robert Blakey,
Plaintiff,

Civil Action Number
81-2194

V.
pepartment of Justice, et al.,

Defendants.

— N " S P e P P P

DEFENDANT FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION ANSWERS
TO PLAINTIFF'S FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES

I, John N, Phillips, being duly sworn, depose and
say as follows:

(1) 1 am a Special Agent of the Federal Bureau of
Investigation (FBI), assigned in a supervisory capacity to the
Freedom of fnformaticn-Privacy Acts (FOIPA) Section, Records
Management Division, FBI Headquarters (FBIHQ), Washington, D. C.
The statements made herein are based upon my familiarity with
the procedures followed in processing requests for information
received pursuant to the Preedom of Information Act (FOIA) and
upon information furnished to me by other individuals in the
PBI.

(2) In my official capacity I have become aware of

. plaintiff’'s various FPOIA requests which are the subject of
instant litigation. Pursuant to Rule 33 of the Federal Rules
of Civil Procedure, I am hereby providing Zhe defendant FBI's
tinﬂverl. objections and/or responses to plaintiff's first set

of interrogatories. o

Interrogatory Number 1z What is the actual per page cost of the

PBI of xeroxing documents?
Answer: No analysis of the FBI's cost of xeroxing documents in
response to FOIPA requests has ever bcen conducted. Title 28,

Code of Pederal Regulations, Section 16.9 establishes a cost of

’)(/;/B/T‘ H
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rhoM ¥ Mr. McDermott . : §
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SURJECT: FREEDOM OF Iymw'rmn ACT (FOIA) REQUEST X;(’md W aetfn oo, W e
RE: OsENK O gy ey
) i . g Olesster Bos’y —
< Attached is a copy of the FOIA request and pertinent
files . and/or excised documents which appear subject to disclosure.
’ " Addendum should include !total Agent time expended ;N
1n ‘the review. . I
- ¢ Please make every effort to insure that this memo-=
randum, with its attached documents, is returned, to the FOIA
- Secgion within (3 ) working days.

on this matter should be discussed with'

% Questio
_//6 LL e,{//z/e jL_, Room 52'@\2 JEH, extension ﬁZZf e

RECOMMENDATION (S)/ " (only items checked apply)

M/l. That the J,U;ZeLL/ cepoe
D1v1s.1on(a)

review "the excised document(s) to insure sufficient deletions
have been made. Please explain briefly the reason for any
' additional ‘deletions requested. If the materials proposed

for dlsclos;)re from a classified serial, insure that all
ic
) 2

portions wh Justifled the classification have been del7ted,

70 ' )J

That {:he glnte‘ﬁfigen%e pivision:
. Review the classification of serial (s) /05 -¥2 S% S—-Z%é
to insure documents shou P
- FTemain classified, Indicating on the file copies which paragraphs
are classified; which paragraphs, if any, are unclans-\.f.l n___ )
those which have been declassified in their entirety. Adden

should note any newly declassified serials. ‘
( )b. Review the balance of the file to determine Ttsg,u H‘Ziy g,’

unclassified serials warrant classification. Newly—d}am d__
gerials should also have indicated on the file copies thé" ' <
ckassT™ted and unclassified paragraphs. Addendum should no‘ e

" afy newly classx.ZiZ:i serials. S];']P; INTD AD%.WE BAGE})% es

- a%- Mr. 4ﬂ Aﬂ

.lo)sure" Atténtlon' Mr - éZlZ (Qﬂ/ A W Fhue 7 fﬂn /{; fertc: B

L ek W . : ﬁ/‘/zrc_/f ed [ ¢ oo MR for 'f-f
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ADDENDUM . CI-1 SECTION/INTD LEE HARVEY OSWALD m:cul'}’ 8/28/75
¥ -

Y.
£

- The Freedom of Information Section has referred
a report made at Washington, D. C., dated 3/11/64, in
this case to review page one for release. FOI requested
that this page be reviewed to determine if it should be
declassified.

Page one and part of page two is a portion of the
synopsis of a report dealing with information furwished by
Yury Nosenko concerning the stay of Oswald in Russia. The
information furnished by Nosenko was included in the details
of the report which has already been made public. There

C% appears to be no objection to the release of the synopsis

0f the report as it pertains to the Nosenko information.

7% Time spent on this review was 45 minutes.
. B}
1) ol
‘ A ('\ u|uh‘
Y
. )
- ot - 2-
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Mr. Marion Johnson . . o B
Legislativa, Judicial and Pisgal .
Rranch ) -
Rcom 2F
Hational Archivas Building
Wag@ington, D.C. 20408
Dé§r Mr. Johnsons . ' _1”f¢
o Thia is in re{ily to a letter from Mias Jane"-'!;.','i"i.}‘?‘;; ( ?
8mith, National Archivas, dated August 135th, with asnalosuxs e T
1

L] :
xagarding thg Frcodom of Information Act - (FOIA) :aqueqt“tfﬁ}!iT’f'
of Mr, llarold-dieigherg, - ' R L R

Y

W : B ;

flaase be advised that ths information gontained =

in page one of CD 651, which is anPBX report of Speqial Agqu'~'“ﬁ
Jamag P, Morrissey datad March 11, 1964, relating te PR S

Yuri Nosenko ia granted and delatigns have beon mada ip t@,l_fi,fg.

———a" enclosed excised copy, Pages three through seven and P N AR
Can )i sleven through twenty-one are withheld in thair entirety. & =
| 51| pursuant to the following subgections of ?itle S, Uni;adﬂyﬁk{”ka
. 1 B| Btates Code, Soction 852: ° L - _ il ol o
! ;4§ i ~ (b) (7) invasntigatory records compiled fqr -
(1 ‘ ’ law onforcemant purposes, the dipclosure .» -
z e, of yhich woulds ' Do eniyd Ba
: & (C) constitute an unwarranted invasion”s v 77
.y of personal privacy) YT s f*}””’delp
» b '3

(D) xeveal the 1denti£{ of a contidential IR
source or information turnished;pnly;,q’-;g
by the confidontial soures, =~ '+ L= .

Pur appeal procedures provide an appeal yith*g o
may be diracted to the Attornsy Ganeral, LK
WMttantion: Preedom of Information Appeals Unit, Washington!
4o rs 20330, The enyqlope and the letper hould be wyarked
P—_ ; her 4 Pl R TTT Y L5 S A
Lo 1 ~ The Deputy Attorney General = ne Sy 4) F R
el ‘ Attentiqni; _-Susan M( Hausar {;ﬁ{?qqff LR /

. L .
k /dm A é“ ﬁ\’)) CONTINUED PAGE TWQ
2 BT SR A 5 VB R0 AR Pilahboe sl iy
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TJ ... details of the report and hqb“al;;ady;begn‘mgde‘publld'"

1

“warion Johnsan
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) \ . C i . g A r:.' . e o h‘ Te N
 "Preedom of Information Appeal,® Additionally, judicial "
3 ~gaviev is thereafter available either in the re uvegter's .
.. .Aistriet of residence oy place of business, o;'gn the . ' ¢
.’ bistrigt of Columbia, the location of the recoxds, .~ .

LT ' Copies of your'oncIOlurol axe :oturnid ;loan'
with excised copy of page one of CD 651. : .
‘ *  8incerely yours, '

1 buolus ' .

Clarence k; Kelley

o e W . - ¥ ‘ s
I s b . @ g $
- R N TR ]

- NOTE; WNational Archiveé"furnishea'q gyhopéiqléage

FBI report in their possession and requested a cert&in"<f‘f~‘:

_portion of this page be released for their requester,

Harold Weisb@irg, . Since this information, which was ,

© furnished by yuri Nosepkq concerning the atay of L Nt
., . Lee Harvey Oswald in Russia, was included in the < T

" “ :there appears tQ be:ne objection.tq the releasa of 4 7 ridi;

a
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSICE :
L FEDERAL BUREAU CF INVESTIGATION
< . b .
i . ’ ) . - : - ! ..'\',
é‘{ ¢ _— Do T
t . ‘ I vy A
Reportitli 57 et o : Oflcs Washinpgton, D, C.
Detas . 3/11/64 . :
Pt ome I By L WEEREETI
e~ LEE HARVEY CSWALD . L - S
& . A e . '_ . ‘ ’ ) .. . ‘ . ‘ A
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YURI IVALOVICH NOSENKO, recent
Sovict deiector, intarviewed re OSVWALD's stay in Russia,
Stated 03%WALD completely unknown to KGB prior to arrival in
USSR, 1Izndicated CSIVALD cxpressed desire to remain in Russia
upon arrival as tourist late 19593 was discourapged from
remainime periancently in Russia; was counsidored nct normal,
.nor very intceliigent.’ SWALD attempted suicide in lRussiag
threatencd suicido upon hospital relecase if not allowed to
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m UNITED STATES OF AMERICA %\ , an
: - : '¥" ERAL SERVICES ADMINISTR, ™W

National Archives and Records Service
o Washington, DC 20408

L,

August 15, 1975

Special Agent Thomas H. Bresé%
Federal Rureau of Investigation
Washington, DC 20535,

Dear Mr. Bressoni

, Enclosed are copies o.; a Freedom of Information letter of July 6,
1975, from ‘}g,'ﬂyglé,wp;apg_:g, of our; reply, and of pages 1=7 and -
11-22 of Commlssion Document 651 of the Prealdent's Commission on
‘the Assassination of President Kennedy, Mr. Welsberg's requests

B include in their scope page 1 of CD 651 relating to Yuri Nosenko s
and other persons. Pages 23-35, as well as page 2, of (D 651 N
— redating to Nosenko have been released in accordance with a letter ‘-\_\
T of, the Department of Juatice of January 2L, 1975 (copy enclosed). o

Pages 1, 3-7, and 11-21 of CD 651 are still withheld from research.

Can page 1 of CD 651 also be declassified and released, edther with

or without releasing pages 3-7 and 11-21 at the same time? If neces-
8ary, can deletions be made in page 1 in order to release the remainder
of that page relating to Nosenko? v

Sincerely,

- /Q(M« 7 JM%

/(MISS) JANE F. sMITH .
Director (4_'\({5

Civil Archives Division

Enclosure ' ¢

RG22 o

LI il.‘l e
> ‘@ \‘ ‘v' ‘ - . h—l

'] JUN 221976

Kesp Freedom in Your Future With U.S. Savings Bonds '

4%
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" Dr. fzmes B, Rhoads, Archivist , " REPLY [ a
. o BEPLY Wy
The lational Archives ' e :2

(%
Washington, D.C. 20408 ' | | , A R O | _--2.@.17

Dcar Jr0mwads,

R N R TR TR S, ————
his is a request for public information under the'i‘rcedo:!of-lnfon:abia_&a——q—-. .
you elect to make full response within the time prescribed by that law,
you would prefer to respond by supplying the documents, that will satisfy ne,
Khere there are no records, I would like to know this. Where docuzents are withheld,

if any are, I would like to know enough about each to decide whethhr or not I want
to make further effort to obtain any,

Recently I obtain/sgat is represented as all those recoids
declassification and thereafter. Among these 4s CD 702, a letter of larch 31, 1964
from J, Edgar Hocver to J. Lee Ranldn five pakes long with eight attachments totelling

another 12 paces. These relate to the FEI'g criteria for inforidng the Secret Service
about threats egainst the president and others, .

releesed in a 1973

I would 1like the documents rclating to the withholding of these 13 pages for
80 loz;g, partdcularly when they were published by the Coumission as its Exhibit¢ 836,

@ I"“-i:as also supplied with a Hay 22, 1964 letaggft‘iséngigrer wrote lir. Rankin

releting;fto liexican tourists permits. While there 15'86"¢ assification marked on
this letfer it was dcclascified by the Departuent of Justice on August 12,1965,

It theréﬁt‘ter was not relcased by the Arciibes until its declescification of

aril 1641974, I would 1i:e whrat docurents rslate to thie withholdin:: for an

ertra xd&c yeers or, your option, an explanation that provides the same inforration,

@ There 1s a similar lctier dated July 7,1964 relating .to l.exican Imoigration -

®

//é

Departrent records 46 enclosures of which vere forvarded with it, Tais letter
was originelly clascified Confidential, No d- classification 41s stampcd on it,The
irforvation I sezk is the basis for the original clasuification end of the ded
clavsification - why it was ever classified and why it 'vas not declassified for
80 long where there were all those regular reviews,

From the Oswald Post-Russian Period 3-1 files there 1s an el._ost illedtble
cory of thc carbon of a letter lir. Rankin wrote lire locver under date of wpril 24,
1964, It vas classified Sccret. after reeding it I do not see vhat juct.fied this
clac.ification, It was not dcclos:ified in any of the resular declac.ifications or
revieus but was scecially diclrasificd by the Archivee larch 13 of tids year, I
would lil:e what records there are releting to all aspeets of this or, if you prefer,
explanetionse I would also likc to ki.ow wihat is referrcd to by the Osiiald doscier
in tke ;ara raph nuzbered 5 or if it is not lengthy, a copy. .

T:e I'S1 placed no clas:ification on its LI swz arizing its llosenko interviews
of February 26 and 27, 1964..1t was not provided when I first requested copies of the
liosenko docunents, It elso bears no declassification, If there er: rcdords rclating
to withnolding or rcleasing this I'd like copies or in the alternativec explanations,®

I have asiod you earlier why my request ves not filled fully and have had no roepoTiP
uftex lominzc.) The lest part of the first percgraph of this Lii has beun biecked
outs ®.th the relcase of those docw: uis 1t suw erizes I presume there is nothiixg in

e3ed

6 e

hide, t now necd be withheld ard I would appraciate an unce 'sored copy.

* wag provided with an unidintified page datec Gectober 27,1959 dealing vith S
Csvald's Lpscow hospitalization, On this I'd like to know the sou?:q,end the rzason

for withholding all these years, Bﬂ&lfnt\xi@ation or d;clasuific/do? 15 indicated,
, ey T NN -5

\-um
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T Also- declas..iijﬁh Yarch 2 13 of this y.ar is the .;"hage plus appendiz report

" -+ on Oswald's Fyeign Ac..vities, undated. Without close stuuy it appears that parts of
this were withheld in not less then four ways and tines. With the disclosure of
what in many of these places sezms to have been the withheld source I ask for a review
of these withholdings bocause I believe thay are today neither nocessary nor proper.
An ¢ xamgjmeds where these llosenko papers are the source. With them not withheld <@
reffrence to them it would seem need not be, If you agree I would spprcciate oopiel

hose pages that are incomplete in the version provided me. o

<§) i I find no single CIA interview or report of any kind relating to what no..nkp
told the CIA about Osweld or anything else relevant to the work of the Warren Com=
mission, I esk for any and all such papers or any kind and if any are withheld,:
the records dealing with the withholding,

e?,, Df there are any other Nosenko records of any kind still withheld I would 1like
to have their identification and the records relating to any such withholding, I do
not recall anything indicating that any such FBL records are now withheld but 4f
any are I would like to know the aame with regard to them.

qv)_ There seems to have been an eAtraordinzry dcclassification of records of this
“" gederal ind around and after thc March datels This date coincides v4th the decision '
to release to me the withheld executive session of January 22,1964. Earlier I had
obte;ned the January 27 transcript following my filing of C.A.2052-73. It was apparent '
.- to the Archives that I wes seeidn: everything availeble on this general subject with
suffifient interest to file suits and to exhaust administrative rcnedies. These
3 records to which I have referred herein were not identified in the existing available
records but cleazly are on the same general subject. I was never informed of them,
thﬂir!pxistence or their declas.ification despite the certainty of my n~t1va and long-
time interest in everything relating to this general subject,

When I requested amll these records on learning of their existence and what for
all practical purposes emounts to their exclusive release to another, much more was
still withheld than vas supplied me, Uhile I weculd welcom2 en explanation of ell of
this I also rcquest pll records relating to these extraordinary declaneifications
that also just happen to coincide with the political uses the governrent agencies
cen make of them '

Having read ell of vhat is not vithheld frow ze still I sec no rzason for any
of the extraordinary procedures relating to eny of these lloserko and related records.
Sone were never classified by the MBI, The hipghest classification it affixed on

"any that I recall was Confideunticl. Soiie vere illegelly classified Top Sccret but
they did not originate with any executive agency.

As a metter of fact, with losenko's defection well know to the Russians as
. “was everything else he knew and could have told end with these rccords dealing only

"with Osuwald and related matters .I sce no justification for eny clessificetion at

any time, The only people from whom information was wiihheld wvapethe American peoples
I'g proper purpose of classification of any grade se:rz to heve been served or in
fact in minde So, I Intend my rcquest to e:xtend to ell rccords of clascification
toing back to the original withholdings an: the rcasons for them as well as the
clessif;gamjons-and declnssificationa. '

- If in eddition you would care to make any- other explanation of the obvipus
ai gTination, the continued withholding after my request and of what I re rd as
d{ o ue of rights to these mzterials I would welcome ite

by
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By
"
o«

Dr. James B, Rhoads

Archivist of the United States
National Archives & Records Service
Washington, D. C.. 20408

Attention: Marion M. Johnson

* Dear Dr, .Rhoads: ,

4 This responds to your request to the Attorney General
- for the views of the Department of Justice as to whether two
classified documents (described below) maintained in the
ﬁbcords of the Warren Commission may be declassified. Be-
diuse these documents relate primarily to the activities of
the Federal Bureau of Investigation, the Director of that
Bureau was asked to review them, The Director has completed

his review and has advised us as follows: )

1.  The Bureau interposes no objection to declassifi-
cation of the letter dated April 24, 1964 addressed to Bureau
Director J. Edgar Hoover by J. Lee Rankin, General Counsel of

‘ the Warren Commission, - ‘

. . 2., The Bureau, after consultation with the Central
Intelligence Agency which has an interest in the matter,
likewise interposes no objection to declassification of the
subject portion of the report of Special Agent James F,

.. Morrissey, dated March 11, 1964; specifically pages 23-35
of Commission document G51l. '




-

¢

1

With regard to your further question as to disclosure
of the subject portion of the report of Special Agent Morrissey
under _the Freedom of Information Act, the Bureau advises that

t erposes no objection to release of this material for .
esearch purposes.

I
b
- Sincerely,

eon Ulman
Deputy Assistant Attorney General
. Office of Legal Counsel
Chairman, Departmental Review
Co ) Committee
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