Mr. \Jgies K, Hall, Chief ‘ ' : . 4/4/81
FOIPA Section Wi : o
FBI _

Washington, D.C, 20535

Dear fir, Hall,

A

Your letter of March 30, 1981 in an inaccurate reflgction of what was enclosed

with ite For the record, it also cbvered four films, identified as:

KRID-TV, Interview of Ilya Mamantov, 100-10461 ~14137;
Slow Motion Oswald Killing 44-1639-1A92;
1émm film obtained from CBS-TV
8mm film from Orville Nix 100-1 0461-1A75o

Hew York Lhannel 2'69-43-14232.

Ygur letter does not state when I may‘expect the remainder of the film and it still
mgkes no reference to any still pictures, éf ,which there are many, including a number
that were not sent to FBIHQ and did not reé.ch or remain with the Warren Commigssion.

Your letter also manages not to include any definition or description of the.
enclosed records. Some are not adequaték described on the worksheets which, demite
your recent assurances to your counsel after my complaint of ill egibility, ame :Lllegible.
Those described as "declassified pages" on‘the worksheet do# not total the nm}ber of
pages in Mr, Shenefield's December letter vini‘orming ne of their deolassificé;ﬁibn.'

Can it be that the four-month delay in prond.mg these records, with all the FBI'
assurances to the Court, was required for this newest hanlqrpanky‘? Gt

The claims to (b)(2) and (7)(E) are inappropriate, the former because it in all
caseg does not meet theb"solely" requixément of thé Actand because the Depar'bxnént has
testified that (b)(%@ is inappropnate in such cases, the latter because the technique is
not secret or unknown and thus not in need of protect;xon and because tnere .1s no possibi—
lity of impairing futu:re effectivensss. The claims are made for ulte f'lOI' purposes. WJ.th
regard to (b)(2), if there® is need for withholding, that need is served by the (7)(D)
claim, The only apparent purpose of the FBI's peﬂsn.stence in me .:Q.ng this claim after the
Department found it mppmpnate is because (7)(D)fualso is not pro pezly mvoked.

You again resért- to the bureaucratese "coordinated m’ch/bhe Department's FOIPA
office withox$' having responded to my previous letter pertaining to- tﬂlSo I’c is apparent

that the same Office did not f:l.nd £b)(2) claims both appropriate and n.nappropriate. 5 have i



dkfficulty believing that it approved some of the claims and processing to vrhiéh I
refer beloW, If it didnét;_jimhen your letter amounts to another deliberate “de:ception
and misrepresenfationo ‘ ; ' | » v
Once again the worksheets are blank under date of proceséﬁlgo The only. a;pparent‘
purpose of this is to hide the FBI's co,ntinuing ston'eaailing.' In this caée ‘I' was informed
four months age that the records had beeh _repiocessed. Obviously the FEI jd;oes: not want me
to have a record I can give to the Lourt, to Whlch ’che FBI has again ga.ven false assurances,
_ﬁmmng an unnecessary four month delay when the FBI has pretended that 11: s p:roceeda.ng
as rapidly as it can. b _ v }
The first record in those headed "Declassified Docs." is 89-69-305. It was twice
held to be exempt from the DGS although'thére is nothing ¥ classified or claési'_fiable:
on the first page. What-was: citassiﬁeéf-»on'»’tﬁe second page was never subject to any
degree of classzficat:.on and wgs earlier d:.sclosed by both the FBI and the Commlss:.on.
‘There is no doubt at all that most if not all of what femains classified is not and never
was properly classified. These are areas in which the possibilit ty of embar-rassment ,tc
the FBI is visible. Under any c:.rcumstance, the entire first page was always "reasonably

™
segregable" and the withhold %as improper. -

My appeal for class:Lf:.ﬁation review was many years agoe It was never acted on. 'l'his
and other of you.r present disclosures - provide an apparent reason-improper classificaﬁ.on
and @eliberately improper withholdingse

Examination of most of the records under this heading, S& to S4C memos, discloses_.thatf 4

they also were not subject to classification and withholding, The firet of these,
pertaining to Jack linnis, who wrote an article the FEI am not like, reflects the fact -
that the FBI makes selective claim to (7)(0), With I'I:Z»,rmis: it never withheld the clearly ‘
iefama'tory, the allegations that he was adrunk, a crook and ”a forgers

The FBI's penetration of the FPCC, which has been defunct for more than 15 years,
vas disclased by the FBI and the Commission so it waS never any basis for any (29(1)
claim, the common one bthrougho'ut these i'ééorda. '

With all these FFCC people the FBI provides full identification, including their



addresses. This is not oonsistent with the FBI's cui‘i‘entv cla:un in this and otoep oases of
theneed to withhold addrdsses allegedly to protect privacy.. ﬁfthe FBI/uas no. need to
protect the privacy of those who are connected with not{hing except beliefs ,not}a_pproved
by;—-the FBI it has no nedd to withhold the addrésses of those with whose beliefs the

FBI has no complainte _ » ' o

Moreover, ‘some of what was withheld ai‘ter.my appeais.had been disclosed by the
FBI years earlier and thus was not properly subject to classification. The record
pertaining to the Fabachers is an :Lllustration of this. (89-69-479) hae

Onlythe last paragraph of 89-68~512 was ever classified and it could notv be, not

" by those with regard for anything except "cover the Bu.feau. " The New Orleans-‘SAC asked

Ass:xstant Director Sullivan "what he would consider the most important phases of" tbe
investigatjon of the assassination oe the Pres:Ldent a week after that assassinaﬁon.

The former assistant d:Lrector did not :.nclude investigation off the crime 11;3911‘? He S

peferred to alleged motive, 05wa1d' "source of money"” and travel to Mexico, his non-

éxisting connections with the Communist P arty and his also non-existing "activity in" :

the FPCC, This is all that was classifiedo There is no basis, other than covering the_ —

Bureau, which was never interested in mvestigat:.nb the horrible crime, which is reflecteﬁs
“‘1,“"'1'\ in thig recordo | .v :

Ho claims to any exemption are posted on the first two pages of 89—69—1658. Al'bhough
on the worksheets and later pages there is a (b)(1) claim the record itself was never
classified or declassifiede 411 but the first two lines on the first page is withheld,
regardless of the extensive amount of mformatiaon about Rudolph Richard Davis that is .
punlic domain, the flact that he made hlIDSelf a publ:.c person and the certainty that
some is reasonably segregables (His best known aks also ig mab included. The Cubans
referred o him as "Ricardo Davis.") 4
| Davis was a well-known racketeer and fink (your (bé anch'YD)clalms Je He bossted to'
me, on his initiative, of his finkerye That of which he was proudest was for Jack Caulfiel&,
later of Watergate fame. Im Davis' version he flngered peaceful dcmonatrators to be

trod upon by New York's mounted police. His racketeering consisted of runm.ng a phoney



"training camp" by means\:f which he sought to obtain money,for his all cged ant:.-‘
Yastro activ1tlesu &ny TC claim made for him also is 1napdropr1ateo e made hlmself .
a public figure, as the FBI also did with its earlier and extens1ve dzsclosureﬂav
The next record includes what is within my e_arlimyénd still ignored appeale.
It is 100=17809~1, accordingnto the worksheef, Here, atypically, the ‘FBi has a sudden
interest in the "privacy" of critiecs of its add the Commission's 1nvest1gation. 1t
withholds eight such identifications, no‘t: count:.ng that &f the file of ’che informant,
whigh is neither a b2 nor a 7D matter, wh:.ch ‘are not claimed, no¥ bi, Wth}i.lﬂ ‘Mla:.meda
The "Lalynn," which had actually been classmfled, is the P:ilts flnk's'cgrruytlan
of Lillian, the late 1illian Castellano, as I informed the appeals office yea:g-s ago in
the earlier appeal not acted one ' | v S
This record also disdoses New Urleans and Dallas files no: searched for»cqmpliancee;vf;ﬂ
in this case, the 100s on Jim Garrison and'the kate Roger Craig. :‘ s w
Any "national security" claim for the FBI's spying on meetings of critics: of'bhe i
Warren Report is riffiiculous, even for the paranoid FBI of that period. No leétiﬁxﬁaté

question of national security can be involved, save for the subversion by violation of:

the Constitution by the FBI itself, For this it is hurdly entitefld to make any;ﬁnat;onal |
security" claime | ; |
Please note also the file nunbg} 80-505 with a line drewn to the namé of Jim
Garrison, I don't recall whether this is the 80 file on hin I identified in anbther of | i
the legion of those ignored appeals, but it is a flle to be searched for compliance. a
Unless all those present at_th:Ls meet:.ng were FBI informers, the 7D claim on the
first page of the attached report on that meeting ‘is not justifiedo B é.oes not ~.*.;eem

likely that the informer identified as present only h:unue}.f or others who were infomers. :

The*well-known public figure Yersld Hemm:.ng is the subject of Serial 2 of thip file.

In general the comments above apply to this. Hemming has disclosed his federal conneceiion R

in court and has made aboutn5,000 pages of records he redeived available to others. No
TC or D claim i proper with-himeessmm -

Withholdings in Serial 3 raise questions about the FUI's withholding of what it has



disclosed because the subaect is the SWB'S Militant thbor Forum an#the SWP sued the FEL
and disclosed a vast number of records prov1ded to it, under compulsion, by the FBI,
This record also has a citation of the New. Orleaner;rrlson files not provided. :
Only one paragraph had been classified and withheld in 100-10461-4957 and it wasvneiar ‘
properly suﬁject to classification, Not only was all of this and in greater det511 
reported by the Warren Commission = the FBI disclosed even more, including the clandestine
means by which it obtained the withheld but public-domain informatione I appealed Hels
long ago, with an attachment of the FBI's disc:lo‘s‘ures, but that appeal also was ignored,
to furtéar stonewall this long—stonewailed‘case. There is no time, beginning with the
creatjon of this“tecords that-any~ef.-its contents could be considered subject to clas3ifi—‘
cation and there is no content requiring any kind of protections It is ridiéulous.and
sephomoric to make such claims. ' .
In general these comments apply also to 4967 where, in context, the bi claim is madg
i
for the public domain, What had been withheld and now isn't was all made public long a36?~
by both the Commission and the FBL 1tself; In the second part of this Serial, the Bnover
to #ankin letter of 4/6/64, what was classifiable then isn't now. There is no reason to
believe that what is withheld is not now publlc and every reasen to belleve that it is.»
However, even for the FBI, isn t it a bit much to withhold the questions askad by the
Comm1831on, as here is done? There is an additional ‘Hoover to Rankin letter of the. same‘
date, with part of the serial number cut off in xerox1ng The rBI's responses to the :
Commission's questions 9 and 10 are all that is Wlthheld, under b1'gla1m that 1s.§pu!iou5;ii??
The FBI's answers to these questions are published by the Commission, are included in its
questlonsrof FBI witnesses, and have been dlsclosed by the FBIs I have prov1ded some
sampges as aptachments to appeals. Were none of this'true, there is no damage from the
information whechm was well and J.nternatlonally knowne
What hed been withheld in 89-43—694 bn@.nally lﬂ» three paragraphs “ That
information has never been secret, was dlsclosed'and published by the Commlssion‘andvis e
readily available, as is all of this description, in the FEI's own reading rooms This ..a;so,

has general applicability throughgut these recor@s..There is a new FBI specialty evplvipg;




conning the courts and reques-ters in stonewa.lling by ciassifying the ~conten“&s< :of the
FBI's public reading roome While I cantt be certain with regard to 89—43—223, .
Bontextﬂ is probable. It is certain with regard to 267, which has its number ehmina-
ted in xeroxing; 9712 (7C claim), ' o

E
Although these supposedly were originally w:x,thheld as. classﬁ:.ed, it is apparent thb§
# 378 was never classified. None og the information in it #s classifiables !
What was withheld from 867 is public, as detailed above, which leads to th%bel:.ef
that what remains totally w:Lthheld also 1s not properly clagsified, If 11: includes how
. the FBL obtef\.med the information, that is public.
I.n 100-10461 - 3780 TE is claimed improperly to withhodd izﬁ‘ormatipn pertaining to

the mere shapping of eguipment for eléct'rOnic surveillance, By th: dates this appears to

be for the illegal bugging or Marira Oswald, for which the FBI neither asked nor obtagned : 7o

1£
permission. Th:.s im a possible explgnation for the phoney claim to m for non-secret -

techniques that m this case were als_o disclosed by the FBI itself,

Serial 1395 is another that was withheld as classified when it wasn't even clagsified
and the apparent reason is 'bhe FBIts (d.enied) scheme for blackmailing Marina ,uswald.
This the FBI later did disclose. Mo:geq@er, she also testified to it before the Warren
vComnisSion, and in so doing maenif:x.ed the FBI's dislike of her., She testified to what
the disclosed records really state,’“ %he FBI would have her deportea unless she said
what it wanted her to say. So, she dide ‘

What was withheld inm 2217 is in the FBI's reading room and was disclosed by the
Commissioi% never properly subject to any "national security" claim, Theb same is
true of 4801, which bear$ no class:.f:.ca&tz.on although withheld s classifiede |

Yhur letter is careful to avdid any mention or 1dent1flcatlon of the second and
rather slim volume. %cause contrary to your recent representations to your counsel the
worksheet is needlessly 1ndlstinct, the title can't be made out. It can be a.nything from
four &rabic numbers to what I am inclined to believe it may be, "SEES." Your people
must be really dedicated to cyeate original records that can't be made out. (It is ndt,

only the tit§ that is indistinct.)



If in fact this does mean the Dallas "see" references, then they were not pz_'ovided. .
\ﬂith the si%le exception of the last two pages, which appear to represent magic. The

date stamped on the back is two yeé.rs before the assasgination. There is no, neme in the
dpace for it, no date, no identiBication of the searcher, the file number ia entirely
ille@ble and two of the six f:.les searched are obllterated, with claim to b2 a.n.d 7D¢

However, ‘this is proof - and not the only proof- that search slips are pa:eserved.
Negne for the period of and the period follow:.ng the JFK assasomatlona;:‘prondeda iy

‘I‘he filesfrom which 105-976-1 comes are not identified. One wmight guess ‘l:hat itis
Dallas:/and the public-domain subject, withheld under claim to b1, has to do wi'thsending 5
funds to Russiae “t is disclosed by the FBI that it has such a program and files; that |
it informed the Gomuission of this, which the Commission published; and that at about
the time in question Oswald'é mother gsent 'Eunds to hime (I think his brother also dide.)
There wasn't and today there certainly ism't any legitimate national security el'emant'i Bt
and the claim is both wrong and ent:i.rely mecessary. :

Gopies of a series of x5 cards pertain to the tapping and bugging of Marina Osyzalgl
and identify persons picked up on these surveillances. Claims to bR and 7D are \ma.de '_to . : ;
withhold what I presume are phonéy informer numbers under which the FBI carz:i.e&’% ,éuoh
activitieso I've already appealed this and in fact the FEI itself has in the past d:x‘s-;
closed what it here withholds.

- On the first page of tHese it discloses what it withholds in records recent]{.&f
provided, one of the deceptions | practise in i‘i‘ing Vsuch information, wider "p.&ministr&-'
tive watters." Here the. number. 1g,.66=1313-307. The FBI has already disclosed that 1t has :
such information on Marina filed in 66-13134e So why w:.thhola it in mc "-mvez.llance |
records sent me two weeks ago? (Senal 336 is also disclosed.)

Althougk this information was never classified, it was nonetheless declassified on
12/19/90. There thus is no apparent reason, otl:ler than your usual stonewalling; for
withholding it more than three more months. |

If I did not have extensive prior expeﬁence with the FBI in FOIA matters I'a be ;

tempted to ask, "Have you no shameg" Because of this prior experience I do not assume




that this represents stupidity, which it appears %o be; or that the agents‘are incom- ,
petent (didn'$ your counsel inform the Court that the FBI was assigning the irgifj beste
God save us!! ? ); or that with all the tizhe you asked ffor.*:;and got for your agents to k
familiarize themselves with what is public they ar: not famillar w:Lth what is publica

This is deliberate apd it is evil, dlsgraceful for adults and unbeconﬁ.ng for 7

Based of your deceptions and msrepresentata.ons, which he appears to have beliem
desp:.te my caution via my comsel " you.r counsel deceived and misrcpresented to the Court
and, of course, to me. ft did not &qu:.re the time it asked for, any more than it did in
the past; and it did not use the time it asked for as it assured it would. lt 'l;ook no
time to go% over these already processsd @ecords, which is prec:.saéy what I asked nw
counsel to tell your counsels Unfortunately, he has not yet recognized the fact that he
represents the most immune liars in officialdomo 4 ’

I therefore will be asking myfehunsel to be raising these and similar matters w:.‘bh 2
your counseJ,and Perhaps moree v ‘ _ |

~ Although Yir, Shea —— that I add.ress ap. veals to you, and I do, I know fmm ng
and disgraceful experience that you never make any meaningful respons?/md ms’oea&
Prefer to repeat the same offenses, to the end that ultinate rectification of thsm rem%enta‘
:{ great cost and then the FBI asks for relief drom the coats it has created. Howm'er, I em

.u o

wening a copy to lr, Shea so the Depa.rment may have some awarensss of your neles'b

bo:.ntelpming. "

Harold Weisberg



