When the FBI saw an opportunity i‘or I mgchief-maklng it pasued around some of

ﬁoveld,s more extreme nonsense, w:.thr(gard to hurt to anyone and without concern for v

misleading and misinforming the Preoldent, the Attomey General or anyone else. It
also disclosed 62-1 09060-6940 and 5545, which are attachcde
If it disclosed the records based on which it provided th:z.s misinfométioz;. I have
no recbllection of having seen them, | o
Novel did not have to have a symbol. He was in regular touch with the FBI . wh:.ch

, B
has provided no record 1've sen of anyon‘;%{anywhere refusing to accept a call

from hin or refusing to talk to him. Even when he was a fmglta.ve, when it shel'bered him

by not dislosing his whereabouts. For mere mortals this is a crime the FBI charges and
baBed on suspicion of which it makes threats.
. owmd 655!

; * I came accross 62-109060-6864"by chpnce while prepar:i.ng thls 80 I attach & for

a 'facet of the larger Novel/FBI pictures

I also gppeal the withholdings.




9

52

Next there is refeience to one Hal Verb, of whom I have written you in connection with

my FA appeals and non—compliance by the San Francisco Field Office, which YI lcnefk ‘had to

. have a file on Hal because of his SWP activities. I asked that such files be s‘earched for

JFK and PA informatione I have had no response.

With the 19%9 date on this record the firs paragraph seems to me to be inaccurate

on< spaech ,g;/
in reflecting that in connection with a jpreup-eencersef-swidih The JFK assass:.nation thpa

Vg
these ISI's attended a meeting of Verb's group. There are two reasonse. The upa.nz.tially
Mark -
was part of Lane's self-promotlon called "Citizens' Committee of Inquiry.," He had abandoned

Son Franciles
his support of it when in 1966, or three years earlier, it invited me to speak in s 1In

addition, by this date Lane was not sponsoring any JFK group. After the Shaw case dec:.a:.on
he looked for other cows to ‘milke v

vThe obliterated third paragraph appears to refer to the 29 pages. So :f‘:.rstof all
I appeal the demial of what is reasonably segregable in it. ki e

The last paragr\}ﬁh begins, "A copy of these papers is forwarded for your informatiopess"
% If these are papers distributed by %arb or the group there is no protectioh f‘or them,
If they were stolen then absent something quite unusual there also is no exemption that

1;3 appropmate.

lea.11wh;|.lc,, were these among the informants whose identities were dlsclosed in the

SWPI case or are they and these records withheld in the SWP case?

4dnd if the informations relates to the assassination should it be withheld?

If it relates to members of the Verb group, is it not known? I have spotted references
to some of them in other disclosed records and some was not otherwise secrets ;

The worksheet for >7654 si.ves its date as 2/ 1 /7'7 and descr;i.bes ‘"Enclosure to PeZma.u
to Gallagher" memo of 53 pages, 33 withheld under an illegible claim and claim to b7C and D
and referral of a single page to DOJ and 19 to CIA. "Senste documents" is added,

¥ Sectioh 189 has an entirely inconsistent description in the single referral slip
that replacezg? of two pages only and those referred to the CIA, No DOJ reference.

respm

(Which reminds me of the failure;l to my earlier apoeals from all denials of all DOJ
referrals.

w:-thbei-dmagL, -Elere b-u;{no backlog and more time explred than if there were the largest
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backlog in governmente )

There is further inconsistency in the ‘Bulky which has a s:.ngle referral ’s‘ D, 'f_ e

general nature, not identifying either the agency or the number of pa.ges referred. There

is reference to a single agency only/ /,Zu 5 y’{j

What appears to be the present cover refers to a
ol

s

set of files,"Excised

Encls. Drawer at end of Warren Co

followed by some 1lleg:lble wr:.t:mg. ﬁo I A&k

This file is not a Commission file, Lt is thefassassmatlon f:n.le, 109060 rather

B Whatia doched M v
What follows /(fé'gtes to the Senate Select (Church) Committee and in theory o

to JFK assassination records, so there should be a separate clagim for each w:Lthhold:mg,

FBL names are withheld on the second ~Page, claim to 7C. Also 3rd page, whieh 1dent:.f:.es-'_,".f

the information ag relat:.ng to the assassination.

- Nextifis a WFO record of the day after the assass;natlon with w:.thlmldings the

a.rﬁd legitimacy of w‘u.ch I question. There is little with which Andy Bte. George has not gone :

gu?gllc rela,t:x_ng to Cautro and anti~Castro plotse

‘ Tne nex Ieeord has withholdings for which no claim to exemption is notedo It also

:i.a of the day after the assassinatlon. I.f holds information Congressional :.nmstigaﬁ.ons‘
allege was withheld from the Commissione I believe all such. infomation, as the allegatlon

Castro would have JFK killed, sbuld be disclosed in keep:mg with FBL and Department

E repreventa‘tlons about the nature of the releases and in response to my requestse

lio claim to exemption is noted on the next record, a DeLoach memo of the day of the

‘assassinatione ¥t is about a call to him by the leader of an anti-Castro group offering

all&d information on.-Oswalde 411 such informatiori was disclosed without any excisions
priot to FOIA and should be now. In dddition, given the disinformation role played'by the
anti-Castro organizations, many of which were connected with the CIA, there ‘should be no
protection f or them and theii' misleading operations and allegations. They did launch
persisting mytholowe | Prige )
llost of the follow:x_nb pages relzte to the Citizens Conmittee for a Free Cubaf well
known :as CIA and CIR fundéd. The withhelders get so carried awéy utth their withholding

function they even withheld the registration required by law under the registration &ct so



The FBI appea¥® te have a new referral slip from which it has ellmlnated space

for indicating the agency to which referral was made,

in court the FBI and its counsel claim that if there is a referral the requestéﬁ/

- Plaintiff has no recourse from the court or the FBI, only from the agency to which
referral was made,

If the requester/plaintiff decides there,is no chpice but to follow the FBi/bJ7 5,
~ Catch 22 Exemption *the switeh ‘to this kind of referral slip makes it impossible becaUSe‘

the FBI withholds the 1dgyﬁlflcat10n of the agency to which it made the referal that

was not acted on - in this case for going to two yearso

s SRS



5)

' Cef
people vould know. Then, after not withlmldin,g\/V

the¥name, it is withheld on the 8/9/63
record, iere th(fn;mes of" those prominent people it used in solicitations “and é&vertising
and public relations are wi.thheld. ’

Serial 7755 is described as "Report of Interview," no date _gi.ven, of 62 pages of
which only 15 are disclosed. Again, copyright cyamo ‘

In Section 191 there is none of this Seriale Even the WOrkshéets_ ignore fhe Serialb
intirely, it ig i«o'r in them,

However, thefe is the Bg.ky. The in't’:erviez is of the hut Thdmson aidd his wifedoﬂ :
10/8/74) but it is represented only by a cov\eer;*'éhia)t ddes not even indicate the source,
"Federal Government" is stamped on it but no claim to exemption is made, therefore it
nust be disclosed. (I have no interes}; but historically all this nutty stuff is important,
Aé is the agency that wouid at thz:: ZIate waste that kind of time and effort.) What is not

véthheld is in the same typing, has no origin indicated andis a transcript of what is
s ' : .

éalled an interview but is morepf a speech by Thomso;i on -E-ﬁ radio, Phoenix, Ariz,

In the course of checking for 7654 I came upon 7653 and the- entirely improper and
iinjusfii"ied withholdings in ite. The garbage is from the%.nd of one Howard Donahue, As
those processing the record;cs much later had to know from thevcontent }all was being published |
in the Baltimore Sun and as Baltimore FO skemidemre informed @Z/HQ/:L‘C was#ﬂé/lfjl/

This is ammd entirely baseless =~ in fact impossible' - fabrication of a’
aelf—importanmm nut whi is a crack shoi_:) with a head to mtch. 1t is as terrible a
defamation of the Secret Service as is possible, that it killed the Prosident,

Now the FEI's files overflow with the allegation that "public source material" is

provided. (Naturally, only public material.) But knowing th‘iﬂ was about to appear and would
] aM oires :

be very ﬂ.hurtful to individual Secret Service personnel “the'FBI failed to offer from

its files "public source material" that would have ended this monstrous business once and
and oTher vreemnds

far all - photographs (proving the irpossibility of the Donohue concoctions

I believe this is enough to question' the legitimacy of every FBI claim for the pro~
tection of the rights of its own personnel if not of all o’qhers_a It cannot consistently

mske such claims when it knew of this wretched business in advance and made no offerse.
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I wouldglike to have every relevant FM records wiherever it way bev,' _in..a.si'ngle ;

s a:uwH' :
for historical purpose relating the Secret Serviceo I say this because Donabue was
A :

also involved in testing for a CBS TV special.swi ‘“"‘m /f:m ’[ ’ﬂ"’k r\}t e
I regard this as an appeal, not a new request. The FBI {fias made part:o.ala.nd 'L. f R

knowingly partisl and defamatory disclosure.
This reminds me of records not provided by the same Baltmore Field Office : :

relating to my PA request, records I believe WFO and. FBIHQ should have,

William Manchester had a variant of Donohue's frlghtful mishmash in his book.
regarded it as a ﬂ rotten business, too, and I made some effort to counter it tben;
m the irterest of history, of the Secret Service personnel who I am sure were dedn.cated i

men and of their familiese My comments, defemse if you will, appeared in the 55_

Sun, I believe were picked up by a wire service and were broadcast in Washingtoz;.f'
seen the nature and extent of the FBI's records of my public statements, réal and.

Smgwinewys as altered by the FBI, I believe it has records relating to my comments about e e

ﬁanchester S la‘btack on the Sepret Sertbice escorb and has not provided thems I now

- n

regkaill that ¢ ‘tCBS News broadcast me on Manchester, originating in Los Ange;lgg,,




These two records duplicate rccords I provided earlier, They are copies I méde for
you and forgot 1'd made, The note I mie for myself when copying 62~109060-4192 is that
at that point there were eight other similar meaningless records. I believe these were
nzde to be meaningless so that a normal search of the files would not disclose what
they relate to. I huave h;d a search of the records provided to me made to see if it is
possible to determine which records were enclosed by the Lab and it is impossible, Yet
the records must exist somewhere or the forwarded records are lost forever, Please note
that as with Item 78 above the date here also is 9/1/66, which appears to be the time
of a Lab unloading if not hiding,

Some Lab records are relevant in some of my litigation. Before this date I had
nede FOTI4 regmest for Ieb rocordse

Serial 62—109060—6594 was changed to 62-112771-1 on March 10, i969° The reason
cannbt be irrelevancy. This is not a usual practise. Duplicate filing is. I believe this
record should be provided, # I have in the past asked for others also removed from the

so—called ascassination filee
s ‘

Also duplicating earlier appeal relating to referrals is the attached several
wprgﬁeet pages relating to Serials 168, 169 and 238 of the so—called "Commission" file,
62\ﬂ00090 and to the FBI's having both tape and film, not merely stenographic transcripts,
'i  of 'the Hoover and Belmont testimony before the Commission, %Bom what to now has been made
puglic I recall no disclosure that this was even possible, However, i regard the
demeanor evidence of the Director as he gave this.testimony to be guite important as
history and would like copiese

Therzéss another aspect of deliberate waste and escalation of FOIA costs in these
worksheetsJﬁféls is the referral to the CIA cﬁ.the 29 pages of the already-printed
CIA testimony. This is to say that more than a decade after it became part of the public

29 pages it

domaln by Government publlcatlon the FBI referred/w1thhe1d ;lgnx,to the CIA, As a matter of

fact the FOIA people even obliterated the formalities of w1tness introduction at the

bottom of the last page of the Director's testimony. MWM 7("4/‘0 ;,LM/L/I!.(_
ClLA hao wouom wtyf T F3/ by wot actng. o fhe Wpf/}q/w lic dymeny
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Three gttached records relate to ¥FBI contact with Oswald and Oswaeld's with the FBI

prior to the assassination and to my earlier appeals relating to now salely retired and

8 atypically vocal S4 Jemes Po Hosty, Thece are a worksheet for‘105-82555-4313 .gﬂ,EEF;

'page 5932 of the typescript of the Commission testimony of also retired S4 John Faix in;
and a pafe of gn intcrview log from 62—109060-7)14X2‘Part_1. (@ﬁé retired SA then

being questioned is Urial E. Horton, Jr.)

]

I have placed an X in the margin of the worksheet, to thch I also added 1ts 1dentlf1-‘
except 3 of " .
catione Wlth the exception of the cover page all/thu records 11 sted preceed the assa331na—

‘ tion, e gne in particular, of 10-18-63 is withheld in its entirety, as are others I also
appeal, on claim to ## b7C and D. (I also appeal the bl and b2 claims and the denlal by
referral. )

; As I have indicated earller, there is reagon to have doubt about the Comm1851on _
te%tlmony by Hosty, particularly about when he received the Oswald file, There is testl-‘°flﬁ*“ 

_ monej to his having prepared this 10-18-63 memo, I believe, and there are references to ‘

‘ 11,: :m other records. The claims to exemptlon arey, I believe, qu:.te mapproprlate, part:c.— i ’
culerly if Hosty Bave any testimony relating to its content. There is no apparent need to
w:.thholcl if he wrote about only what he testified to, before the Commission, in the
suosequent FBI internal investigation of” the later Congressional 1nqu1r1es, of which there

’l~were several. Withholding is also inappropriate if there is content to which he did not’
testlfy or about which he was not asked in the internal investigationo
L I do not appeal the entry referring to alleged cozmﬁ{nsts, of 5/28/64,

: The testimony of Faizjglates that he made handwritten hotes that have net been

provided and I believe should be, as also should any remaining Hosty notes of Oswale

Fd"" J'ums}v
o family and/or related interviews, memos, etce The teutlmony establisheg the existence

of the information I seeko /Hﬂf% hta T {“ml‘”‘”‘ k‘ ”’“rr"] ed his motes a m uth A,/)‘W’ fhe L il
Hothing capsed more total silence within the FBI, where many knew of it, that Oswald's
going to sec Hosty just before the assascination and leaving a note allegedly threatening
in nature, which Hosty then destroyed df%cr many others knew of ;to The withholding of

any rclevent information, ns on the log, I believe is insppropriate.



<10}

’ Serial 256 off tle ©2-109090 file, dated 9/ 29/64, is of interest from its content
and from added and I believe important notationse I therefore provide =n explenation in
nor detail For tidis part of the appeale

The memo was written two days after the release date of the Repor:i. The date the
first copies reached the FBI is the date the Repcrt went to press, which is pretty fast
service on a Y0U-page volume,

o

4as the note I've added indicates this copy comes not irom the wain file but from

the bylkys, an EBF,
In its entirety tle memo ¢nd ite reccnrendations were approved by the Directors

to
Of threse of most intervest te me and a significant historical record which T have
seen no prior reference iS}le last typed material, that the Files andé Communications
Aﬂgiézz!iza

,Tivision "thoroughly" indexed bgth the Report and the cubsequent vdlumes.

'S ! Ao >
;& ‘
5 Of course this is an invaluable record and I do request it, no€4as a new request,
; It @ :

i \A/ . . 5 :
but I cuk you to forward as one il you disagrec, asas part cof the promised dig—

Latan

cicsures by the HEEM™® Dopartment and the FBI.ewnd Ty Megutats wicluded thhiies

Once extra copiez cif the Neport vere obtained five were provided to this Divisione

Sixteen copiec were made of the wemo. All are accounted for in the distribution notede.
But not until 1972 is &here any record of any destructionl They it “is noted that four

n . [}
copi:§7£§;; destroyeds The other;;ghercforr should exist and I would like copies of theme
ﬁhis gets to what L+ have asked of the F3I often, a search outside uentrald?’ecords for
) K .
important records cent to the verious Divisions. 4 Fhe FBI's readtion to the Report
'id important, historically importante The purpose of the distribution of the memo and
the printed copies was to inform and to obtain informition as well as to prepare for
what requires other records to exists’ S

Aside from the leaking - and the FBI did leak coinciding with the release time of the
RBeport, of which no records have been provided — the preparation of memos and other records
vas right and proper, in some senses necessary. I would regard as necessary any explanation
the rBI nade to the Attorney General, for example, of(%hat I rggard és unfair criticism of

the FUT by the Conmissione



4 netation relatiig; to the dectructions on the virst page refers to a record not

vrovided, from anothc: aduwinistrative £ile I belicve ilculd be searched and I ask that
¢cvfwﬁﬂ\ )
it be searchcd. is 66=3206=1119,

[ 7 T - - . .. -

‘s notation, of more than eight years after creation of the originul record, notes
that the ceriginal zpicars not to be in Central records but in another plice not all of
which can be made out ou tiis copye Lf 5o this confirms my repeated zp,eal that Central
= - . - )

Records seurches only are knowuingly incouplete and carmot comply with ny requests or

rquF“‘
“t(oftidavits ol compliance in mg law suitse

There is another partly legible notation indicatin;: an index as of 11/64, on page 1.

T

L belicve it would be helpful to have an earlier grneration copy on which the nota—
tions arec legible, Ticwy Gpooar to be significant and importante This appears to be a

remote generation copy of @ Gemeral Investigative Division copy. If so then the notations

Those

" L ST e vt - . . .
added by teesotbess to whom =Bl copies were sent likewise are inportant to have

and understand, including as a guide to still withheld recordse

m -

The vecond page appears to be of a different copy from its greater claritys.?% also

L T G Gy .
has "J diflerent nunbe s stamped on it.

i

Serial 6642 of 62—f09060, ol 1/7/69, also requires sowe explanation b.cause it is

i
G

iéipart & self-scrving record and in part because it is written in a mammer that masks
actualities and.provides a cover for the existing records not provided.

In o context that doco not 1init it to his Division but includes the entire Bureau
Biranigun stafes the 2 "nover investigsted Clay Shaw nor did his name cone up in the
course of our investigation."

.

e could get an argument from Attorney General Clark, who.told the press what the

FBI had told him‘on leaving his coufirmation hearing

were one and the same person. I was sought out about this by the press at the time it

) that Clay-Shaw and Clay “ertrand

happened and remember it cleurlyes The FUI can, I am certain, provide you with a cony
of the Washington Pogi's front-page story.omd 14 FThet Meatnts,
koreover, were this not true it is true that the FiI could not huve conducted any

investigation to identisy Clay Beritrand without considering +he sossibility it was  Shaw,e
N J &



