JFK assassination records appeals — Edward J, Epstein

Long overdue is response to 1y appeal from denial of my request relating to the

information the FBI gave Bdward Je Epstein for his book that during its preparation

~Was reorganized and appeared under the title Legend: The Secret World of lee Eg;zex‘Osqglg.‘

The book was financed, published and expensively promoted by Readers Digest, which for
years has had a special "in" with the FBI. Records I have obtain leave ﬁo doubt thatrthe
FBI used the “eaders Digest to turn the Ray/King case entirely around. Idkewise Epstein
has been an apologist for the FBI. Evidence of its secret help to him is visible i; some
of his work not mentioned in those records not still withheld from the FBIHQ records
made available to he as a result of C.A. 77-2155, the general FBIHQ relegsess Attorney
General Mitchell was so fully aware of this and so much in accord with it that he onece
promoted some of Epstein's forthcoming writing on coaséa%o-coast v,

Epstein's political views, visible from his college-days writings, were congenial
to the Hoover philosophy in the FBI and the Angletonian perspective within the CIA,
Special villains in his first book are Chief Justice Warren and J, Lee‘Rankin, both
regarded as liberal Republicansge

His anti-Garrison work has the unusual history of»first*appeaél;ng as am magaziﬁe
article and then being inflated into a book, not as a pre-~publication cahdensation. It?
of course, was not unwelcome to the FBI, |

That miwgdy history has since overtaken and rewritien Epstein's defense of the FﬁI
with regard to its campaigns ageinst black éctivists has been neither a scholarly nor
commercial impediment to Epstein's financial success or his liter,ry venturess Knowledge
of Cointelpro, rakher than hurting Epstein by having him regarded as a sycophant, résulted
instead in his selection for the well-paid job he did inALQgggg;

In this work, in his appearances and in severél lengthy interviews, particularly

in unusual ones in “ew York magazine, Epstein disclosed receiving special assistance,
under and outside of I'0IA, from the FBI, CIA and National Archives. All have refused my
FOIA requests relating to this assassinatance, particularly for copies of the records

provided to hime In all cases I made prior requests for the identical information that
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was then and since has been withheld by all the agencies involved,
What is unusual about the New York interviews is that they greatly reduced the
"emclusive" value of the pre-publication rights of Readers Digest magazine, The value

is in the exclusiveness. Yet in this case the Egg_lggg igsues appeared before the Qiggﬁj
condensationse Y

4ds propaganda this ic effective. As commerical operation i% is disasterous to.the
owner of the condensation rights, which have been "scooped."

{n time the concept for the book coincides with the House investigation. ;n its
earliest daysAthe direction of the House investigation was not entirely predictables
From those associated with it, Members and others, all indications were that the COme=
mittee would go ape on c;nspiracy fheorieso 411 indications also were that the committee
would focus on the FBI and CIA, especially as somehow involved with Oswald and thﬁs és
involved in conspiracies and the assassination itself,

There is no reason not to credit reports that the Readers Digest advancela hélf
million dollars prior to publication_for this projecte All indications are that Eps&ein
spent money as though not to would result in eriminal charges against him,

All the FBI records I've seen iy the general releases make it clear that the FBI
did make an exception of its pose of detachment and "no corment" wﬁéh Epé%ein. There are
a number of other cases of the generatibn of phoney paper to cover agssistance given to .
writers wmm who could be expected to write what the FBI wanted and dide While this false
paper could be produced to make it appear*fhét no help was given by the FBI there also are
other records proving that in fact the FBI did &ive such help to these approved wr?ters.

(Several are included in CeldeT75-1996, where the FBI merel¥ swore falsely to the Courts)

Epstein appears to be atypical in a special way: he exposed.a major FBI Soviet intelli-
gence operative within the United States, describing him as "Fedora" :2: as a double agent,

Whether or not connected, immediately after this 4rkady Schevchenko defected from his

high UN post, asked for and received political assylum and was soon exposed as the recipient

of extraordinary U.S. funding that extended to rather expensive.female companionshipe
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Epstein began with the preconception that is identical with the FBI's, The FBI's

is represented by its captioning of the wase as "Internal Security-Russiay" prior to

any real investigatione :
The origin of Epstein's project coincides with the special FBI problem coming from _j:he'v" ”

leaking of its 10ng—held secret, that Oswald had gone to the Dallas FBI office and left

what all accounts have as é ?hreatening note. As my prior appeals show, even the fact of

this was withheld from the Presidential Commission. The suppression, the conspiz?aéy of :

silence, extended to FBIHQ, where the facts were knowno 2

%his Hosty flap, however, tended to credit reports that Oswald had hadstmsjkindﬁof ]
FBI role.

h

Then there was the House comnittee whose creation appeared likely and whoéeﬁcéﬁigév
at the outset made it certain that the federal intelligence and investigativg“aééﬁciésf
would be of special interest to ite :

So Epstein/Readers Digest came along with this book that was intended toyshow’thét'
Oswald, rather than being an American operative, was a KGB plant and that thus the KGB
reélly killed the American Presidents fhis is the thrust of the book and the extensivg"
promotions. (Effective prromotions always reach mpre people than books do.)

George DeMohrenschildt left the first part of an interview with Epsteln and blew
his brains oute. There was a widespread mythology that deMohrenschildt was a KGB agent,
allegedly Oswald's "baby sitter." Epstein was so well financed he could pey $5,000 for.
this interview. ﬁe boasts or hundreds of intérviews all over the world,

The certainty that BEpstein had the official help of which he boasted is established
by the content of the book, the condensatlon, the phublished 1nterv1ews and other promo—y
tional operationse I am familiar with the available information and have long'30ught and beeh
denied rgcords the content of which Epstein usede

$opies of all the relevant FBI records I have found in the general releases are

attached. They cannot be 2ll,
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The original title of the book was "The Legeﬁd of Lee Barvey Oswald." A facsimile
of the cover appears along with this in #dvance adver*tising in the trade presses The
publication date then was given as October 1977, at a price of $15.25 for 320 fageso
A1l of this was changed and the book was delayed and yrewritte‘n after Ei)stein received
his federal help and turned his federal helpers ai‘oundo'
 Epstein's are Angletonian beliefss Angletomian beliefs ave not limited to the GIA
of to those who left the CIA along with Angleton.

The book that finally emerged cudgles the CIA as Angléton would have liked, It is
hurtful to the FBI and it does appear to have been hurtful to actual FEI intelligence
operationses These are the kinds of matters I have never found the FBI to avoide The -
exposure of a prime J.ntelllgence source, real or unreal, would not be avpided in FBI
filess It would be a major interest to the FBI and the subaect of internal inquiiy, _

In fact, to my knowledge, it also was of interest to the Senate Intelligence “onnn:.ttee.
By this I mean first-~person knowledges

‘Ehis also requires the exkstence of records that remain withheld from mes

¥hile the revised book‘did not appear until shortly af‘bef the release of the FBIHQ
records, my Epstein request was much later, following publication. Moreover, .from ‘prior
- experience and from copies of records in my Possession, there is every reé.son to believe
that the FII had access to and created records relatingﬂto the original book, the one
Bcheduled for publication long before the FBIHQ general releasese

The FBI long has had its own means of obtaining aizﬁance copies and long has gone
over advance copies provided’ by authors and publishers, while presenting a contrary.
public version of complete detachment.

As I have already informed you the FBI has special "library" facilities, special
files for such matters, and its own means of not mfrieving existing records and finding
only the specially created paper that reflects other than its public relations/operational
realities, :

With rega.rd to my actual request, withholding is totale The request was reaected.

= repeat you have not acted on this now ancient appeal.



Few as are the records included in the general releases they do disclose thatEpstein
and the Readers Digest did receive special consi deratione They disclose th‘at 'hheFBI -‘ gt
looked on the project with favor and did assist ite : |

The notations added aeften are not legiblee One on the first record, a Not ‘ﬁecdrded;

one of 1/20/76, indicates something special about filing at the lower right-ha;‘nd;.sﬂcgh;,ler Rt

of the first pageeo

%1: also refers to a Yigest executive who was author of a big puff Iﬁ_e‘c‘e.-for‘ theFBI e

and CIA, John Ea‘rron, au.'thor of the book KGBe I have read the-‘bodkb }t cleai'lyr co sfrom

FBI and CIA records still withheld from otherse ' RN :
Barron wes given personal access to Yuri Nosenko. My Nosneko infdmtibﬁ» re éuésts

remain without response after some yearss- ' : R

This record leaves no doubt about the friendly relationship between the FBI and . the

Digest and its personnel., It is explicit here as in many other recordss This is not 1imi'bed
to those attached hereto. I note this also as a special aspect of this appeal. The same

FBI that deliberately violated the law of the land to totally ignore my requests and then

not to comply wifh them goes out of its way to be helpful to another, albe:.'b a. sycophan‘h,
and to a publication by means of which the FBI gould and did engaged in med:La mam. 'blon -
and influence what the Congress could know and doe This is contrary to the purposes of ’che Act.

Elliptically the second page recommends helping Epstein on the ground that because
"of continued interest on the part of the news mediac.. a book dealing factually (sic.)
with the Assassination,as well as the rumoré and conjectures which‘per’sist,‘ would serve

woxt ile eo"

Orwell could not have out it better. From the original concept Epstein's was and was
intended to be a conjectural worke It is one of the least fa‘_c‘bl;al of the seriously regarded
books on the assassination and practises the Gfétefatﬁ:on of fact when actuality is uncongenial
with the conjectures. (So you can better understand this, although Oswald's passport is
‘published in facsimile by the Commission, in order to make what could not happen appeaxr to
have happened - that Oswald got‘ from J"onc\lg/z)n to Helsinki within the passport-limited times -

Epstein merely has Omwald leaving London a day earlier than the passport shows. His et




citation of alleged proof is to non—existing records rather than the passport rééordﬁ)

While the FBI refuses to speak to most writers and I re~emphasize refuses to complyv

with my FOIA requests, here it recommends "that Epstein should feel free to contact us."f&
The Research Section is to be adviscds Research Section of the FBL if he is gpt_toabe.
given help, "research"? '

Director Kelley appreved. ‘

There is no doubt that help was not to be limited to what w=x was published'by the |
Warren Comuission or was in the New York Times. For this Epstein did not need the~§3i and"
its own selection of its "Research Sectione"

According o the nexth recordﬁ, Serialized illegibly, dated 2/3/76, Epstein and an
research assistant Pam SPutler metvwith a number of FBI people on Janusry 23.27.'Thesex
include the addressee, ﬁr. ﬁoore and two SAs whose names are withheld. This is ﬁot a
privacy withholding, This is a withholding to hide the identifications of FBI Sis who
were part of a propaganda activity and who have special knowledge that could be useful
in what the FBI wants to aﬁoid, compliance with my requests and the production of records
it thus far has succeeded in not producings There could not be any agents whose identifi—
cations are more important in complying with.my.special Epstein ;equest and appeale OFf
course 1 appeal»all such name withholdings and again remind you that'thie is directly
contrary to Director Keliey's written statement of poiicy,vthat no FBI names be withheld
in historical—case records. I also remind you that I do not recall receiving a single.
unexpurgated piece of FiI paper since sendiﬁg you a copy of this letter by Director Kelley,

If the obliterated name at the bottom of the first page is that of the actual author
of the memo that name additionally is important in terme of obtalnlng compliance with
ny informatbon request.

A# legible notation refers to a memo I do not see in the records I have, of 2/4/76.

I do not know whether this is accidental or whether the record is in a different file,
?his also is true of another notation, on page three, referring to a 2/19-memo; ‘Between the
time I reviewed these records and had copies made for you and now I have had s few health

problems and my recollection may not be dependable. If I have but did not make coples G



will inform youe

Page 2 makes it clear to anyone familiar with typical FBL e'llips:i-.é‘ tha.‘ba
help Epstein was made and that help was or would be offered or both, : The areas;o_.
alleged interest selected for recording in the memo comcid.e exactly mtg?znumn
FBI pubic relations and Congressional relations problems. They make 'no~-fn}ent:;,‘ :
known substance of Epstein®s book and interestse 5

That other records do exist is established on this pages "'.‘.“'.propo'séd‘:fé,gsw
Epstein's ques‘bions‘ will be compiled and submitted for approval." This qui'be
refers to records for wiri.ch I made formal request quite long agos »

Because of the parallel with whg$ I regard as important on the next page}
that while you had some»difficulty obtaining a COpy of what was within the publ‘i.
for nie, a copy of a statement to the Congress by JeBedAdamg, here one was giveﬁ

" This third page is a légal counsel addexidum- One FBI worry is reflec‘bed,é;txd
out, "no problems concerning the FOIA in cooperating with Mr, Epstein," Now how
FBI - even the FEI - wor:lcy about FOI4 in providing information when providing inf
is requ;‘_red by FOILA?

One way is apparent and it is reflected by my requests éould the FBL gune :.m‘.‘ - :

exclusively to Epstein? 'j}h:v.s, of course, is what it did, What they- appear really *bo have | v_ .
been worried about was getting away with it. i

The Epstein disinformation baving succeeded (vecently reprinted in paperback)ﬁ_'}l;ﬂ L
OIC was right, FOIA as we know :it and as the Department lets the FBEI get avay m.th,is no
impediment to propaganda activitiese FODA is merely ignored, violated or botHy

This is further enabled if not added to when appeals are not responded”’fb ‘i-n'-fa‘time‘ly
manneres Jn this case not responded to at alls

OLC and "External Affairs" also were fully aware and becomended that the Dopartment
be informfped that "we mmm are cooperating with 1‘11;. Epstein in the preperation of a book
regarding the assassinationees”

ljrhis requires that I also gppeal the failure to search these files 1n response to my

 information request as well as for any other policy considérafions regard:.ng this blatanf_h :




bypassing of and violation of FOIA and of my requests wh:.ch were made long before Epsten.n"

¥5ne still have not been complied with, my appeals still have not been acted upon. ‘My a:pv

' began very long before his (non)request. (Remember my 1976 tes‘bimony in C.A.75-1996 and B

the list of these requests I then gave the Department though counsel and your o:t‘fice on

The third Campbell to Moore memo attached is of 2/ 27/76, apparently aga;m

If one is to believe this memo, to believe that it is honest, full and f,-,.
one would believe that the FBI is a minor ada_unct of an ordlnary librarye It
only what is well and publicly known, certainly well known to one with Epstéin
from his earlier writings With one except:.on Aif Epstein had done nothing: but‘
or the New Orleans pepers (and he did write a New Orleans book) he would have
It is hardly likely that the FBI spent all that time and money or that Epstein
is reflected in this memo, I regard it as a typical cover=the-ass FBI exploi‘b in
what really happened and was discussedy din not reflecting the information and
gave the known sycophante

The single exception is on page 2, reference to Oswald's allegedly not hg’
civilian employment that required security clearance. The FBI's language is leas n
referring to the "subject of an applicant—type’:;.nvestigation of the FBL ™ ST

Here i% is apparent that the FBI did in faet do research because reference :.s 1:0 -
obscure Warren Commission tes timonye In citing 10H191 of the ('omm:.ss::.on‘s ‘hea.mngs to’

Epstein the FBI said that it "shows that the department in which Oswald was employed had
no ccn‘hact or connection with the Army contract work." (Army Map Service and classii‘led.)

What the witness was really asked there is +wo different q_uestlons, did Oswald work
on those jobs and if they were "in your department or under your supemsion or diect:.on?"

For the head of the photographic department of the pnnting shop the answer, obviously,
is that he was not in chargee For an apprentice like Oswald the answer, obviously, is that
he was not assigned to so expert a task. But this does not address whether or not ﬁswald
should have had security clearance or whether he had access to cJass:LfJ.ed ini‘ormation

even 'l:hough not assigned to that printing jobs



This is not the only apporpriate comment on the FBI's researchy :Lf that 1s
and no morees |
That it may have been more can be considered if onc examines a pageofthe
the FBI does not cite, b age 175, There id is explicit that the plant, -wha.ch w“_ §
in classified work, has but a single photograph:n.c department, the one to Which Oal v
assigned and in which he workeds By e
Offset printing beging with the photographic department of the printing operations
Printing is accomplished by photographing that which is to. be pr:.nted. Plates &re‘made
from the photographs and the printing is from the plates. i : )
You might want to ta.ke administrative note of the fact that I am & recqgnizad pub-
llsher if perhaps the country's smallest, that I do my own mskeup for pmt:mg, that I ki
have worked with the offset photographers in the publication of each and eversr one oi‘ the
books I published and c;:mfam:.llar with these operations, and that a.n"‘e,ach anei -»every-one
of these publications there was, inevitably, wasted exposed film, Focus, field, reduc‘bion
and exposure are critical elements that cannot always be hit upon exact".-'f.y' each time’. It

also is not uncommon for errors to be found in copy after the photographs are shot, leading

to other wasted filme So what the FEI did not address to Bpstein and where :1.1: is subject
to being accused of misleading him consistent with what it wants to be ‘beheved-‘-rathe:c.' than :
with reality is in this incomplete "researchs" | | |
I know of no basis for doubting that with his kmown past Oswald got a job in a eecu:ce
area of a printing plant that did mportant classified work and that in this employment ‘
Oswald could have had access to classified information, ineluding discarded film of classi=
fied content. I z%km also know of no FEIL or any other investigation of this by any official’ S
agencye 4s a right-wing newspaper reporter suspects, there was nothing to prevent an oswald }
from slipping a discarded photographf of a classified map under his shirts »
Now if the "Research Section" or any other pert of the FBI can produce a.nything to
the contrary and any reports of any :.nvestigat:.on of this I remind you any and all such

information is within my requests that have not been complied withe I've appealed thenu



Serial 5714 include " a blind memorendum from former SA S&M J. P4PICH ffncerning s
revent interview" by Epstein and Butler for the books SAC Albeguerque did not have to tell |
FBIHQ that Papich was FBI lisison with the CI4 and thé airtel does not so states

Tnis, of ,cotse, is in sharp contrast, as ave all other Epstein interviews with FEI

P

personnel, with the sptu:l.ous representationx made by the FBIL in Ceds 75-1996 and othér
identifications
cases, that it has o withhold SA ifdentifgeations from me $o prevent havassment of the

. deﬁenselesa Sisé

Papich also a.void_sb proviﬂinghis V"past assigrment in the »Bu‘rieau»" in his memos He
does provide a long list of FBI, CI4 and other people who have 'sp'okén‘ ’co Epsteins k)
Obe name is obliterated on its flrst page In space and in sense the name Nosenko aust s
fibs. Of course 1 appeal this, whether or not it is Nosenkos f it is that mere],v is an= :
other FBI effort to mask its continued w::.thhold:.ngs from me under my I“OIA req ostss |

If the name of the alleged,m-_employee in Dallas, ostensibly in a publ'i. Y
the domestic limitations imposed c&ithe ‘CIA, is known to Epstein there wouldad
be no justification for withholding ite I appeal thise ‘

4 copy of the 2/ 27/76 Campbéll memo from the 105-82555 rather than thef‘ﬁ_

is attached to this records (1t e 8’25—5'5— b S
ﬁy the time of the 5/12/6 date of the next Tecord, Director to SAC San Antonio, a

cons:.derable amount of other information and Epstein 1n‘cerest was known to the FBI. Asjde

from internal HQ distribution copies were wgnt tq nine field offices and the M,exi;co Legat‘:‘

There is partial obliteration of the otherwise illegible notation of "ongi.nalfiled in,"
' wiich T appeal. %bis is clearly within my requests and should be neither withhe‘l&-:nor

oblitepateds I also appeal the withholding of the names of the SAs invalved :i.n ‘bhe Oswald G

investigation, 10 on pages 2# and 3, probably all with addmesses in the d::.rectory of the

associa¥ion of former agends in any evente{one still assigned to Mexico in addi'l:ion.-:),, .

Interestingly enought this memo does not ‘extend a caution ageinst speaking to Epsteins

But it does make clear that FBIHQ wants o control the FBL information Epstein receives,
Again in contrast to its treatment of my requé‘sﬁsv this record reflects that FBIHQ underb

to inform all the SAs Epstein mamed of his desire to interview thems




Also attached is the same record from the 62—109060 f:l.le, where it is No'!:
I cannot now tell you whether by eccident here or from d:.fference in FEI f::.liné this sec 2
copy is along with Serial 7519 (Dtherwn.se they appear to originate from the same: coyy“. |

In this 62 file copy designation of the oxiginal is partly dlscernible. I'b :Ls to &':
94 or "Research Matters" filey’ ‘ :

I do not recall ever receiving a copy of any record :t‘rom any such f:.le. No*l: only isi
a search of this file relevant in this mstant matter, it also is essentia.l 'bo com :
my actual requests in Ceds 75-19964 In vhew of the cu:rrent s:l.tuation in that cm a8 -
understand it as well as the long and tedious history of that case I bel:._eve‘ R s

to

search of and compliancg from any f:.les 13.ke 'bhis 94 file in a.dditlori 2 A others I

have called to your attent;an, like the 80 file, is important a.nd I ask for :l.‘lf‘s

- Serial 7519 i8 of the previous day. In the second paregraph there :|.s an’ in‘ "3 ~

adm:.ss:.on of having provided Epstein with other than what the FBL calls public se:
information," aka its own "research." €nly "mast" of what was g.:.ven Epsi:ein wne "public. |
Therefore some was note ’ ,

At the top of page 2 it is disclosed that Sa:ni‘ord Uy, g i permlt'bed %o intemew ‘ |
legatse Yet in addition to the contrast this provides with the withholdings from me, even“*

o 5
. in violation of. a Court Qrder in 1996,::1:::&1 fact in the record to which this is #ktached

‘the ddentical names are withhelds I do not have to tell you now that et least some of jbhes,e‘;v | 5‘”;‘.';::
‘na"m'e,s have been in the public domain via thé FBI's own releases and I believe the others
are by other ‘means, including the diplomatic listss I have provided some as part of other
appeals on which you have not acted, pa.rticularly with regard %0 the Mexico C:x.'l:y mh'b'ber , i
tha't is the su.baect of this memoe

What th::.s memo recommends and notations indicate was‘ done- is that instead of the FEL

.wa:rm.ng the DAs that they were still under seerecy oath :mgunc‘l;:.on they be :mfomedﬁf the 1

o '-Epsgez.n des:n.re to interview them, This is descmbed as an FBIL "courtesy"s
on page 3 the name of the Legaty disclosed on he attached Not Recorded “erisl, is

ointérate&;‘- Consj,stency is not an FBI vicee

Suddehly the FEI is apprehensive about turning down what it without apprehen's’ionv



withholds from the courts and the Congress: "To turn down Epstein's re@uest..;could vraa.se
questions in his mind." If tu:[mng any request down‘ as for the names 0i' SAs} is pcmper
why should the FBI fear telling the writer that the request is improper or Violates
privacy? The obgious inference is that the FBI had someth:mg else in mind;

When there was a radical departure from FEL practise, telling ‘the former SAs ine ~ |
volved/ how to get in touch with Epstein at h:LS ﬁew York address, 'l:here is also the
inference of a big, fat FBIHQ hint to each of thesa former SASo ‘
the Epstein matter represents nomél F-BI brﬁctise, of no{:* g:l.v:mg ,61‘.1151‘ than known

In shxmorcsmno

sharp contrast is “I:he attached record which rathor than dealir

sycophants even the time of day‘. ,In this case withhold.lngs extend. from the name- o:f‘ the -

writer to that of the Supervisor in the FBI's public party what it ca.lls Mexternsl aff drse"

Instead of telling the SA in ques‘l;:.on how to reach the writer a.t h:x.s home addres& |

here the FBI told the writer that the SA f'would face the possibility O;f

under the Privacy dcy of 1974:"
Cohsis*bency is not an FBI vice with regard to what it called "coui:'tééj?." wﬁth : ,
Epsteine In this case the FBI could have sent the writer copies of public ‘domain :.nfomar- 5
tion of referred him to the National Archives. The public doma:.n :Lni‘ormatzon relating to
the person of interest to this writer, the fabricatlons of one Garrett ‘Bxg'o‘ck Trapnell, as
earlier releas_ed by the FBL, include both h:.s crimingl historm and his record ‘of ‘serious
and in fact dangerous mental iliness. (Trapnell has recently been in tﬁe né‘ws;in connecﬁ.o_xl
with mother-daughter efforts to fly him out of the federal jail inwh:l.ch is is and attendant
deathse A little "eourtes‘y"‘ with mgérd to the real Trapnell might have ‘pem:i.'bted people
now dead to be alive and great tragedies to have 'been averteds) ‘ '
Wh:Lle not being a lawyer I hesitate to descrlbe the citation of the Pr:.Vacy Act as
a deliberste FBI lie, as a layman with some knowledge of the available FBI information and
bf the extraordinarily extensive hews attention Trapnell's prﬂ:or cnminal career attained
I do offer the op:mlon that a larger factua.l misstatement is not easy to conaure UPe’
Trhoughout his criminal life Tramell has been all over the front pagess

It would have been a leg.x.t:.me functlon as well as a real courtesy to decent and sane




people to provide the writer with copies of the FBI's own public reoords of Trapn‘ell's
past, like news stories, or to suggest that he consult the New_'b‘fY-'_ork. Times indexs

Trapnell records are aveilsbe in the Warren Gommissio‘n i'ecbrdé; including medical

et

records. This particular writer could have been referred to his own metropolitan galtimore |

papers. Even to the head of the ZPericins Sta'be hospcltal, an identification the FBI made
availsble a decade ago along with the Pramell medical history end estlma‘bed““ gy

I am not indulging in f:.gures of s;peech ané. I am not %aking time to consnlt the f:.le

, caused
I stopped keeping on Trapnell. My recollection 5.8 that the last tragedy he

the daughter of the wimmm woman who I bel:.eva lost her life :Ln an ea.rlier '

to spring Tramell by air, was about last

Besides the deaths Yo which I refer assoc sted with Tramell on the publi

records are hicjacking and lcx.dnappd.ug’ -
-Prairaey indeed! ‘
I am conjecturing in saying $hat there have to be other and withheld FEI ‘
besides ,"those the existence of wh:u.ch 1 indicate by reference to the 94 and
“held fiies. However, I believe it is as reasomable as conjectures can be to bel
‘when a previomsly trusted and ampiy assisted é.-ycophant' like Epstein exposes ﬂaat
describes as a bop FAI Soviet informant, whether or not his representatiens ave i
' and whether or not it is the now febled Schevehenko, the FEL mist have some relov
Moreove:c* with the abundant and un.h::.dden evzdence that Angleton and assoe
Epstein around and caused a rewri’cmg and m—focusing of his book and all the
attention it reoeived, and when the net result is a serious accusation that- tha FBI failed -
miserably w:Lth regard o Oswald and with regard ‘to the assassination mvestigatim, it is
' mposs:nble to believe that there is no single relevent piees of FBI paper.
1 4ntend this appeal in the broadest possible sense, in‘bend it to apply to the general

releases and my requests/ suits for field off:.ce records and my ignored request and ignored

‘ '-f‘f: = appee.l from denial for copies of the 1nformat:1.on given to Epstem.

Because the same kind of information remamsﬂm.thheld and ramaiﬁ.smthheld fafter your i

o testimony in Geds 75-1996 I am asking my counsel to call this matter to the attent:.onof :




the Court in that case. -
A hasty check of my file shows that I last wrote you about this last September, long |

after writing you earlier, more than a year agoe - ,

In this file I found the attached copy of the ,'(.obniterate&) D nemo to FEIFOIA
referring to my earlier and also relevant Noéuénkdbfeq:vaesit;‘ wi'ﬁiwh:.ch to date I have no ;
compliance at alls } ’ (el | : Lo

The records referred to are, to the best cf my recollec‘tlen, sﬁ.ll withheld = after
more than a yeare I also appeal the withholding of the names, if I have no earliery

I believe all of this is relevant to ey unm;t Privacy Ac¢t request, anothﬁr appeal
on wh:x.ch you have not yet actedy ‘ |

I would also like to bel:.eve that you and others in the Department will be as hard put
to f:.nd a reasonable explanation for all of this as I ame With all my prior experieme I
find it inconceiveable that at the very time the FEI was alleging to a Court, as :i.t dida

in Cede 75~1996, that complying with my requests was burdensome and it cou:ld

court suggested, assign personnel to comply a decade after my initial requests, { . was

assigning all this = higher-level personnel putside of FOIA and going to allthis wtm

troutile for a known sycophant - with its only legal concern the FOIA! (I have only now found

a few pages of the 6/30/77 transcript I copied in Cods 75-1996 and if you doubtnw Tepresatie
tation of the Department's representations to the Court I'11 provide copiess I also maée the
Same reqiest of the FBI after the “’ourt suggested it and instead it refuse@. n faet it
sent Operation Onslaught ggents back. to f:Leld assignments not to hasten overdue compliance
in that cases) | _

There are other FEL records 1 have not attached. I recall one in which the former CIA
expert Raymond Rocca, anf Angeltonian who left with him and & liaison with the Warren

Commission. sctually wrote the FEI encouraging it to help Epsteim, While it is not relevant

to a;n appeal from FBI denial it does reflect the predominating official attitude and it

’ .d.ees reflect the fact that thnse of political preconcpetion d:n.d prcm.de infomation still
‘_.jfmthheld from me under FOIA. '




