Dear Jim, 3/5/18

To ke able to give you something besides copies of McCreight's 3/2/78 w. attachments
I got up earlier than my usual early tids a.n., Sunday or no Sunday, I did not particularly
like hearing the WiC announcer give the time at 4 a.m. after I was harnesoed up, dressed
and shaving. dut a foreign TV erevw iz coming for supper and conferring aftervard, I'm to
get $200 for that, the farsesst is for a warmer afte noon, and I have ng choice if I'm to
get any mor: dictating done today.

The weather has given me much work on the one hand and considerable satisfaction on
the other. It takes a great amount of {ime %o cope with it. Much of yezterday was taken
up with shovelling snow. I'm delighted to find that I waa able to do as much as I did,
However, if takes mor +ime than the mere act of shovelling, My physicel capabilities
have improved +o the point vhere I stop not from fatigue but from numbness, th limited
circulation being reduced by tha* much by the moderate cold. Gddves and extrs pairs of
thick socks do not deter it,

While you were away we had an &-inch snows Half the lana was still coates with ice
before it fell, Then at night, after I had spent much of Fridat shovelling and had cleared
all around the house, it drifted and we were snovwed in again. This also means that those
who have to come to see 1il this time of the year were hlocked out,

Unless it drfited again during the night my lane work today will be on the ice again.
If as I expect there is a good sun and the temperatursc wets up to freezing or higher 7'11
be uble tu ohop more of the ice out and shovel it away. There is no alternative. The
situation was so bad Yesterday worning Ldl ﬂhoned around to see if we could have someone
cowe in with a snow blower. The only one rearby was occupled clearing the approach to a
cemetery and a gravesight for a funeral.

4 tractor going along the road before it was cle:ured by the county skidded and damaged
ny new battlechip steel mailbex! I'1l have to have the welder come with portable exuipment
to repair it, probably make a new door for it. But this illustrates why it is nocessary
for me to keep vworking on the ice because people, ineluding & high percentage of women,
come to see “il. I must make it as safe for them as I can, not assume all are ex Jerienced
in driving wnder such adverse conditions,

The judge and the LJ reople may not understand it but I have apent an inordinate
amount of time just preserving access and trying to make it as safe ms I can for people
to use our lane, which is as long as a football field., We have had nine or tun snow storms,
more here than down there, and it gots a little colder hers. The lane is shaded by pines
Bo it thaws less readily. For s total of about two woels we could not get a car in or out.
I had a friend come and take me to and from the lab for blood-testing, waliing to and
from the road. (The test was off last week and the doctor reduced the anti-coagulent
because he was concerned that it was getting ton thin. But the last test was back where
he wants it.)

This is in case you get some flak over Wy progress ant tp explain that what I'11
glve you will probably be unread, uncorrected. 4Aa soon as lil is awake I'11 £0 out and
se2 if we have the bunday paper, inspect the condition of the lane, and then get +o
dictating until the sun is up enough for tackling the ice again.

McCreightds 3/2/78 is the first I recall in which there is no claiu to exemption.

However, with it he sent me four records all of which should have been provided in
FHI HQ compliance. none of which wers and none of which were after I complained about
obvious and unexplained withholding.

Please not that they have not withheld the identification of Paul H, Rothermel, Jr,.,
a8 their sopurce where clearly withholding would have been justified under both (c) and (D).
Now the identical record had been provided earlier, with his name obliterated. The differsnce
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Bay or may not be explained by my havin: twice sent hin copics of =arlier versions I
received,

1 an not &3l that put out that Yaul appeara %, have goue to the FiI aith what I gave
ide. £ Le had asked me 1'd have sgreed. I dou,t lixe the idea of oomcons I trusted doing
this kind of thing behind ny dack and I don't like the wnfaitaful rapresentation of what
I did aad was doing.

I'd had an invitation to g0 see Paul for something like six wonths but had not., ¥
had no occasion to. Until Farewe rdep.I'd been concerned about it since couing acerosss
that disinformaticn trail in bebruary of that year. Frow the ficst the story lacked
credibility. About that Yune Caprisaon gave me one chapter, I read it promptly and wrote
bim imredistely that it was o Takes Hot uutil right alter the alection of 1958 was 1 able
to persusde anyoue con..cted with Yarrieon to let me have the whole thing, Ivon then
sede o copy for ws. ez ou kmow it hus olf H.L.EUnt 23 oze of +he conepirators., And T
wanted Lo Lreak that disinformation opszrete up. Sp I then for the first time had reason
to accept Faul's invitation, and I did,

(Here I not the fidelity of tho NO #O references to Ivon and Loisel, While they
were " arrison inveptigators" tids foruulzation amcunts a deliberate fisld oftdcs min-
lseding of FLI B4, ALLIT of Yarrison's invustigators except one, Boxley/Wood, the former
CIA man, vere all regular members of the N.0. police department, Not only is this not
reflected in th. report - but I wae informing the NO D about this threat againat
Garrison when I informed lvon. I knew from the conditfions of the call to tape it and I
di d. I awkened him as soon as that conversation was over, ho got up and came to the motel
and listensd to the tape and agreed it was a thheat to be teken seriously, I add also
that Hood nevar spoke to me a secend time, He left word with the Di's switchbeard that
they had iaformed Slbequerque and raybe HOFD, They never did what San ranciseo, also
inforned, recoummunded, speak to me and learn all I could Bay. And I don't think I expressed
any fear for myself. I am not aware of any reason why I should have,)

While I'm off on this I may an well junp ahesd snd inform you more.

iy spurce wasr “arv “argan, not any Mafia source of mine or to me. arv then had
the top talk shpw 6n the west coast, with the CBS=owned San Francisco station, % wus
then and ig today areporter, I believe anchor men now with the ABC-1V station there,
KGO, He is5 a thoroughly responsible persen and was then a close friend, I always spent
some time with him and his wife Judy and their attractive little boy “ike whenever I was
in t e B.I', arca, His soures was unkrvion to me, Parv had spent some hours cuestioning
his rource before calling me. First hs called Lil and then called me, after loarning
where I was. His source was Richard liye, who I later came to kmow, Harv had the whole
story checked out by what I think is called the “alifornia Bureay of Investigation, a
state police agency. When I asked Art “evin to check because the person to whom this all
was attributed was connected with a southern Calif, Mafia family Art's police sources
came back with confirmation, too, I'm sure that “oisel's call to the FBL, probably to
an agent he knew, wa: prompted by my getting further details and &lving them to hig., The
adédress, which I do recall, is ons. Lhere are others 1 recall that the MBI doesnot repeat.
Hote that Uan ¥gurncisco FEI confirus the address ag s Mafig address. lote also that this
could mean a clever dbsinforwation operation, possibly by those who hed accurate info,
about the Mafia. As you kunow I have never suspected any Mafia involvement in the JVK
asasasgination. But Garrison suspected the entire world, including it, and the other nuts
arowwd him did theorize Hafia. That word undoubtedly did get around, providing wotive for
such a disinformation operation or distraction or attempt at intimidation, whatever it was,.

Badie tn MeCreight and the attachment to the form, He says that "The liew Yrleans Field
Office h.s ndviced ¥BI Headquartera that these docuncnts constitute all records identifiable
with you in the files of that o fice." This is false. I know or other records ani have
mroof in my possession,

Note first of all that there is no 190-34-1 provided. First is Serial 2,
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My letter of January 28,1978 is referred to but not inclu'ed. There is no Serial
Bumbor on the 2/3/78 response, which 1 evasive in saying "The~c has been no attemptby
tids office to apply any 'limit' to your request." The F0's Serfal 3 in the second para=
graph does include stich a "limit": There are two main files..." Hy request waa limited
by the NO FO to whateve: may be "main files," in tnis case I take it J¥'K and MLK onlir.

In his second puragraph belreisht says what is ambiguoun:z"A1. ,f}‘}{ John F, Konnedy
Agsegeination investigation docunents and Furldn investigation decumonts ar: dupliocates
of documents yrovided to you thrpugh the release of FBL Esadguarters files pertaining
to the Joln ¥. Hennedy Assassination investigation and the rurldn investigation,"

However thiy is taken it is false. With regard to beth sssessinations and both
invoetigationss This means thet will a2l1 elemebts, including me, the reaponce is talse,

1t is clearly meant to make a record that 1 have been given all PBIEY docluments
relatiug Lo the JPK and durkin investigations. With regard to the latter st the very
least 4 hwave not been given ali because of withhoidingss With regard to JFK I have not
beva given the [irst 40,001 released becausw the identical deception was practised on
Judge Gesell, thut full complisace was eflectuated, with all my requests, within the
second relrase of about 58,000 pages.

1t is further false to state that all the filed orfice files are no more than dupli-
cates of da Tiles. With lurkdn we have hundreds of pages of proofs ol this anu «e have
testivony that wost files are in FO, bot in Ny cabinets. we have records frosm & number
of ¥ls that are not ia HQ files for furtler proof.

Hhat this bpils down to is that if there are 64 pages provided = and I'm not count-
ing to determine - that is the one truthful representation in MeCreight's letter.

If after giving you what 4 note in what wae provided I do not consult my letter to
the KO I'O remind me to check to see if they responded on more thun the afia threat.

¥eMahon's 2/3/78, par.2, dyes not state that I have all NO FO Murkin recoris.
It gwitches from that to their records "goncerning you," or me.

Some of the ¥0's have wewritien ths request in the manner this sugziests, records
relatin; to me and limited to the King assassination.

197=-1=1, also filed in 157-10673 Murkin, has noted "copy of request to 66-2835."
66=iministrative matters. (The indtials on it ar. not those of Clifford Andersom, who
executed the affidavit, identification illegible on it, number idsntification.)

This record shows that we should expect the gdentical record from each nf the FOs.,
Atlanta, Birmingham, log Angeles, Washinagton, Chicapo and Sy. “ouls. None +n date.

Page 2, line 5, uses t.ese words,"all main files identifiable with furidin,” This
limite to thes one file, liurkin, t does not say all records rz=lating to the Mg asuassie-
nation, for exauple, It limits also to whatever is weant my "main files." It limits
further to indices to this one Hurkin file vhen there arc other rslevant files. A1l
subsequent words are limited by these.

Where there are duplications encountered and I said I wanted the duplicate copius
(for my own reasons, which include the leads they provide on non-compliance and being
able to prove non-compliance) these instructions say that with what was sent to or from
H{ or MFO not to send unleas there is "a substantive, pertinent notation - other than
an administrative type directive from a superviscr to an agent - that would not apiear on
the FBIH( or Memphis copy."

This permits auy FC to decide for me wint I regard as substantive or pertinent. Any-
thing they don't want to let me have or can be ewbarrassing they merely call not sube
gtantive or not pertinent. And the notes to agents can be important and can relate very
much to what is withheld.



This is all eerefully folloued in the offidsvits. Thers waz a revisiun ordered by
phone. A hasty cowparison indicates retyuing and the adiition of & comsa, which dees not
elimicate the unclarity. I ve not wade a word-hy=word check,

Un the copy I'll have with .e the affidavit is merked up to indica%e the method
of fazllitating iV wot of efleciuating cvesicn and non-complisnce gudud ruprossnted aas
sworn cuaupliunce,

Fatthews and FBL BQ did not mercly tell tha Fls that they were to couply fully and
to execute a firgt-person afliduvit on coupliance.

Similar lisitations arc imposed upon “hicago and St. ,ouis with respect to the Rays,
"only" those "exhibits as 1=4s, in the HUBKLH files..." followsd by the sams added 1iimd te
ations on "substantive, pertinent notations.™

'
Thus we have no rocorda on any Ikind of survedllance ang black-bug jobs ecnl thore
were sueh, deanite the contrived anpcarance that *hore vere not.)

The instructions that "one agente.. should subuwit an affidavit" doss not state that
thie pgent has to kmow what he ultests to. It does everything but ordar that one with
first=percon kaowledgs not execute the affidavit.

lhere is a duplicate copy on which the {ile number is illegible.

147-1-2 refers to Butel to “emphis of 7/T7{77 and to other F0s o 8/10/77. They ura
not attached in this batch. I do not racall 4f we raceived the 7/7/77 fron Hy or W0, This
ons anthorizes other than a first-person affidavit "excculed by the Jpecial Arent gujor-
Vising (my enplae) eserecuested indiecsa senrch anl Fil- revie.,."

Two copies, bovh parked with the single fille designation, cax: provided. One is
sigmed by Anderson, the other isn't.

Hi's Torm affidavit i= next. ¥4 is followed by 197=1=3, 8/29/77 N0 Mrtel forwarding
affidavit, While the TT zivia: insctructions says the records ance the afiidavits are to
be sent in time for compliance under the stipulatea date this does not report that LO FO
sent the records azlong with the affidavidt. (Did thoy attest to conipliance yprior to the
coupletion of the gaarch? and how do we know that HY provided all that the FOs sent to
HQ? ALl the firm affidevit atéssts to, 1f it does thet, da the forwarding of records to

Hda .t does not and cannot aitest to whel was providud to e )

This airtel also lists a copy filed under 62-2855, ‘rhis copy was not provided whereas
tuo copies of the prior number were providedes

lext ic the Anderoon affidavit, the one I've marksdup.

&
Next ie 197-1-4, 8/29/T7 Airtel. This onc forwards 713 documents, (Vo we have any
way of kaosdng hoy uuny we received fron TF)

1t states that "Those 1-A exhibits which cannot be xeroxed are listed bslow." What
ia then listed, without a single exc ption, can be zeroxedl.

There is a record of the FD302s that were submitted and perhaps mors information
onk the indexing schewe but there is no mention of the im basis of these “Uds, 1liko the
notes of r'ield agents or the written statements obtained from those interviewed.We have
none of eithar that I recall.

" Tuis etates that Subrile 2 is identical with Subfile 1 save that Zubfile 2 is iidexed.
So Tartingh 1i ed vhon Re spid $the FUs have ne indexes from which thoy can retricve by
nem@ in the 1‘:I.z'.‘_; investigation. You will vemeuwber that I raised this ynestion a number
of tiwes in peracn. (I do not recall whether or not in writing,)

i e duws this explain why we nevar got tise FO files lists from which we were to
gﬁ tell them which ones I wanted copled? It would disclose the lying in HQ to frustrate
‘ compliance, as with the existence of indices the existonce of which Hartingh denied,
(a copy of this one also to 62-2855, not provided, as to Murkin, which was also true of the abov



There is no 197-1-5. Yext is 6. It says "enclosed are original and three copies of
amended affidavit as per FBIHQ telephone call 9/7/77."

If one were to gues, the note on the phone call is 5 and is being withheld not to
diselose what FBI HQ directed.

It appears quite unlikely that the T13 documcnts were processed by the time of
the phone call, a wenk later. If they h:d been then they were delayed about two months
in being given to me. So the affidavit also appears to have been " amended" prior to the
completion of HY processing.

And on this basis alone cannot qualify as an affidavit of compliences (Again copies
in 62-2855 and 157=10673, the Hurkdn 0 file, not providecl.)

The amended affidavit is next.

Neill E. Sdwards sent SAC a memo on 9/21/77 attaching "xerox ey of all 1A envelopes
and & xerox copy of any 1B 'Bulky Sheets" from the NO Murkin file. "erhaps they were
given to me. L don't recall end had no list for checlking.

No mmo*of the call is provided but there is another Airtel after the §econd cgpy
of 197-1=T7. 't is 8 and forwards the copies of the 1-4 envelopes , Items 14 and 147,

Next is your 12/25/7T letter, JFK FOIA requestd, 190-33~1. Notes added include
"open dead file 1-4~78," followed by illegible initials. Another is "Bureau let 1/11/78."
Another seems to be "xerox cos sent." The Bureau letter is not provided nor are coples
of records of phone conversations reported in ddendum to 190-33-2, which is next. Lt is
their copy of their 1/4/78 letter to you. The conversations .ere with Sackwith on 1/3 and
HeCreight on 1/4/78.

What is next is not with any covering letter of any lkind or airtel, memo, ete. It
is a NO TT to HQ of 5/16/67, 89~69-3066.

This one shows that they have Garrison indexed. ( 1) It recounts a news item by TT.
Ferrie a d Shaw are in our request, I bclieve. Indexed. No privacy considerations— both
unmarried and both dead.)

89-69-3616, about me and my telling them of the Mafia threat vs. Garrison. Addressed
earlier and separately. This record was not provided by HQ and is %o be provided by Dallas.
Ditto for 89-69=3607, from SF. It should provide this and related records. - ‘
B89-69-3837 is another TT on a news story/ It also was sent to Dallas, aw was SF'a, above.
Both should supply copies. Albequerque should have. I believs they cldimed to have nothing.
(This one, by the way, Sal Panzeca apologizgd for. Dymond was scraping the barrel and
dragged me into it for a false allegation. Ea never asked for a aubpoena.)

89-69-3930, Bartes, copy to Dallas and HQ did not supply. Ditto for 3929, which
is in reverse order. Bartes stuff addressed earlier, separately.

89=69-4333, Rothermel record, only one. Should be more than one. HQ did not supoly.
B89-69A=630, 639, tvo long Gavger-floody siories.

these do not represent all the 4.0. news stories mentioning me. They have or should
have others, I suspect filed eslewhere or by different subjects.

1f Bartes spoke to them it is probable others also did. I spoke to quite a few in
N.0. It is also probable that other informers gnd sources reported on me. These records
can't represent all tho N.0. FO records mentioning me.
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There is no 197-1-5. “ext is 6. LIt says "enclosed sre original and three copies of
amended effidavit as per FBIHQ telephone call 9/7/77."

If one were to gues, the note on the phone call is 5 and is being withheld not to
disclose what FBI H{ directed.

1t appears quite unlikcly that the 713 documcnts were precesscd by the time of
the phone call, a weck later. If they hod beon then they were delayed aboul two wonths
in being given to ne. So the afiidavit also apiears to have been " amended" prior to the
completion of HQ processing.

And on this basis alone cannot qualify as an affidavit of compliance. (Agoin copies
in 62-2855 and 157-10673, the Murkin NO file, not provided.)

The amended affidavit io ne;t-

leill E. Edwards sent SAC a memo on 9/21/77 attaching “xerox copy of all 14 envelopes
and & xerox copy of any 1B 'Bulky Sheets" from the NO iuriin file. “erhaps they were
glven to me. I don't recall and had no list for checldng.

lio memo of the call is provided but there i1s another Airtel after the ?eoond cgpy
of 197-1=7. “t is B and forwards the copies of the 1-A envelopes , Items 1A and 147,

Next ie your 12/25/77 letter, JFK FOIA requestf, 190-35-1. Hotes added include
"open dead file 1-4-76," followed by illegible initials. Another is "Bureau let 1/11/78,"
Another se=ms to be "xerox cos sent.” The Bureau lotter is not provided nor are copies
of rocords of phone conversations reported in ddendum to 190-33-2, uhich is next. +t is
their copy of their 1/4/78 letter to you. The conversations .ere with “eckwith on 1/3 and
lcCreight on 1/4/78.

What is next is not with any covering letter of any kind or sirtel, memo, etc. I%
im a HO T to HQ of 5/16/67, 89-69-3066,

This one shows that they have Garrison indexed. (page 1) It recounts a news item by 1T,
Ferrie a d Shaw are in our request, I bolieve, Indexed. (Mo privacy considerations—~ both
unmarried and both dead,)

89-069-5616, about we and my telling them of the Mefia threat vs. Garrison. Addressed
earlier and separately. This record was not provided oy HQ and is to Le providad by Dallas.

Ditto for BI-569-3607, from SF, It should provide this and related records.

89-69-2837 is another TT on a news atory/ It also was sent to Dallas, as was 5l''s, above.
Both should supply copies. Albequerque should have. 1 believe they cddimed to have nothing.
(This one, by the way, Sal Panzeca apologlzed for. Uymond was scraping the barrel and
dragged me into it for a false allegation. E.e never aaked for a subpoena.)

B9=69=3930, Bartes, copy to Dallas and HQ did not supply. Ditte for 3925, which
is in reverse order. Sartes stuff addressed earlier, aseparately.

89=-69-4333, Rothermel record, only one., Should bs mor: than one. HQ did not supnly.
39-604-6%0, 639, t.o long Gavzer-ifocdy stiories.

*hese do not represent all the 14,0, news siorles mentioning me. They have or should

have others, 1 suspect filed eslewhere or by difler:nt subjects.

If Bartes spoke to them it is probable others also did. I aspoke to quite a few in
N.0. it is also probable that other informers and sources reported on me. These records
cen't represent all the N.U. PO records mentioning me.



