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9/9/79
Congressman Dom Edwards
Bouse of Raprosontatives
Washington, D.Ce
Daa:v”on.

'i‘haﬂmforyourhttﬂr.

Porhapa the enclosed carbons mesy be of interest,

Haxk 15 ark allen, who has Just beqm Mis thixd year at the niversity of
Virgiria Daw School. ek

He handled hs case pro =e,

Ir an earlier letter T asked Wn to mond you the evidence of what I beddebe
is false swesring in asserting a national security claim.

If you have any interest in the CTA's King records %o which I refer in the
lotterioaobﬁm you sye walcome to copies,

In them the CTA attests that undor the emended Act 4t iz required to withhold,
to protect "national securdty,"™ the kind of information 1%t disclosed voluntarily
bef'ore you people amended the dct in 1974, I have many cases of thise

If any of thesc pecple is ever nailed for false sweaying it would do & lot
of good and the cases of 1% are awarous.

Best wishes,



Fr. Timothy Rokdnaon 7627 014 Receiver Road

Newsroom Frederick, Hd, 21701
Washington Fest 9/9/79
1150 15 St., MW

Washington, D,0. 20005
Dear “r, Rohinsen,
lﬁerwwtm-mmug'amwwuuwmthmmofmnmu
mmdihmmh.muthtigaw%rwﬁmmmmm
obtained tiem in C.A. T7-1997.
Mmmtofﬂnmtuudmﬂbodhthamhm%lw.m:mm
Mmm'u%mw'mm
What I gavo oorge is of this nature. “t involved a clear CIA reécognition that
1tlpolitionlopemﬁ.onammagalmditsoonﬁmﬁmofmmofadnmsﬂc
informant after he refused to be tmmed over to the FRI, (Below his mik solf-estimate.)
Gndh:mmﬂntthcreistintlﬂidmtmthttlnoﬁndmmhm&nsdm
as you xeport for all persons. - K
Tho clains for adnitted withhold'range from the lulicrous and spurious o false
swearinyg, accopt ed by the court,
mwwhntlmmmamgeammtobetheﬁmaﬁnngyou'dﬂnd
mnm'nm-mmumplahemhoﬂl.hillaforcloﬂﬂ.ngxmnhnaa.
calling cards with notes on them, etc.
mmeiWidamiMofﬂarM.Imtemmtmmmt
an ansver. Nasning Herblock,
Msmdm«hmhfmthnappadsmm.Atthediatrictlevelitm
m*mJo&maitL&mwmmm.omegmwdm-
muntwithmtorhltwtuindhmhudcfmayﬂngmyﬂﬂng.aomtter!nw:ln—
eredible, trovided by the smecutive agencies,
mnM'aufumtmthmddmtJomm&mbonmder.ﬁm
mmhdmdurmnitmmmoktommrmuthmmﬁwdfm
Honppemﬁohnwhaumofmminmmmdmmwmimmum
view.
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Sincerely,

?am:m Wetsborg




Dear Mark, 9/9/19

In your FOIA sudit you seek but a single record from the CIA, From their briefing
and oral argument before the district oourt their brief to the appeals cowrt procents
no special problems, Their 12 roguest for an extension of time, therelore, would
appear to be for a reason not directly comnected with your case,

I $hink there is a good likelihood that in thelast minube they'll moot by aiving
you that record of a version with fewer expurgations.

But ticy don'*t dare do this witk the sifuation in my Cads 75~1448, vhich is back
before the district court for an awnrd of attorbey's feee.

You may not recall it but the day thofR/8#8e was due they gave mo the Warren
Conmission executive seesion tremseripts of 1/21 and 6/25/64 and then moved to moot.

They explained this Ly alleging the ercasiouns of tlve sad declasaif{icaticns for
the bouss Sslact Comcittee on Asemssinstions,

xmxmmmmmmmmmunmnmm
eripta that was subject to clapgification to begin with and nothing in them that the
H3CA used. Fore, the Cli's witness specified that he took the assignment with the
explicit wmderstanding that be would not tootify to substence and would restrict himeelf
to the treatment of Nosenko, Nosenko's tremtmont wes unlnown to the Warren Com-ission
and is not mentioned in the transcripts.

dotually, throughput the cese I did much more thag this in unrebutted and detailed
affidavita.

There wes a tiue wher the zpreals court trisd to rogh our brief, what within ry
experdence and Yin's was exceptional. Itmznpomuo for us. This was either just
bcfmorntﬂmﬂmhmlnv.wmrmmmn.hthwm
looking for tihe idnd of rocoxd I had in 1448,

Our argurent before Rebincon on sttraney's fess, in which how we got the two
trenscripts is relevant, if now due again. Jinwae wes foreed to ask for extensions of
time because he was 111 and they had had to because the CIA's staff counsel was away.
These coincide with the CIi's requests for extensions in your case.

I think the last thing ¢he CLi wents ig to pull the same triok before the ppresla
court before Kobinson decides in my case. Remember, there are two previous and similar
cases with me, the 1/22 and 1/27 trenscripts, both iuproperly classified and both given
to me under stmmnge circunstances after prolonged refusals.

me.ﬂohwmtmmumththmmwmlﬁeﬁhadjmrlﬂm.
I discussed this with i yesterday.

We intend to try to depose some of these veople. I expect an affidavit from Jerry.
Some time ago, when he wes working on a story for HNow Timeg, I suggested that he speak
to Dooley, who had retired frou the CIA but was in on the original phoney classifications.




Dolley actually cen of? at the mouth and told Jerry that tlere wae nothing classifiable
in the irenscripts, that the CI4 just didn't wgnt them svailsble for a while, and that
eventuslly they would be declassified.

With regard to the 1/22 transcript, which I got at the last minute before I'd have
filoddk sudt, I've just looeted the reasou for thist the FEL told GSA there was nothing
classifiatlo in it. (Ibe FEI did not dare get involved in litigation on it from its
content. )

You can see what will hapren if we can depose these people end ask them what IX was
claacified and what why, There is nothing classifisble in eny of them and virtually
all thair content was within the public dosain in any event.

There also appears to be some mandpulation to get these cases before John lewis
Smith, who is indifferent to everything except rubber-stamping whatcver the FEI and
CIA want and has as much as said so in & transcript I have, snother's case. Pratt
poens to have worked this out. I have sn identical situation in C.d. 75-0249, wheze
I eetually proved with the PII's owmn recomd that everything withheld s clascified was
within the public domain, Pratt was 4n charge of assignnment of cases, he has actually
boasted of his pertisanship in favor of the FEI and he is still burning over what I
did to him in C.4. T5-226, where this partisanship was whiddea. (I belisve but wili
asver Le ebls to prove that the FEI did the "ressavch" for Mn vhere he woat ouiside
the courtfirecord 4n s opinion=end I tore all of that up, t0o, in an uncontested
affidavit,)

S0, while the apgencies have been getting away with all these dirty tricks because
they feur erbarmasument end tecanse it is a part of thedr gampalm againet the Act =nd
requostors, whe they seak to waste, they may also see & day of reckoning now in some
of the appeals.

I thereo’re believe that they ere anxious to avoid confronting Robinson with
a simdlar effort to moot your omse while mine is befure him,

S0 plagse do whet you can 4o livdé the time thoy can waste on you on appesl,

ind 4f and vhen they give you the record, file for attomey's fees and if you are
refused, litigate that. They can't defend the withhodding of the record you seak.

¥We haven't been able 4o prevent abuse of the Act but maybe we can now help
defend 4t froum officiel atiack snd efforts to woesiten it.

Bost wishes,

#arold Welsberg




