Jdi: Bresson's Fula affidavif in U4 79=1171, RAosenberg cse — genersl and specfic comments
for tuew if you eicct and for su, especiaily if as I sug.est, you rveserve then
for the same judge in Ua 75-1996. (Bresson'e 9/25/75, thord affidavit.}

This coula ve mhyining froo a completely truthful statement as it relstes to
thiz case, which I very much doubt, to & aplete deception, whien 1 slpo doubt. I
think it wost likely that in bowweon there im devespticn end that it can be dotected from
careful reaalng oi ihe exact lanwunge, baybe not al. but enougsh,

Skore is evesive lsngunge but there ic no erriaiaty that in some cases it .s no
zore than ¥2l zrose; o style devaloped over the yewrs to protec: the ¥BI no wutter what
aad to lead others suiray, Luz of the wuinor clues iz ihe use of conditional yather than
present, whieh ir repested. anothor is s lisdtation ot FBI headquarters files only and
of these to what is on index cards only, From this affidavit one would never drear thai
th. computer ha: veen inventeds or that the Fil wants to have all of everyons else's
feed intoe ivs. (I hewve s redisentary Piles on tids. I thick the elips arc encugh. It
ig Lnta Banics, under 81,

It is possible to resd thins afficevi? and net have the slightest fdes what &7
any sublect headings there sre, were or could be. The cospotence of the"elassified?

o2 trainings or renk isn’t sven muyzpested, L% 14t could be an apprentles andtor ang
from cnmes I onn cite he ahould nover go hizher in the ¥BI,

Inore ion't any indication of iy PBI field office filess on the case, se most
serisinly tnerc were, or of auy cieciins of tnem. In faet, this afiidavit precludes that,
Yet we snow of cases where filvs were wept out of Hy, Uthers of that vere destroyed.
Hot just the us-ald note. do reference to any FBI agoat's notes - and they were or were
not destroyed, ms ¢« case may be. That they were commonly destroved is under sath
in the darren transeripiz of iesticony. iic reference to anyihing that n ed ilead %o
stlentific tests, und there were moce in this ease and certainly should have baen.
Ther: @ould, from this affidavit (and I'm mot su.gesting this is the actuality) be s
Tile 100 time: the eime of what is adsitted under "atom bomb.” All this saye is that
what is on camis in the FBI WY gnlyam and prover nemes only Bolds & reference %o
doswienta. (Suppose for sxample that there were a separate system once the Internal
Security Division was set up and some were transferred?)

I have mrac uobes as I read, in the mavgin, I cau.-:‘t typr them 531 ap now but 1
can probably at s lster dads, if nocoscary, reoall Sxsx encugh Toon them, {Haiter of
facy, I think some ™intcrnal socurity” matters wers trunsfawrei out of By and into wifl.;

as 1 relates to subjects (ana 1 ses no refersuce to the mttsching of such s list
if FiI subject headings) tide is not even a good joke. I think we or Perling =m can make
the pointg effect vely and dramatically with the (irst few neges of the ¥arren Co-nimsion's
Ligt of Basic Source saterisls. I have it. I theink there arve pluces whers thore sre
three or more continuous pages where the Fil's subject for the JFK assassivation is.
given as Lee lirvey Oewalds Internal Security (I think uneomenly); Russis ar USSR;
Cubs. 4nd in not one of thesc cases or anyd that I csn now recsll is the -min sukjeat,
JFK assassination or the subsidiary subject, #eport to the Warrem Comcimsion, gwer given.
in no gingldecase do I reanll any subjeot hiading that indizstos the neture of %he report.
o -+3% indicates it the FBI may not because the list was not nade up by FBL.)

it could be much fun on this yuestion of reirieval and Breeson's ana sirdlar afti-
davits to hand 8 copy of ihe Damie List to one on the stand smd ssk for a2 rersance in it
to the JFi assassination, eice 4and once sguin no iwdication tret aunvone in charge oi the
files wes consuiied, anyone <ith firstehand knowledge, Beesson limits what he checked mnd
limits his affidavit to that, Kemember Kilty - and not frazies? =



