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En Bane decision, No./1026, Qucided 10/24/T3, “otes on first reading, as read WV 10/28/73
2. 'The use of the word “ocompiled" in the fourth line is not from the couwplaint and
is grosaly in error, apparently deliberately peBause ofnthe language of the exanptions
I d4d not ask for anything that was "gompiled" but for what the FEL prepered itself,
in its own laboratory.

. For did I "argue" that I am a writer. The prejuiice ooozes out before th gets 1A=
into his decision. _ ‘

3, BHo has eliminated the short balanoce of the language of the exemption, which is
relevant in that it would have been navailable to & litigant." .

'rhelmguagehen.ayswhatisnotandcannotboinovidmmpt through the
Willdems affidavit, which makes it the most material thing before this courts %Wa are
satsified that the record before us clearly demonstrates the desired materials” were
part of the investigatory £ilgg compiled by the FEI for & law enforoement purposes,
and, as such, are exempt from 80108ure...." Depending on my memory, aside from“tho
Willdams affidavit the only evidenoe before the court on thds point was J, Edgar oover's
" explicd$ denial of a law enforcement purpoas in his Warren testimony, 5HIOO approxe

 Uder T He starts to write his own Warren feport. The Danaher ,pate, perhaps?
Idnntbeliaveanyotthisinintharooordandiflamrﬁ.@titindingmmm
“gnnc%ootherthanlawbooks.lsthisupome? : .

s footnote 4 os false in several respects.

e did counter the affidavit with Hoover's testigony. I dongt know where he
wsmmienﬂiasmoffactmpmmtad. but 1t can t be in the court below
Rocause the reoord there is that we prondnommmm{omemt purposs through

oover and asked what law was being enforoed, without citation.
- His footnote | on p. 2 is incompleteas an {nventory of what I asked for. Not
clothing in it.
4 Kiaposhdaﬁonofwhathewsuasinsomabody'aminﬂ, also not in the court
records or anything before him, is also wrong, &s & matter of simple fact. With
Ogwald dead, who was the suspect, and even on his terms, what the law~enforcement purpose?
These tests were made later. ,& was pére than a month before they even got Connally's.

In' the last paragrpah he argues as established fact the meaning of the evidenoce
I seoll, There is no evidence anywhere that "ihe assassin's bullets" were fired from
Oswald’s rifle. ‘

5. His citation of more of Hgover arguss against his presumption of Hoover's
mmmmzrnmmmgmtm%ommmuAmMomme
aemdmandeouldinnsﬁ.hatoonlybaoausemheaimt'msaushtto

roquest the Bureau to make special investigations."

Therenot only is no evidence that the State of Toxas did not ask help-they
withheld the evidemoe, wanted it thexselves, snd it is my mderstanding they never
could get 1t back

" S0, as another possibility I'd argue under 35(a) FRAp that this qualifies, the
gross misrepresantation of fact based upon whioh the decision is made, fact not in
evidence, not asked fore ‘

The purpose of the investigation is explicit here, to "“prepare a peport vwhich we
submitted to the “ttorney “eneral for transmission to the President." ~oover qualifies
as an experty Danaher does not. N

" What rebevance is there in the "magnitude” of the investigation. s purpose only
is relevant. "

His footnote 6 refers to the creation of the Werren Commission, it explicitly

I do think that as a matter of law he has to be hit here. On law enforce~

although I have never u ed this evidenoce. That, in fact, i3 why the Commission had to
siege the case, to be sure tocontrol the:outcome. .
I think that on thia we should comb tho Report, for I think it also says no law
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I dongt have time to do this now and it need not be done thds instant, but it is in
the very early part, as I recall it,

2 The top here and the page before reminds me: if there was this law-enforcement
purpose ho attributes to the FBI via tho “allas police, where is the prouf that what
1 geck was ever treansmitted to them., “t 18 lacking and it does not exist. 4¢ never
happened. If they had that purpose, they had emple time to fulf$ll it. They sent only
the inadmissdble, peraphrases. '

His footnote 7 says, unless it means nothing, that under the law not only Oswald
but any subseguent socused is not a “party”. Can this posuibly be? If so, lota of people
better start worrying!

But here again, im saying that "We deem it demonstrated beyond ture® that

these "wire compiled for law enforvement purposes,” he depends 1 or ¥{lliams or
hwat ho has elected to manufacture that is not lagally and properly before the courty
puhmmmymmd&umﬁonormommtommmmdﬂwd
about the orine. we runs on and on about the perjurt hers, maiin. it over and over
amaintheoentmlinxm.thavearmndtrcmthenrstwouldbethecase.

His footnote B oftation is interest here because it really addresses all his

bluster the way he doosngt wantx' in oamers examinstion was directed, exactly as
Kaufman said could bs, to determine whether as a matter of fact this was a laweenforoe-
nent file.

¥he language of the oitation from the Semate “sport is wrong and out of context,
I oould blow their minds by taking in only those FBI reports I have that I have not
yot readl They are no t and they do not have %o ve seoret enc they asre regularly
produced in courts. There are even laws requiring it.

7  ®itation of Hayes® this looks forward to prosecution after the completion of the
investigation, doos it not? And his Ltaliciming of what this is not also is important,
which I addressed carlier in saying we should fo into the completely non-secret
nature of the speotro. NOTHING would or could be revealled about anything except that
the government pulled a fraud —or told the truth. Mo other issue is by eny remote
oxtension involved. And there is no evidence bofore him on which to base this, "¢
could not be becasuse it would be 50 completely fraudulente The names of people are
as irrelevant as anything can be. This is 80 great an ocutrage that after tikis iomediate
is over, we should see if some writer oould get interested. But again, it mekes Williams
even more important. :

" Whie bastard oan & oven olte the purposes of the law without bias. 1t was for
maximm possible disciosure. :

8 x‘acmngetthoaworl:stx'ouxea,w.‘ut;uz'whoo@a.x(es if and where he says that Congress!'
congern was overx adverthiing rather than the integrity of governument and its word.
()(§ﬂmmmhdhmrhemobseatf:mﬁmwmthehmsqysabout
a)l3

His asterisk footnote here ajgxk again is not based on what is in evldenceor what
is even fact. There in not “investigatory techniques and prooedures” queation here.

Note that he keeps reiterating the non-existent law-enforosment purpose. This is
a work of propagenda in which the judge writing the decision propegandises his colleaguss
forst and then everyons else,

The more I read this the more I beldeve that for the perjury and its subornation
I have a cauwe for the damage it did me.

I would also sug est that others might want to pay close attention to the use
he makes of the language describing the spectro and thus what he says is exsmpt. I
would expect those who al; fear the light of day on t eir secret dirtiness will
attompt to exploit this, also is not what I asked fore. I asked for the results. ;
They merely say the "results” are what they describei as "adequately ghou." in the B
testhmony. This is liko saying porno is love. Aside from all of this there is the ‘
question of a pegative speotrop very important and not here shown in any waye




This adds much point to some of what I include in the draft affidavit. It ia important
for me{and the world) to know where there wers g ocopper and lead traces as it is
to know not that there were "similar", for a iead pipe is "eimilér" to a lead bullet,
and the testimony adds up to precisley that. “t says only lead composition, but the
alloys arc numberless and different, meaning not the saume bullet,

There is NO testimony or any other evidence saying what he tries to say here. Or,
why the hell would I be going to alluthis toruble?

His "decigional" erap here reminds me, the Mallford decisign is here jeopardized.
The on}y #decisional process” rests upon his fiotion, law-enforoement purposes

IXx

10 The records cited here are irrelevant in this matter, ere of en entirely dif-
ferent nature then what I seek and there was no such function attributed to or
attributable to what I seek. .t is not even identified in any records as part of the
only oriminal invustigation oi‘ the matter to which they are related, “t has an
entirely different, in fact contradictory, file identification, as I recall it. It
is not part of State of Texns v, Lee Harvey Oswald, was not asked by the #allas
polioa, which has its own crime lab. (I think State's Rights is & not irrelevant
argunent here or in this sense.) This has nothing remotely to do with what he has
dredged up from some legal mwsx sewer, "aoquire,collsct, classify end preserve
identification, oriminal identification, crime and other records,” Uniquely, what I
seek fits none of what I believe he found in no evidenos or pleading befors him, but
on this I may be wrong. I don,t remember it. I think I'd have hollered if I saw it.
Ror is there what he then fo s this with, the duty to "exchange such records with®
for there is absolutely nothing reciprooal about the use or the possible use of what
I seek. In addition, those like the State of “‘assassuchetts and the ACLU should be
alerted to this language. It amounts, as I see it, to a judicial senction for the
building of blacklists, especially political. Hence it is a complete fabrication to
conclude "So it was that the Bureau collaborated with the Dallas police.”

His footnote strikes me as also irrelevant., Howevey, because this seems so
logioalandiabaaeduponhs.nrmving@omintoallkindofdriwelmtnomnﬁ.onof
vhat a spectro is,can be or can be used for, I think his intent is delibderately

naiter, really to work this into a repressive decision. Add his fabrication of

"campdled” in connection with a text, perhaps the point I think I see may be more clearly '

hig intent. _ o

Am I wrong in think that the 1964 lavw he cites can’t be applicable to my request
for 1063 material and in the belief that this law had to be appsed because no such
thing was applioable at the time in question in this sction? In any event, is it
not also utterly irrelevent, that thore is no such exchange that is a) visualimed
or possible undc.r the later law and b) can inolude this sui generis test? In the
senge of the information I think, not the science,

11 What the hekl doea all this Bureau propaganda have to do with a suit or a
decision? Is he arguing for & larger appropriation? The "daily aotivity" is meaning-
less hore. Nop can this be desaribed as either something thag can be “disseminated to
other Federal, state and looal agencies" under the current work load or as one of
“4tems of criminal intelligencu." ‘ ' ' g

Perhaps there is an argument here. it canoellation of the arrangements in the
law enacted later foliows disclosures, well, this was "disclosed” in the sense of
published by Jesse Curry, in ths form of Hoover's paraphrese. Bo motion followeds =
What he describes with the italioized “"unthinkable", the "criminal investigatory files,
48 neither what I seek nor what is at issua, I have not asked for anything from them
or of that description. But what he describes as "mnﬁm&}g" is also the practise,
and some have been made availeblo to me, (ake "some parson®

Our basis is not that we are entitled to this as a matter of law because it was
not s federal crime to off JFK but because as & matter of law it is not what he calls
it and as a matter of law is not encompassed in any of tie exemptions, This is a
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It is havd to take his constant and deliberate misrepresentation, but especially
when without citation (indeed, it does not exist for what is at issue) he profosses
no doubt at all about what wa in Congress' mind.

12  But if the Congress meant what he claims, why would they have used the labguage
of this egemption? Why dié they not just say investigatory files and give them all
blanket imnmity? Or permit the agencies to dump everything in a file they call
investigatory and get bianket immunity for 1 of their papex?

And what does all this jas about prosecution have to do with the regults of a
simple, scientific test for which there can be no law-enforcement purpose if the
claims made for it are genuine, Oswald is that dead. And he makes the claim that
Ogwald alone is the ordminale Can it be argued that if he is correct in all the
irrelevant he brought in, then there can be no future law enforfement purpose? Or
has he taken it far pest that?

I am lost in the next citation, What is relevant to any investigatdon of the
adequaoy of execution of laws in & non-secret solentific test the results of which they
olaintlwyhavepuhlished?ﬁowoanheolmthoyhavemcompohnoebasodonthia?

Ditto with tne next peragrpah about prosecutorial function. Irrelevent.

Iy

13 Sure Congress didn t intent not to prescribe 1';110 right to not disclose ¥in
certain proscribed olassification.” This simply isn ¢ one of them. 4t did presoribe
them end he is torturing all kinds of crap in to make it seem liko oune. (Wonder if
it really was his rifle?) Saue with specifically emempt. For is &b national defense.
14 How the hell can he (of course he dgep) drag security clasifioations into this?

1t 1s pretty wild when he says "There was to be no room for chalienge, no
*balancing funoction', no in cumere inspection.” He cites a decision that says there
ig to determine that the claim to exemption is justified. But I sug.est that this
may have the widest upplication am Nixons especially and any DJ will seck to misuse it.
I don t know law end decisions, but I think he has this in in a way that does ot
1imit™it to Hipk.

Does not the next to the last parsgroagh require that the disirict court require
that 1% know the contents 4f it is to decide “that disclosure is not required?" Suppose
they took a sheet of music from a file and called it "investigatory” because someane
had put 4t in that file? However, this again means Willisms has the meaning and effect
that require attack as perjurious.

15 Hefore and at the top of this page, the interpretation of Boan# is, I think,
very importent. I think it means and I am sure it will be interpreted to mean that he
can be 100/ wrong end that he can have no reason at ell or he osh decide in open
defiance of the lawe

Fobtnote 15. This is pretty farout. It is & part of the package that makes me
think Danaher has set himself to arguing eguinst every posaible line we could take
rather than devoting himeelf to the issues. If the restof what he has claimed is 80,
why bother with this minutee? So, why has he set himself to such ends? If I was not
entitled to the spectro becausc itis part of a Jwe~ecnforcement fils, ismn t that enough
for & judge with the interests of a judge and actin  like a judge? I thifik Danaher has
not hidden the fact that he is a partisan, nit a judge. This could explain his dragging
in all the ireelevances, his minor rewriting of the Warren &eport, even his knowledge
or pretended knowledge of the case, the notein-evidenoe stuff, which is alsc susceptible
of other explanations.

Being a partisan of Houver or the FEI could account for thisg being as reactionary,
as fascisteminded as he scened to be at the hearing also could, But I am not satisfied
that these axglain his seeming interest in the assassinetion, For that 1 have no ready
explanation. “t and his appsrent passion seem out of place,

Porhaps 1 believe that his arguing all the fine points is a peychological self=-
disclosura, that he knows he has done an evil thing and is compelled to pustify it as
much as to mzk his destruction total.
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To do tidis he is strainigiat the meaning of vord, writding a new dictionary. The
language of the oxemption does not require that there have becn a legal action. 14
neither says ror iuplies its It does luply the conditional, that it would be available.
4y algo implies that if there was a ouse, if the participents didn't exercise this
right, others would have it. Its purpose, as I recall, was to protect the information
until the time of use. if I am correct in this, then the very fact that the case was
mooted requires its availability and the only countering argwent would be that the
ease is not moot, that they now claim there are uncaught accomplicese. Or that they
were wrong, which this evidence ocould and I am confident would establish. Pernaps
ﬂak did rewrite this, but unlike what i tkme him to be saying, 1 took the language
4o moan that if it is available to & party it is available to anyone else. Here he moema
to be arguing that it is meant to be available to a party only.

16 As you noted, I au not Nichols, ashe says here! I wonder ho~ the rest could have
parmitied s0 gross un errors It wakes me think they reslly did not participate, Howe
aver, if they did, my God! judges knowing and caring so little about fact. Agein, how
for afieled Dangher rosms! Where does he get all this insanity~ and animus?

Lot me skip back from fottmobe 16 to footnote 15. 1 Lelieve this also should be
studied with oare by competant lawysrs for I believe ik is poscible there will be an
attempt to extend this by the governuent, to guve it wifle applioability, wisuse. As I
vead this, I get the fecling that Denaher is really agsinst the lew in tob and vants
40 do what he can to undo it, If thds is the case, then I would presume that he had
axtra~logal intorcourse with interested parties and, if I ever can file the parallel
sult I sug.osted to you, sure would like to depose him on thia and esk where he got
all tho stuff he has worked in here and used in the oralse. :

Back to 163 the bracketed part at the bottom which 1 now see for the first time
confirms my anelysis. it has two parts, neither relevant, neither in evidence if that
can be sued for what is beforchinm, pore I think he again displays his role as defense
coungel rather than judge. I think we should argue that he departed frow his role,
make a strong, direot ttack on it instead of hine

Now the reference to the regulations does not euncompass this ou two grounds. First
of 8al1 it is not in the Archives, so their regulations are inapplicable. Second of
all, &s 1: rolates to the materials thati vwere tested, the metallic onés are available
for examination, not "withheld from ressarchess as a kmeans of protecting them from
possibly damage." I have actually held some in wy fingers, not merely exsmined them
in cases. loreover, the meference is to something else. I think checking this out
will ehow ne has used materials from another action, my 2569 and used it as it is not
susoeptible of usee In any event, the paper on which the originsl spectro results
were typed are not going to be demaged by xeroxing, which is ell I asked. In practise,
almost none of the evicence of thi. character is withheld., Only the clothing of which
I inow, and of that, only some, JFK's, I have held Osvald s ehirt in my hands, carried
it froa one part of the srchives to another seeking light of different chergoter, end
pawed over it with infinite care, as my memo on the examination will showe t was pot
agninet regulatbons or practise., Moreover, if I remember correctly, he quoteés inoe
completely. lmoting completely would argue my case. Those regulations require as a
eubstitute the providing of copies as close as possible to the original, pictures.

I'd be quite satisfied with pictures of what I meek. BUT, if he is going to take this
line of argument, then what is rclevant and applieable is the statemenis of policy
by the Depertment and by Warren, both of which require maximum not minimum availability.

Thi - again convinces me that Janaher ia out to got the law or out to get me or
out to get anyone questioning the official mssaseination mythology.H e is an Urwellian,

And here again he discloses him need to argue unnecessary amall poigts, that
his real objuctive is a totality of destruotion of the poszibilities of the law,

In order to have my thoughts, for whatever they may be worth, ready for you, I
t up at three a.m. again. At this pojnt I had to go to the bathroom, so I read the
elon dissent through onmce. ‘t fortifies certéin complaints I have made privately
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to you, not personally against you. I have written you separately outline what I regard
as my obliagtion to be even more flexible because much more than my interests now rests
solidly on this litigation. However, I must also learn from these painful experiences.

Butrage that Danaher's decision is, we made it possible. There remains a limit
beyond which men, including judges, will not go. We did not make that limit an inpossibility
for a partisan in robes. We would have if what I had asked be done and was promised
would be done had been. What is incomprehensible to me is that it was not done yithout
my insistence, and I did mo insist at each step, from the moment I first aaw the
Williams affidavit. So, while I feel no less strongly that I must be flexible and sub-
limate porson interest to that of the rost of the country and to other litigants for
other information, I alsc feel even more strongly in two areas! that thi: being my case,
I be oonsulited on what is done and not donej and that prosmises made me be kept. I would
1ike to believe that this is the norm of the law's practise and the custom or lawyers.

If these things had been done, this decision could not have been dared.

1 am dismayed, not flattered, that my non-lawyer's estimates have been so often
validated what happens and the judgements of lawyers opposed to mine invalidated
in court. You know how often this happened in the %ay case, for exsmple, where I did
the first legal memo and where what I said should be done, when it wasn't, was then
asked by the juige. (I have just been sent a alipping from the NITimes 10/11/73, UPI's
account of Bud's 6th Cirouit argusent, and it reads like an exoerpting of my earliest

‘work on the subject.Fhis is not an expression of resentment,) Time after time after
time tjings of this nature happen, I make arrangements for what ouviously must be done,
i1t isn t done, and a long time thereufter we have to go back and pick it up and do 1%,
when we can always under more adverse conditions, Witness your hasty trip to Birmingham,
under the worst oonditicas, when I had arranged for all #f that earlier, under ideal
conditions a such things go.

S0, I have a long record that says my non-lawyer's judgement in these legal matters
of whioh X am part stacks up at least favorably with the records of lawyers. I think that
this added to the fact that the case is mine warrants my simple demands, that I be
adequately oonsulted end that the word given me be kepte. If you want to recall how
inadequately I was consulted on this, I didn't see the complaint until after it was
filed, when I found gross factual error in i%, (Mo offense, but the same thing happened
in Memphis.) Incredidly, once I corrected this error, it was repeated, again showing
that I was not shown the paper filed before it was filed. You know my record of ready
agreemant with what you have found rgasonable. This is not ego=tripping, nor is it
blind inistence upon rights per se. ,t is, rather, than I have knovledge others do not
have, vhich is enough, but I thznkaiso wvalid 4s that I drew upon experiences others
laok, experientes that are relevant in these matters.

Nor do I object to wide consultations with others about doctrine, apmroaches,

« I am all for it. But not without me and in a kind ¢f mense, behind my back,

Vhat I refer to is what * have just leamed from you, not Bud, and for the first time,
what you represent as Bob Smith's interpretation of the aslw-enforcement language. 1 am
NOT sating such things should pot be considered, however invalid I may feel they are. I
am saying that this kind of reasoning in my case should not develop to any serious
point with me in ignorence of it and having no chanoce to argue against it, as I want
to make as apecific as possible, I DO, I have read “aszelon and that fortifies me even
more., I am not ageinat proper withholdinge I have withheld myself what defames and
the government has made readily available. I have withheld it when the titilation
4% would have added to the content of my writing coat possible sales. Some things
should be withheld. However, why the hell castrate our minds by torturing clear language,.
and this langusge is clear enough, as is the intent, a good intent?

bet to try to simplify this. As I read both decisions, if the court had found no A
law~enforcement purpose,l would have won hands down. Even “agzelon became convinced by §‘§\
the spurious arguments that there was such a puepose. To put this anothsr way, had we ’ il
made~ and in part this means had we been in a position to-a 80lid argument on this,
not merely my off-the-top original argument in the first instance and then virtuslly

B




ignored it thereafter —even when Wardig helped us ~ we would have been in at lesst
a much better position and I believe would have prevailed. ®specially re Williems,
The files must be overflowing with long memos I have taken the time to write on these
things, only to have them igmnored, my ¢time wasted and with it my legal rights,

I fénd myself wondering if more time was spent consulting with Bob Smith than with :
me when I am the client. You know you found my legal files in those of the CTIA and you
knov not only that I resent this but that it is clear violatien of an explicit egreement. Py
Bob's mind works inits own way, & wey in «kdch I am not often in aocord and in a way i
where, vhoen there has been disagreemant betweer us and the questions heve been resolved, g
his judgement is established as not good. Jo, whether he is & nloe guy or in general
verms a bright guy is not really relevant.:

So, I believe and in the abandce of meaningful consultatlon thit oan lead mo to
change my 1ind but will at ;east give me full opportunity to argue it will insist that
no law~enforcement purpose within the reasonable ueaning of the law be argued at
every point hereafter. I think we can get aid on this and I think it is indispensible
to the rights of qihorg undoer this law. I think zlsé it is indispensible to any effort
to deter offioial misuse of the law, which tgﬂ.s decision cen make even more possible.

I am evan kore convinced after reading agelon that we must mele the most direct
and explicit attack on the Williams affidavit as perjurt, as subomation of perjury,
as & a deliberate misrepresentation by those who knew better with the intend ofx
deceiving the court =and ghow that it succeeded. There is nothing new in this. “esterday
I have you the memo tha secms to have disappeared from Bud's filap that I wrote,as
1 did tiim, in such haate because 1 regarded it as that important.

I bolieve this is important to others in other cases. I Go not pretend to know
what the government does in other cases, but on the hasis of my limdted knowledge,

I an led o beliaove that it is not likes as open and shut a oase of the foregoing
is likely to be found. And the very evil of Dehaner's extre~judicial conduot &nd
language becomes a legitimate weapon in this, one, incidently, that can save his
fascdst fage. 4All he did wrong casn be leid $o the perjury. Each and every detail :
of all his inoredible language can be lsid %o the intent of the perjury as well as
ghe faot of it. We need not for such purposes consider whether as I am sure we sgree
Danaher had extra~slegal, extra-judicizl purposes. Without Willimms none would have
been posaible. “Yespi$e Basaelon's lenguage on superficial reading, I believe that
also supports me in this, I am without doldt about Kaufmen's footnote five, and it was
& fatal arror ss it was an abuse of me not to do what Bud egreed to do besed then
nevly but not really new on ny rcading of Laufmen, “4 is on this that we failed.
Kaufman laid it all out. I think here was & decent judge, probably a conservative ome,
practically pleading that this effort be made to fight govermmental duplicity of which
Jjudges also are the vietims, Bud agreed to it, and he then, behind my Back, refused.
¥You may not be aware of it, but I was so sickened st the en bapc rehearing that
I left the courtreom. I couldn't gtand it nor ocould I stand having to feel that I had
to be silent atout 4it. I used that time to collect myself so I would not explode.
You knowl also wgnted to include that in papers filed, and it was not done.

U, reading Yagelon I find my mterpretaﬁ.oﬂnof kdnk, that it suppérted my argument,
validated., That was thenthe ocurrent last word. “ad the argument been made persuasively,
it oould have made a difference. Here “agelon arguss it.

lioe I think that on rcading quotationsfrom the government inBagelon I see other N
dangers for otherse. There is here a subtle shift to encompess eny file labelled as N
"investigatory” as complying with the law. ?ﬂ

Reading this part fortifies my belief that we must argue the absence of spectre
traces as I sugggst in the draft affidavit I Bave you. Especially because Bagelon &
includes Kaufman's footnote five here, %

“ead.ing thi also convinces me that we did not make enough effort to distingudish
be imple,non~scientific test and a seoret~t 1ice investigation. The affidavit
voiothed Shobtes importan and $t°would aibo Eglp establish the FEI's perjurs,




Rhere arc so mauy FBI investigutions that have no law-cnforcement purpose you

can’t begin to imagine them, However, they are very worried about theme They are

not at all worriad about those with legitimate law-onforcement purposes becuuse they

ar adequately sheltered. { huve lived with them and I kmow. You should see the kinds

of jobs they do inmxgx & jury investigation! If you had just gons over Urayls
testimony in his confirmation hearing you d get a feeling of what“I havex in mind.
Or even simple analysis of the Warren statistica from the Warrem eport. I an not : %i‘
sure of the figubes Danaher misuses, but I think they show that for each tenk : §
{nterviews there was but a single rcporte. Ox, they begin by sup;ressing. They have 5
thet much to hide. ! reedom omnnot swrvive thelr continuing success. '

I also feel I wes right in saying that all I am asking for is the uminterpreted
original results. 1 donit remember asking for more and I don ¢ remomber being asked
47 this should be extended. A1l I really want is whatthe parfiphresing ie based upon.
I think hare wexm should do two things, based on my reguest for the pure results
rather than any rephrasing of thems quote them on the fact that they did ropresent
them, and thus, even in the light of this court's yecent Nixon tapes decision waived
an right to withbodd, an argument I think I made in ry first mewe on thie matters
and give case after case of deliberste and gross misrepresentation, I have offered
to do this in the affidevit. Do we need more than Watergute? And did I not aak before
the rehearing that this be laid on the record, this long and then suthemticated
bistory of official mendacity that is op relevant in this cese?

Bygides, thoir making a paraprhase available abd permitting it be to published
means it is non-seoret. I'm not even esicing for the prooess, which ig non-secret,

A11 I'm asking for is roof that they didn ¢ lie in their peraphrese, and 1 have
proof that they have to have lied, &s I ha¥e and offer proof that they lie regularly.
I think that importent as such things are in this case, where they become the centaeal
issug, they become very importent in other caces, where the possibdlities of even
going into it may not be as good or as clear,

After reading thisI aun kore inclined to believe that improper offlcial interest
in me is not necessarily irrelevant.l surc would like to know more abmout Dansher
after reading these two decisions! :
And as well as a noun~-lawyer can have & velid opinfon in such matters, I do think -
I nov have a botter and broader suit for damsges, including from the tortious act, which -
need not rest ou thie federal torts olsims act but can have othor founding. I dp not
think this combinution will come agein soont deliberate perjury and against a man
who has been as long the victim of as much official dmpropriety. it goes back to
the late 1930s with me and includes even the military in a sui% in which I did win erd
Bid establiiash a now precedent and in which they continued practises identical with
what they did here. It is hard not to sound peranocid, but the record is that exceptional.

These are all things I wish you snd others who I thdnk Bave ooinciding interests
can find time to explore. I view tids decision as much wider than a simple denial to
me of what I am entitled to, or wider than the proof of a fake solution to the JFK -
essassination, I think I offer unusual pcesibdilities in fighting back.

I also see other possibilites. One is an article, perhaps a law~roview article.
Another is a kind of intellectusl judo, using this, if the forum is available, to
show the official imperstive to hide the certainty that the solution is fake and
raising the assassination guestion all over again on a different basis. 4t gives a chance
to get back to the solid end aocepted bamis I and a few others were on before the nuts
sane in and were given so big a play by those with the intereat in obfusoation.

If anyone can errange for me to see Warren as I saw Russell on my own, based on
this alone, if he is not guilty of what I have never believed, delibersteness in the S
error réther than finding no anpwer and political need, I think I can make real and
teliing points and I can support withunassailable proofs.
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Unjess there is some compelling need, I donBt want to reread this. If you ask
it I will. You are upset by the decision. I haveall your feelings and others I will
undertake to indiczate.

This 4s still another reminder of the futility of trying to vork with the
strong-willed underinformed who do babe ego ambitions. I cooperate, I do enormous
amounta of productive work, and I have it all wiped out for mo geod reascd, in the
face of the certainty that with decent work it could not be wiped out and would serve
usefuly, spcially-nseded purposes. “ime after time I have thess experiences, You
imow of enough on the Ray case. ¥ou have jo idea how many there have been on the
JFX gz case. Then I find that to justify themselves, these people go around and
spread smlicious liea about me. About all of this I mist remain silent, 45 does
bacome intolarable. I hate to relive it ut cause.

If what I had asked be done in xy casé smdone this monstroms thing could not
have issuede +f the promises nade to me about the hanaling of my case has been
kept, this again would have been impossible. If the work I had done had been heeded,
the result would have been the same. Shis is painful to me, and in our s circumstances,
more painful.

There is what I cannot forget with all the work I am already prepared to do and
can8t find time to 4o, the encrmous westes of tinme for me in so0 many projects including
preparing for litigation. Bud once wasted two full months for me and what for me was
much money in conying records only to chinge his mind and rendesg all of that a total
vwaste. I wasted months at his request trying to help Niahols., I can t tell you how
much time Garrieon wested for me. In all these and other cases I hRd uncompensated
expenses £t a time I also had no income, end 4n all cases I worked at the request of
those who could have paid and d4d pay cthora.

And the net result of the effort of all these and other pecple was very hurtful
to tho establishing of truth. It also undermined the attidues of the responsible
elements of society and destroged the credidility of responsibls workers.

Sp, this is painful. For this roason end bocause thore is other work I nust do=
got oopy ready for ldl to type in the reduced time she has for typinge I'll not reread
and correct this now. If you find the errors ¢oo much, I have a carbon and I will go
over 1%. I suz-met, if you do not mind, that you correct as you rced, please, In fact,
I made an extra mxkamx carbon in the event you want me to0 g0 over it and correct.

For your understsnding, there is another diemaying elemont in this for ms, a
personal one but also one that makes reliving ubcomfortable, You ocan 1ldck back over
a sufficiont record, and you came into this rather late. I have a rAther good record
of seeing in advanoce, seeing clearly and of forecastinf correctly. I may this not
intending to boast but eo you can compere it with what hes happened, where ths strong-
willed end those willing have taken strong contrary steps and rendered that I have
done a futilitye

Then when I find that others ere paid for the usless, others who have no urgent
need for the mixumy income, like “en. who is retired confortably, and I go off and
do the useful and suffessful and not only am not peid but wm out some cocts and we
are in these desparate otrikits, that, too, is paintul, for it is the cruelist oxploitation
and the exploitation of my principles. This may seem tc have no relevance to the decision,
but 4t comes to ny mind with each futility that need not have been, There arc so many
cases. ook at the pictures of which you used some ir the huabeas corpus. You know thst
I am out the total cost becauge they wire opposed. You also know that I have said
nothing a2 out your faflure to pey for those you used because I do be feel that you
should be paying for them out of your pocket and do not now want you to. But with
each of these endless repetitions of futilities where there could and should have beon
successes, much that is not welcome comes back to mind, and I would prefer to avold
all of 1% that is pos=ible, Asnide from the pain, 1t impedes work, for it is not casy
to0 thrust thess things from the kind and devote it to other work, “o,ssk for anything
you regaxd as necessary, but please try ¢to limit it to that, After you have done whal you

i:?xﬂ as nov urgent, let us get together on the other pomsible approaches I have recorded.
thanks for all the good you have done. “ost,




