Dear Jim, 4/4/4

I've just returned from ny regujar cheexup with s“ufuagel (very good on the leg
and foot, he says), gotten the mail and by accident I opened a letter to Lil from
Huff on her apupeal, the date of which xgp nanages not to give, from FBI withholding,
You khow how they say they do not discriminate again me, how everything is in order
of receipt? Wel., it was exactly 50 months ago today that she filed her appeal. When
I saw the Justice envelope L didn't look at the addresuee and just opened it. She is
away this morning, preparing; the tax return of a maiden lady who is close to 80 and
who just inherited the estate of her sister, whose taxes &il always did. So, I do
not know what she will want to do. I glanced at the tirst page of her apyieal and
have only a slight recollection of it. She was sickened at the records she saw and
asked ne .to do the appeal. L'l. have to read it to rewiember and understand more but
because it is long: and detailed I'1ll wait and see what she wants to do. If she does
not want to #o anvthing, I'l.l not vother to read it. However, I did notice that in
it, 50 ionths ago, L did refer to the inordinate delay. I presume this meuant from
the time she filed her ro¢.uest.

iy purpose in this is mercly to call to your atteution tue fact that even with
my wife, addressed for soue reason as liseinstead of wwrse, they can't even be
straight and honest and do stonewall. Which nakes me wonder why they are doing
anything at all nowe

I also noticed that they now offer to search the see refs. That they should have
dore long before 50 months ago and that they have never done or offered to do for me.
ot that I can recall, any®ay.

I'm sure she'll have no objection tu my sending you their letter and the first
pagze of th: apueal, which you probably have, or all if you'd like.

Best,
)

o ]

| ek (4/
4/24: Lil decided shu wants to know about the see reférences and she asked me to write
them againe So, I read what Yhyllis drafted for Huff to sign and I also noticed that
shd attached a joint ap eal of a little later, still not acted on. Lil did file a
request for field office files and that still has not been searched. The date of Lilts
appeal is 4/4/82. The stuff they ldis;:losed on her is historically important as it
relates to the F8I, They tried hard to get her 'held to be disloyal and fired by the
conservative Texan who heade. the RFC, He refused, What made her disloyal to the
witnesses used by the FsI, not one of whom questioned her loyalty, is that she had

poor vision und wore thick glasses, did not dress fashionably (on those depression-days




salaries, I think avout $%9 a week, nmaybe a little more,[when we were both helping
widowed mothers and others), that she belonged to buyin: cocperatives, which it
then was government policy to help, and had a brother who weet on strike when he
was albellhop and they went on strike, 3But I emphasize to you the evidence this is
that they do discriminate against me, even against hor, and even after their
Senate testimony took four years to even respond to this appeal, without addressing
some of its content, as today's letter indicatess

We awalt a service call on the copier. If you want another copy of her ap.eal,
let ne know. If you have any necd, it nay be easier for us to make it than tor you

to search for ite



lire Richard L, Huff, Director i/ 24/84
POIA/PA appeals

Departnent of Justice

Washington, D.C., 20530

Dear iir. Huff,

Wﬁen my wife receive.i your letter of the 30th she was again sickened and
disgusted and asked we to responé for her. When I reread what she had asked me to
send in for her iu her appeal of nore than four years ago (like you people like to
boast in court, first-in, :irst out, Open 4merica), after ali ny experience I share
her emotioneIt is not easy to bedieve that the awful stuff accunulated by and sought
to be created by the Fsl was really by an American agency and not by the KGB or
Gestapoe But we both thank you for the thoughtfulness of attachin: a CODYe

You do not act, after mor.: than four years, on specific parts of her ap eal.
For example, she requested the pertinent Fiul rield ofiices be secarched and they were
not,

Her original request included all see references. she is still interested in
them but after mor: then four years is not willing to go to the bottonm o.” the Fslts
list. So she asks for an estinate of the cost of providing those references, You
know with whon in the FBU you have been dealing and I enclose a copy for the FBI,

You also attached a copy of my letter to the P35I of 5/51/80, copy to your
office as a joint appeale You still have not acted on it, after four yearse. llor has
the F3I. That appal also includes the field orfives search in the last paragraph.

Ly wife requested a search oi' the U.S. attorney's ofiice, it is unreported and
Jou do not act on that part of her appeal. You do appear, howuever, ;ﬂ have wmade a
(b)(5) claim to withheld informetion ordered to be provided by th: federal court in
Bultimore but of which copies werc not provided. Instcad I was permitted to read them.
(You have never acted on my.apPeal from the Civil Division's failure even to respond
to my request for that material, which does have historical iupértance, that case
having established a precedent.)

1 believe that sowe of the see refere ces to my wife have been distdosed to others.

[a
ulngyrel

Yy
. / L
. - Harold Veisberg



U.S. Department of Justice
Office ol Legal Policy

Office of Information and Privacy

Washington, D.C. 20330
o \%b'

WR 3
Ms. Lillian Weisberg
7627 O0ld Receiver Road Re: Appeal No. 80-0312
Frederick, Maryland 21701 RLH:CJS:PLH

Dear Ms. Weisberg:

You appealed from the action of the Federal Bureau of
Investigation on your request for access to records pertaining to
yourself. T have enclosed copies of the appeal letters for vour
reference.

After careful consideration of your appeal, T have decided
to affirm the initial action in this case. You are the subject
of four Bureau main files--Bureau Applicarnt, Federal Tort Claims
Act, Internal Security-Hatch Act and Loyalty of Government
:mployees. Certain information was properly withheld from you
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552 (b) (7) (C) and (7) (D). These provisions
pertain to investigatory records compiled for law enforcement
purposes, the release of which would, respectively, constitute an
unwarranted invasion of the personal privacy of third parties, in
one instance by revealing an investigative interest in that
person on the part of the FBI, and disclose the identities of
confidential sources and/cr confidential information furnished
only by such sources. Names of Bureau agents were among the
items excised on the basis of 5 U.S.C. 552(b) (7) (C).

All of the information protected in the Federal Tort Claims
Act file was compiled in anticipation of litigation and will
continue to be withheld pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552 (b) (5). Such
material is exempt from the access provisions of the Privacy Act.
5 U.S.C. 552a(d) (5). None of the information being withheld is
appropriate for discretionary release.

For your information, the material previously withheld from
you as "outside scope" and "other” will continue to be withheld
on the basis of Exemption (7)(C). I wish to assure you also that
our review disclosed that Exemption (7) (D) is not being used to
protect the identity of a federal agency.

With reference to.your letters, I wish to advise you that
the Bureau is willing to process the see references to you upon
your agreement to pay applicable charges. Please contact the
Bureau if you wish to pursuc this matter further.



Judicial review of my a
you in the United States Dis
in which you reside or ha
in the District of Columbia,

seek are located:

Enclosures

I
N
t

ction on this appeal is available to
trict Court for the judicial district
ve your principal place of business, or
which is also where the records you

sincerely,

Roger B. Clegg
Acting Assistant Attorney General

By:
Richard L. Huff, i rector
Office of Information and Privacy



U.S. Department of Justice
Office of Legal Policy

Office of Information and Privacy

Washington, D.C. 20530
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Ms. Lillian Weisberg !
7627 0ld Receiver Road Re: Appeal No. 80-0312
Frederick, Maryland 21701 RLH:CJS:PLH

Dear Ms. Weisberg:

You appealed from the action of the Federal Bureau of
Investigation on your request for access to records pertaining to
yourself. I have enclosed copies of the appeal letters for vour
reference.

After careful consideration of your appeal, I have decided
to affirm the initial action in this case. You are the subject
of four Bureau main files--Bureau Applicant, Federal Tort Claims
Act, Internal Security-Hatch Act and Loyalty of Government
Employees. Certain information was properly withheld from you
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552(b) (7) (C) and (7) (D). These provisions
pertain to investigatory records compiled for law enforcement
purposes, the release of which would, respectively, constitute an
unwarranted invasion of the personal privacy of third parties, in
one instance by revealing an investigative interest in that
person on the part of the FBI, and disclose the identities of
confidential sources and/or confidential information furnished
only by such sources. Names of Bureau agents were among the
items excised on the basis of 5 U.S.C. 552(b) (7) (C).

All of the information protected in the Federal Tort Claims
Act file was compiled in anticipation of litigation and will
continue to be withheld pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552(b)(5). Such
material is exempt from the access provisions of the Privacy Act.
5 U.S.C. 552a(d) (5). None of the information being withheld is
appropriate for discretionary release.

For your information, the material previously withheld from
you as "outside scope" and "other" will continue to be withheld
on the basis of Exemption (7)(C). I wish to assure you also that
our review disclosed that Exemption (7) (D) is not being used to
protect the identity of a federal agency.

With reference to your letters, I wish to advise you that
the Bureau is willing to process the see references to you upon
your agreement to pay applicable charges. Please contact the
Bureau if you wish to pursue this matter further.



Judicial review of my action on this appeal is available to
you in the United States District Court for the judicial district
in which you reside or have your principal place of business, or

in the District of Columbia, which is also where the records you

seek are located.

Enclosures

Sincerely,

Roger B. Clegg
Acting Assistant Attorney General

»

By:
Richard L. Huff, rector
Office of Information and Privacy



L p) EBL,

Hriju‘nlan J. Shea, Director 2/4/80 gd - 052~
FOLA/PA Appeal : , A

Beparfmenz of E.Iusttce . RSO 0\/6’5 8526 L Le /A/u
Washington, D.C. 20530‘ - —

Dear Mre Shea, . ' Art / A_

It was necessa.r;v for me to be away all morning, When I returned the mail .haé Co
come and nw wife had about completed reading the file on her sent by the FEI, She -
told me it sickened her and she asked me to file her appeal. I read, really skimmed
the file in haste and later we discussed it. Not as much as I'd have liked but in
fact it sickened her, as I hope some will you. Meaning I hope that you are not
totally inured to the totalitarianism that proclaims itself the only trw P%iot—
ism and, na.tura]ly, the only true Americanism, which is why it si#ts in judgement

on others all the while proclaiming that it never does.

You recall the assurances given the Abourezkh FOIA subcommittee some years
agr;', by you dn_ some matters and in your presence c;p others. You are also aware of
your testimony on deposition in C.A. 75-1996. Sb I think that whatever you respond
should include the date of the request end an explanation of the inordinate de_lay,
even in terms of that backlog so much of which the FBI creates for itself and:its
perpetusl excuse for stonewallinge Meanwhile, you might also inquire into the reasons
for delay in atting on an appeal that I'm pretty sure included or was limited to

the Civil Division. This also might be reported in terms of Civil's backlog, if anye.

Wh;a.t sickened my wife is the overt corruption of the records, entirely incomplete
as tley are, relating to our successful suit against the government for the ruin &f
our farm by low-flying military helicopters, as well as being beminded of that ruin.
What I would hope would sicken you is the persistent effort to find that some-how she
was disloyal, a meﬁce to the country, unpatriotic and perhaps even ready to throw
bombse The more the FEI was told that she is the personification of true patriotism
the more it persisted (as I mcall.two pages listiné informers are withheld) in
efforts to be able to have the opposite concluded. Those who knew her spoke, I'm
sure you'll agree, only in the best terms of her, save for a few who are selfy
characéerized, and they had no doubt about her loyality.

A



My wife was a Com-unist, it seems, because she wore thick glasses and inexpensive

clothes — during the Great Dgpreesion » and because she wore lisle stocking and beliebed

~in s0 much that has only recently become national policy, despite the supposed

Constitutional assdrances. In the 19%Qs she was opposed to the barbarities of the

Tk Japa.nese. and to racis.m and wretched ];ving conditions. _

Being born with defective visiong is about as réasona'ble a measure of true
unpatriotism as those great patriots in the FEI could report. With all that it
managed to omit. Not wearing French frocks on a salary of about $35 a week also
made her a national mensce.

She was never around on weekends, but I can assure you she was not off getting
I-iﬁscow gold, depsite the acctii'ate reporting that she was not in Washington. Bhe was
up with her mother, a widow, and aging grandparentse. I took her there, and we
prdvided the 'weekly groceries, with less help than I'd have liked from me because my
mother also was widowed and I assumed the mortgage when I was not old enough to vote.

ihile without doubt there were other women we knew who &lso woi\'ze lisle as a means
of detachment from as well as proteat of the Japanese atrocities, the Wéther ones
I rememper who I then knew were a daughter of Senator Wheeler and Abe Fortas' wife~
to-be, Carolyb Ager. 1 also remember very clea™an incident in the Senate Office
:ﬁhilding, where we both worked, when a respegg Semtof a history buff should recall,
aging George Norris, whose vision was. impaired stopped my wife. It was near the
entrance closest to the Supreme Court Building. He said, "Young woman, you should
wear lisle hose," which she was in fact wearing, and for the reasons he gave her,

{Of course there were then those who considered that Republican eminence a red beacuse

" he was the father of the TVA.)

The more people reported the gre:at dependability of my wife as an employye and
friend, how good a huran she wa's,'valbeit one not averse to saying what she thought
if asked, the more she was spooked.

Under the excuse for this persecution, which included severdl proceedings some

records of which are included and could have ruined her for life, there had to be a




complainant. Only I do not recall any in the file., The alleged basis for it all is
~ her alleged membership :!.n some comnrl.ttee, as reported by the Dies committee, whose

own records r_eflecjbed the efror of thevreport: she was not a member but somehow had

" been mihbt sdded to its mailing list.

How she could have gc_ztten on that mailing 1ist is .obv:loes from the records pro-'-
vided: she believedl in and was a mem'bef of coopera.tives. (This also i@he total
yield M of both mail cover and garbology, as 1 reported to you earlier relating to me.)
The greatgsgin, of course, was belonging to the cooperative that sold books and records
for 20% of:t‘. (z don t lmow what erman 'book could have been seen on her desk, unless
it was an ant:l—Bitler one, but I do know that she never had any erma.n marchings songs. )
Bpt then there were’those true pattiots who considerdd cooperatives a subversion.
The-file bed.ns with an incredibilitys someone for whom she worked end who hed
high regard for her also knew either Director Hoovter or his secretary, Helen Gandy,
because he wrote Ms, Gandy a personal letter of recommendation, (My wife does not
recall this,) I suppose there are those who might consider that my wife was not in
good company if in a.ssociation’ with those having an inside to the tip kf thelLFEI,

In any evexit, I think we are both happg over that ‘one. Without her not making it with
the FBI I d never have met her. She soon thereafter was detailed to where I did meet her,
The FHI is con%.stent in its concerns over priva.cy. It had this concern for my
wife's privacy in the 1930s and in 1980 is so concerned about the privacy of Sis that

it withholds their names a_;‘_tir 43 years, There was no privacy for my wife, suggested
to be red by the questions asked of so many, but there is for those SAs. I xnow why
from the deposition testimony in C.A. 75—-1996 and from the lips of the FEL in
Several meetings: if an SA poes under cover he can be endahgered iff his name is not
wWdircvir me
withheld. Those of these reparts yhuld surely be the gneates‘l;‘- _after more than 42
years of FEI expekience! |
Or naybe they felt that they had to be consistent and withhold those names if

there vere going to withhold SA names from the helicopter reports of the late 1950s

and early 1960s, (H%bese pershaps the youngish FBI faces in this morning's paper

. - vy rma e - ey g tp
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reln.t!.ng to ABSCAM? of course when there can be a good press for the FBI,‘- the
ﬂ’ St
names and pictures n;ppeub these are the «gpm who have been after top criminals,
Sy of eFurse

who appear to have had some organization, /lt ere is no danger to them from their names
and pictures being all over the front pages, if not also on TV, .

'l'he real need to withhold SaA names, as I informed you long ago, is because one '
of them suborned perjury in the helicopter aase, (Not that we could do anything abou.t
it now, 20 years later, if my wife should recall the name because she lmew the family

somevwhat, )

These helicopter repprts, while extens:LVely incomplete, nonetheless :l.nclude recorda

not provided to me under my 1975 request - and prompt appeal you'be not acted on. Ian
last
avare of your pmmises. You were xixk about ﬂ;:o do something this past ecexn‘ber. What
onér
shocks me. about these is that they also hold proo’& of the subornation of per;ury in

that ca.se, with the Government suborning the perjury of its own witnesses also! If you

have iny interest in specifics Ifll provie them when we get the still withheld records, :

including those of the field offices, which are totally absente

The names withheld without there being any indication that privacynwas either -
offered or aak%lude those of these Goverhment witnesses. &s you testified, for
a privacy claim to be made there mugst be a pri‘hq‘j( protect. There was a public
trial of the case and I @id win, despite all the perjurye So the names are not
secret. However, to%ke it appear that ‘there was no live witness there is no
reference to all of thate Only to the FEI's proud boast &ﬂ: it "saved" $9200. The
cost of the investigation and litigation was considerably more than what the FBI
claims to have "saved," Moreover, this "gaving" led to a preéedent and that cost

micogmkniee millions. And then there is the fact that it made my prevailing in the second

124

suit authonmatic, and from what 1 received out of court alone more than this p—llbo(lj‘b/"

)

"saving" was the coste

The more I see of the FEL the'more I come to believe that Otwell spent some

time in it.
“ﬂ\m

I'm not trying to organize 3 It disgusts me and I want to get it over withe



While the. excisions are appealed, more important is what was not searched and
record
provided, the see references and the field officeg. The field offices which have

records, ffomrw provided, are Richmond, Washington and Baltimore.

L Two privacy claims are made, other than for the pames of aging if atill alive
SAs, k2 and 5. I don't recall a single record thqt states there was a promise of
confidentiality. There are a ffev stating that those interviewed would not testify.
After more than‘40 years, if those persons are still alive, do you feally visualize
barm to them? I doubt my wife is interested in Knowing which the fleandertdnls vere,
but I do believe she woﬁld like to mow which spoke only so extraordinarily well of
her when she was a young WoIan. (She'll goon be 68.)

How does one declass:l.fy an unclass:Lfied record? The FBL cla.ims to have done

this. And how does one declassify other. than as specified by the EO? The FBI has mot _

declassified in a.ccordance with the requirementss of the FO, There is one classified .. - T~
wel Tl
record I recall, although there‘)m_i-d others., It was confidential, 40 -
s
yoars ago. ” this qualify for continued classification in 19807
th I\ Flfl o letter

The note added to the form states that there was a referral of but a single
record to a single agencye Howevdr, referral s].'l.szholding even less information
than those with which I am familiar are ﬁsed, for more than one docuhentf, for vary-
ing numbers of peges, and without the agency being jdentified. Is it necessary, if
proper, to withhold the naume of the agency? How can a requester know»which agdncy if,
as is not uncommon within my experience, that agency does nothing at all?

The note does not explain or justify all the withholdings of official names,
which is not limited to Shs and does include those in public functions, ﬂ=h(i to
say that the FHI is consistent in the improper and unnecessary withholding of the f‘ ——
public domain. I doubt my wife has uw great personal interest in them but pease
remember that these are also historical records, to be depositid in a \miversity
archive that is not focused on a whodunit but on how government vorked., This ld.nd
of information, then, is relevant and not insignificant. Now that nothing can be done

abdut it, I believe particularly important is & full record of what happened to us

(A e e s TR S et T L T - - TS |
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rela‘;;ing to the helicopter suit,» how government then worked when the FEI detested

me and the Army was determined Ato play nost‘richA with a major p;-oblexi. There also ia

the irony_‘_l:hat should .not be lost for those who may have some :LnterestA, .how a1l of

this, as aa virtually all other' FEI airty-trickery, licked back. There wgs the court

decision adverse to official interest, establish:l.nz the property owner's air-space

rights as a Eonstitutuonal right. Can this apla:l.n the ;_Qm absence of n.ny reference '

to the second suit, whe;e the Department settled out of court for much more than the ' <
FBI claimed to have sa.ved? . |

If you read what was provided, 128 pages vuth nany repetitions, you will detect _
reference to and quotstion of other :ecords not provided and within the requeste

There are references to Department records also not provided, especially what
I have asked be searched in résponse to my PA réquest,‘ the offices of the USAB.

This xielease includes records relating to me that I do not recall from those ~
proﬁded to me. 4n 1977. Conversely, 1 believe those- records held references to my Lo
wife that are not included in the records now sent to here |

The sihple factuai error in the;v.e records is astounding, especially considering
that the futures and lives of bmericans and their families were controlled by what
the FBI provided other agencies and kept prodding them about. (In my wife's mse it

. Thyum TR TER2,
may interest you to notice that the conservative businessman, Bo had been correctly
informed about my w:l.fe"s character and quality as an employee, 4+old the FEI to blow 1t. )f- -
Whi}e today there is no opprobrium attached to being pro-labor or on a picket line,
the fact is that despite her brother's participation in a strike she did not pickete
The hotel is not the hotel of the records, not the Roger Smith but the Willard. Bow-

ever, thiswsi view of the past and its attitides and what the FEI considered important -

S

and in the interest of natjanal security may interest you. Believing as the President.
then did and as most Americans believe)today was then, to the FEI, iddication of
subversion. Some of those interviewed even believed it wrong for those who did not
have a decent life to want or have one. Fine witnesses!

Can you visualize the great danger to the pation that required such surveillances

_____”




él sad garbags?
) How can anything mlat:l.ng to the :anestigation of my wife be "outside 3our
request?"
| One record, of October 1948, classiﬁed confidential, has a notation ref lectinz
éeclass:l_fication in 1978, What was the occashon? If in response to this mx request
only, how can the delay of more tha.n an additional year now be explained?
- How can a report fron the "Loyalty" feview board to the FBI stating no more than

-

vhat my , wife ¥new, that she had been "retained" desjidte the FEI, be properly vlassified?/

J’

Some of the records are i_llegible.‘_Mvaife would like to be able to read them; -~
and making a copy closer to the originel would enable this. She is interested in the
illegible search slips and any records noted but not provided’buf mgt i Then mla : -
If. the above declessification was the result of FBI referral, how can the
failpre of @t leas) State to act on referrals after/lore than a year be explained?
I have alrezdy informed you of recorde relating to my wife that are not included.
If they are in the field office only they still are within her request and I made it
for her years agoe .
4s you know, all our files are to be part of & university archive. So a few
commexts on the records provided will serve some interest and may' also be of interest
to you.
¥e are reported only to have been helpful to others, in some reports more than
usually helpful. In one report relating to me this is bracketed with my also being
a Communist. Why? Because I appear to have complained about the buses not running on
schedule. I never used the bus. I drove my own car, 8o any such complaint was not in
personal interest. But how can this be evidence of whatever is meant by disloyalty?
How can it justify pushing for amr actimgn Lm On
what evidence? Ehat my wife believed in cooperatives? She had no other memberships.
She belonged to a book and an medicel cooperative, according to these incomplete

refordy, b@he also belonged to the grocery or food cooperativeg She belonged to



& local woman's cooperative relating to shopping and thus received th_e literature of
the refognized national group with which it was affiliateds These functions, despite
the FBi's attitude of regarding them as subversive, are now part of the functioning
of government on all levels. (with the rqferences to my gardening I don't kmow hoy

they missed my having a very large victory garden after my medical discharge from the

Anw and provided fresh vegetables to the Washington food cooperative. Vell, the

‘tomatoes vere red, amay.)

The Great ﬁepressihn {3 known to you, probably, only through reading. It was Vel -

unknown to the FBI, which also at least pretended no awareness of how people survived,
éontended with it and hel# their government, aka were disloyal.. X?lo_nz thosq I can
remaber helping in those days, by providing a place to 1ive and often by helping
then gt;t war-service and depression -service jobs, are a man who later headed a state
agency; one who is still a supreme court justice, if not chief justiée, in a state;
cne who late'r headed egg-heads for Eisenhower; (21# who won & TV Emmy; and%onz others
one who later rose to be the ranking and much-honored highest-ranking civil service
employee of an important federal agency. 4mong the people my wife put up with is a
peyshologically shocked sso]\:_lﬁer who had just returned from & hazardous j.ntemgence
migsion overseas. (He was still a youth, had no familar at all, 0SS asked this of
e we alio Fud him=Fry

my wife and me, and he slept in our living room for six monthss We had no spare
bedroom because we slept in. the attic to make space for the wi\)//es of two soldiors.)

If I 4id not question my wife about what sickened her, other than being reminded
of what she lived through in the helicopter matter, does this off-the-top-of-the-
head reporting not give your an indication of what should sicken any #ecent person?

Of course she now knows more of uhat was so costly n.n_d tragic for us, the heli-
copter matter and 1itigation. She vnow knows that her Department of Justice defrauded
her and to‘ do this was willing .e.aven to ‘eubom perjurye. 5he had known this of the FEI
only, a§§'ve already informed youe

Néw that the mountain has begin to labor, can you let us ¥now when we can expect

the rest of the mouse? l “ . (UL[L}/\’)

L g 4



Deer hr. Flanders, |- ° 5/31/80 |
- When my wife handed me your. Jotter of 5/30 end ite enclosure she said, *his is

.. e

- . You n;cnéed. m ¥FO 121-3454. pages 16,17, 18,19 and 33. O then you told my

'T'vire, -nepa;-ment of Sta.te mate«ial in our document perta:ining to you is bra.ckebed in

red.® But as she to1d e, 1t pertsing to me, not to bers - - RS
So hov come neitber WPO nor HQ provided thia 1n responge 1—,0 my y& requssta?

_ You failed to inform her she can appeal so for both of us I do appeal ’by a ca.rbon

e

On page 16 you clais a non-sources is a conf:.dent:.al source in (omterated)

: refused to furnish a signed atatement or to appear before a loyalty board." -Z o
share

1 amamusedbytheFBI'shmocuracyonpahe 1 andInh:itvithyouonthe off
'-’f.;-'chanoe tha‘ anyth‘mg es grim as these matters can amuse youd "It was noted ¥z, VEIS-

BERG worked on a report entitled thetivities of FRANCO &genta 1n ©Other Ameriean

T Republics, I 4rgentine.”
Hop such tidng. ButId:.dp'epareareportIvastoldvasto‘beusedatthemon

© . .. the Anfluence of the Spenish Falenge in Letin dmerica, not drgentina, It resulted in

" the onhadvarse mtim.smIremmberofmyvorkofthat period, anditmauthe

fault of the FHEL.

e L m e emn nn  ee—

'J.'hat Division go. a new ch:.ef,
called me in and pontificated, *Fo scholar worthy of his salt would

a caracature of the stuffed-shirt college professors
" Hg read ny réport.
. use the FEI as a source.” &nd honor bright, hr. nanders, I aid correct the m'

" errors, 1ike calling a Upiversity of Pennsylvania doctoral candidate doing his thesis

on tbe I"alange a m‘ber of it. -x VR s .- i
Plea.se don't tret because he had another critd.cisn. I quoted a previ.oua thited

Statea presentation ebout the Falange to the UN and be didn't like what I useds Bo . °

vonder - he ‘wrote. 1t Yyears earlier. {Cuess he wasn't xnuch on chec)d.ng foo‘tzzotes.) k o

‘On pahe 18 two paragraphs are entirely withheld, but there 15 no claim that noﬂﬂng

»-—_.. e

in then s reasonably gdegregable., The clalm is D, as it 13 for the naoe of an agency 1.n




I A A L

tbe M Waph on that page Hy recollection of the legislative _history of the Act

s mt the cnim is for persons P Lt el

The withholding o" the reasonably eegrega’ble-appeal is intended to apply throughout.
Your people ney have lmown what was vanted of them but they got carried away a bit
~4n "‘I‘he invest\.gation ‘conducted by T-"l DR went on to shou that WEISBERG formerly : i

also
vorked for MAURICE ELLPERIN X and thzt 'besides having Horked for h:Lm. he was friendly

with (o‘bliterated) " The exemption cla:!ned here is new to pes It is "O'ther. e

" I know you people are happd.er stretching the Ac§, but do you got Kicks out of .
creatmg pev exenptions, too? S , o ’

Ir you :Lntanded 70, how come fo* those others and not for Ha.lperin? .

I was & lot fx‘le.ndlier ‘#ith a pumber of FEI Shs that with Ealperl.n.' I never got dx-unk
with him but I did with some ms. In fact I can remember but tuo of my fellow employees
with whom nw wife and I visited back and forth and of then one was a procinent Republicans

-7 ia a State epar’cxnent components Do you suppose that they didn't ¥nov I was its
euployee, not Ealperir's? In fact I knew Ealperin only through his governpent exploynment,

as my superiore .
{Tour file on Hn 4 not up to date 4f 1t does pot include Iis anti-Castro books.)
You should be able to ;movidc a legﬂ:le page 33 rather thén writing over the ona_

li.ne not excised and I ask this, with disclosure of the rea.sona'bly pegregable and without

extension of TD.

Flease re:ez:ber also that more than three decades have pasaed in asserfing any claime.
CGiven the success of your canpaisn to fms'crate the Lct I do not expect you to entirely
 abandon it by reducing what is tmneoeésar.!.ly forced on the overloadad and understaffed.
appvals staff, but it vould be )d.nd of nice Lf you cleaned this up on yom: oWls ‘!br once.
If you had to beginuithit might not have occu.rred to nwvrife to ﬁ.le requests with
.. field offices, aa you mxlged her into do.tng, sbe *bells me.’ ‘

* Barold Weisberg '\ -




