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This deals with the appeals relating to the Dallas field office files, C.d.s 78«
0249 and 0322. The former rel.tes to the worksheets,

The worksheeds for Section 5 are backward and upside dowm. They §lso are mumbered
in reverse. In all of this they are faithful to the processing of the underlying recerds.
If you will wend your way to the baeck, where it beglns, and find page 2, which,

naturally, is next to the last rather than after the firs¥, you will find what is true,
in this exceptional instance, apparently because the analyst hed not yet canght on to

the Orwellian role he fills. Serial 625, which is the third up rathér than the third down,
notes after the claim to 7C "request conf.” From my examination of the underlying

récords in this case the agents did as 4n all other cases ¥ithin my experience, noted

the request for cenfidentiality. In all other cases the claim 4f 4o inherent confi-
dentiality is a nevw FBI JOIL Bube Goldbergism, an unseemly sonjrsption and false. Now
this is not to sa y that the request need be honored. With much of the stuff there is

Be-ial 623, a copy of which also is enclosed, relates to David William Ferrie and
the diligent efforts of the FBI to preserve his privacy. (He never married and hsd no
children,) Unfortunstely the FBI, for all its power, canmot preserve this alleged
privacy interest from the court records im two “ouisiana parishes, my own several books
and sn incredibly large number of news and magamine articles. Then there was he grest
effort to get Bastern Adrlines to chenge its mind about fiving him. (Underskated by
the NO PO, which kmew this and Ferrie rather well, as I've already indicated, as " a former
Wastern Adrlines pilot.) Nor can the FBI now withdrew what the Warren Commission pube
lished among its exhibits. If this is not enough to raise questions about this claim
to "privacy” sboutrwhat is withheld, the word “homosexusl,” them thewe is the fact that
in the most dramatdc possible way Ferrie went to his reward more than a decade ago. And
if this is an inadequate representation from what is published and publiely available
gator for Nafiose Cavlsh Marcello (deportation case) to the extremity of his threats
sgainst JFE, 1 oan evedl give you the yeport of the FEI agent who was in attendance wpon
wmﬁ%mﬁmmm“zmm&uﬂhw&ﬁwmﬁ&um
of a disinformation opération when, a week late, he got around to a report of a few lines.
I have no way of knowing shat the analysts know but if there was any diligence, any~
thing close to good faith, the ¥FBI would be consuliing the indewes of the published books
a8 they process rocords in historical cases. If they did they'd save a large smount of
Froposition 13-type money, money they are determined to waste in their campaign sgainst
FOIA and people like me,
%hamwmﬁmmhﬁmaftmmdmﬁmﬂm“ﬁmmﬁm
is largely within the public domain, I am sure I've appealed it but I'1l state I appesal
it is repetition, those to "sational security” which should have their beards ghaved
first now that they are gbout a décade and a half in the pasts The olaim to (7){(E), too.
(I've just come %o one £f of these in comnection with a pretext interview of about 9/63.)
I've already informed you that the FBI s msking (b)(1) olaim for the public domain.
I'11 add a little detail about one instancemof this. I begin by repesting, having found
more cases of it, that under the National Security directive before these records were
sent to me the 30-day period for action on referrals of classified material had passed.




This means during the processing. 1t also means that the FEL was required $o process
these classified records ss though they were FEI records.

Processod is also Orwell to the FEI, as some spot ehecking yesterday disclosed to me
and I now %o you.

In the past, when field office zecords weve not provided, FEING indicated that they
had been provided from FEIHQ files. When I received Mr. Melreight's letter infomming me
of the processing of this one Dallas file I noted his shift of semantics. In this he
paid that I m smaﬂy haan provided with those records indieated on the worksheeots as

"previously provided » he said, was becsuse they are in the HQ recovrds I received,
S0, vhen I came to some (h)(?} claims or recoyds on which from my subject-matier know-
ledge I kmev the FBI would be of a mind %o withhold under spurious national seeurity
clsdms I checked the FBIHQ records. In oprder to get this in the morning mail I'm depending
on reeollectisn, I thirk your staff can find an illustration in 62-109060-1338 and a féw
mm near it. While the Dallas worksheets deceptively represent that I reeeived these

in the FBIHQ records, you will find that I did not, that theme are smong those referrals.
I believe they are in HQ Section 17.

And thig for the public domain!

Flease believe mo when I say that I am mot telling you all I lmow about this simply
begsuse of long experience with the FBI in these matters. If I disclose more and there
then is any added compliance it will be limited to what I disclose of the FBI can guess
I imow and can prove in court.

"Rationzl Security* for the public domain does not satisfy the FBI's compulsion
for Orwellian dedication. With regard %o one of these spurious (b){1) claims they have
a memory hole. I've found it.

This leads to the actuality of withholding field office files on the also spuricus
rvepresentation that they hold informatiop identiesl with HQ records. While I have also
fdund Washington memory holes, the proof of the one to which I refer is in the Dallas,
not FEIHQ records.

While aside from Orwell my recent experiences with the FBY suggest its reading
may be limited to Dick Traey, I suggest thai White House press releases ave not in-
aprropriate reading and that the President might be considered the bess. In his 6/29
statement on the new EO there are thess wordst "Classification should be used enly to
photect legitinete national security secrets and never to cover up mistakes or iumproper
activities." He then referred, among other things, to the imposition of muamﬁsaxy
costs.” (Have you been sending him my letters on thz.g?)

Deddoation te Orwell is not limibed to the F3I, ™t is altogether appropriste that
in yésterday's mall I received a copy of a letter by Civil Division's Daniel J, Metealfe,
You may recall that smong my appesls is the demial of the inventory Mr. Metecalfe had
promised me. This inventory was to bave been prepared as he and others from Washingten
packaged the Dallas F{£] files for shipping to Washington. He is also the same person I
ma I would not accept the ldnds of withholdings represented by “Pis!i&aa from Headw

»" nok switched to “"previously processed.,” So hewote MHr., “ecar, long after 1
had filed a series of detailed appeals, that “the Bureau has made only minimal deletions
in ‘&kesa documents and is confident that ¥y, Weisberg should have, if any, only minimal
objections.” To this he sdds what is still anothor effort to waste me and place the burden
of proof wpen me, not wsknown in hs Division, "Mr. Weisberg can, of course, file a
detailed statement of any ebjectiona™ with you.

¥r. Hetcalfe appears to have a natural bent for the self-serving. e concludes,




"I knew that you join me in the hope m&-mmmm'mmmzeaﬁmam
of delay and a maximum of cooperations among all concerned.”

By own view is that if there is $o be eit] r a8 "minimom of delay™ or “"maximum
copperation” it can best be achicbed by a complete eprocessing of the Dallas 89-43
Tiles and of these oiher files not yet delivered to me that are within ny request.

is formmetion because I believe it will come back to us.) The FET

withhold most offthe PO records, as it has done.) In reading the records it did provide
the FBI should have learned of other and still withheld relevent records. It kmew ite
specific claims %o exemptions within recofds were not justified. 4nd as you know, prior
to now 1 have sppealed nll of these and other denials,

Untll the FEI leams that the Atteyney Cemeral andd the President re the boss
and it lives in accord with the policies they lay down these kinds of problems and costs
will pever end. While Sheir perpetuation may serve other FHI ends it does not serve the
ends of the Act. These records were not processed in agcord with stated FOIA poliey.411
I am really asking is that they comply with the 4ot and these policy statements.

I mean this especially in terms of the new executive order and BO 11652 with regard
to what the PBI claims is olassified. I believe all the elaing to national security
warrant a separate review by someone in the FBI whe does not live in the memory hole.
Those claims that are not uttsrly spurbous ate np lenger relevant after sl these years,

I believe that the longer these ikinds of practises continue the greater the cost
will be to the Goverzment, with court and related costs added,

~ So there can be ne doubt, I mean my appeal to be total. I will be probiding you
with other examples as I continue my review of documents I have selected out of those
records that were provided,

Wit regard to the withholding of FBI names I ask that your staff eompare the
first with the last of these Dallas records. I believe that the failure %o withhold
thesaumstmtheﬁrs%mwﬁmtwith’hnldﬁm:gthenmthemmmtaafm
FBIHQ MURXIN records &mwymfmmtwitmmsofmxfmeimr the
underlying records or the worksheets. I belisve that this sample of Seetion 5 worksheels
provides the real reason for withholding anslyste names. I aiso belicve i% is outrageous
for the FBI to yeprésent 3o 2 court, as it has, that it has to withhold the names of the
anslysts to protect them snd their families from harasement by me. At may age, in By
wmmuﬁmwwmxmemnmmzmmutmm.
The FBI alse alleged that disclosing their names and this anticipated harasement would
interfere with the agents' effeciency. My own belief is that any change would have to
improve what is generally undersiocod %6 be effeciengy.

smcﬂraly.

Harold Weisberg



