Office of IOLA/PA Apjcals
Deaprtuent of Justice
Washington, D.Ce 20550

Mre Quin Shea, Dir ctor - 7/10/79

Dear lir, Shou,

Your lotbor gtuwan dated the 6th and relating to Dallay bulkdes and information
in the public donning caae todaye Because I am concerned about soue of the language
you use I roupond in odiatoly. et

MOn oceasion, such iteng as exhibits and real covidence are destroyed, or otherwise
disposed oly whon it iy determined that there is no (further) need for theme" .

W i T
oy &%scwum‘t relate to the JFK assassination investigation because the Attorney
Gsneral ismwod an ordoy n‘.‘equirin@r lzjﬁ preservation, the B.0, of 10/31 /66; becax,tse..
Dizreetor Hoovor tontificd to tho contrary to the Warren Commission;emd because of ‘a -
number of contrary official policy statcrents subsequent to the above. In Addition,
any defstruction is contrary to {BI rogulations when there is pending litigatione .

Until I roseived tlda lotter from you I had absolutely no reason to. believe that
the FBI engagod in any wrecorded file shiftings You may reeall that I have appealed:
& nunber of tronsfors olfwrecords outuide of assassination Tiless You state that the

~ bulkies "arc routincly rcarranied and “bransferved in filess " If this means that they
‘are physically moved ‘Lhyﬁ o onc things If 1t means that they are placed in different
files, that is mmtﬁ&*'ﬂ there 18 no record provided of thisg, particularly if the
transfer is subsoquont to the £iling of an information roguest that includes the
information involvoda. o L ok -

What you geom to be saying about this is that the FBI is inconsistent, that is
- right and proper, mid tho requester is required to read its mind as well as itg in=
visible records, ' L, G ‘ '

Un*til now 1 am cortadn that if there weére any une:plained gaps in serialization
they were fow and I ai sure T wvould have appealed anye How all of a sudden it becomes ,
the norm in historical casesand the norn that i8S misewim 0t WEEEE accounted for on the e
procesaing vorkshootbye g : o : '

Your two altachionts raise questions you do not address and would net appear to
be indircetly explained in your lettor et '

You attuch 10=10461-1836 (1o Serinl number)s In the course of shifting this the
FBEL gave the record no other identifications It remains allegedly part of 1B6. But
I have been providod witl no 186 at all, as the list I gave you indicatese What I was
provided skips from 18 to 1B7 in Section identifica'tions. Now we did some checking of
- this record after roceiving yourlettor. We find that the record was added to the end
_of wme 1B, without eny chunge in its numbere Within my experience with FBI pecords
... this is unique. Or my recollection fails mee Six SWE® Sections also appear to have
~ been wiped outs — e

While there arc other and undated notations off the second ¥D~192 I do not dispute
that the listed items were sent to the Lab on 3/17/64 and not returned to Pallas. I have
- -no vay of knowinge I do know that this is not universally true and that much if not
" most was returned to Dallas by the Labs Heanwhile, what was provided to me jumps from
1B17 to 1B20, ag the list I provided indicates, and I have no explanation that what you
. say about these ‘two rccords applies to all. iy e

o In ‘fact it can't from the illustration that followse It can t when the exhibits

- -relate to cages in courts I have records of the sending of specimens to the Lab for
- the kind of testing that is within my C.A4. T5=226, earlier Cehe 2501~70s The Lab did -
" not provide any such information, even indication of the existence of the records I-

17 refer to, in those cases in which it did provide a nwaber of affidavits some.of which
~ disputed each othersy o R




- course, 1ls uwy concoin =~ the uncertainty of their existence when there is this radical

- recording of transfera boeing provideds The volume of what is represented. by;tmq
Sections not acc omltom\m&onaldomblo.

- of books and a sweater yopresent liy concerns My concern is not relieved by the

L gaps on the list I provided were re bu:cned to various persons or were trana:ﬁa

.+ accountod for whon the B.0. states all records were to be "preserved intact" as'I
.., recall its language iu asking the UL to do reséarch for mes In this connecti.o
7L remind you that thig is not a run-on~tha-mill case but one found to be histori
there is the langungo of the appeals court mandating the responsibility of esta
- ing the existence or non-existence of information relating to the assassinatien
- gations I would hope you con agree that unexplained gaps ln serial numbering

. raise questions about the continued oxietence of such information.

. those agents had heon roturned to field poebs prior to the prosessing of the records:
in questians I em oertain of this with regard 4o somes I oannot state with reg
‘alls Howevery + dpn't konow that vmola’c:l.on of the 4ot 1s d8 own austifma
&g what you appenr o avgues :

‘40 mes The rulease of I'BI rocords in the files of the Commigsion to which I reﬁemﬁd‘ :
‘is the release Jdor o the Acy. My point was $hativhat was not withheld prior 4o the
Act yag withhold gffgr the Act was the laW of the lgnde Idontdcally that informationy
“If you meant I rocords included in 1:l1e Commission s filesy then those FBI recc)rda
~were procesped throughout the processing of FBINQ records, z :
. Onslaught" applicability to bulkies or field office records, if there cah be any. at all,):
.. They were nob procesued all at one times They were processed gerially, I prov:i.d.ad ou
~with a single jillugtration you neither explain nor Justify. I used one big 13}

. point, not all such illustrations, / heve pmMM o Thars.

. One of the reasons therve uay be present problems tan be from the FBI's reaction to mny

, . specifications of improprieties reflected in them and my @inpointing of the proce,ssors

 whose work was not in accord with the Act. Thereafter the FBI withheld this info:mat:l.an
»always released to ne and nade spurious claims to cover it, like claims to p:niva‘ Ve

TR« B T R ovTR e

' exemption being eleiued on the record the only means of noting any ‘exemption clmmed
is on the workshoots. Where more thun one claim is made within & sing i record: ‘hbis,
t‘,,oﬂ course, is confusing and does not conform o the Acty which is why

-’publ:a.c dong i some instances was changeds So while aL do not know what.

Your onsual rofcrence to the destruction of records on page one when' this is -
supposedly projlblted vith JIK rucords is followed at the top of page 2 by "To Wwhate
ever extent 'miesing' items still exist elsewhere in the Kennedy fileS.se" 1his, of

departure of careful Il practise of rccording all such trensfevs and I recall no such

Such rocords as thoso of testing of basic evidence mther then of odds and ends
nature of your lettor. It does not state, for example, that all represented .

other fileu or dections.

I do not beliove that expootlng ﬂupposedly consecutively numbered recor@,g

You romdnd s we of the problang from "Operation Ongalught." It is my balzl ha:kr

Hewve you rel'er bto the prooesming of "‘bhe Warren Comniesion files." Tha.s :Ls uncl%ar‘

There can be no "Opem'hian

You state that this was at "a time when it was not anticipated that worksheets
were going to be releaseds" If this is what the FBI informad. you it :us nat‘
on several countse .

First of all the year before this prooessing the FBI was releas:mg worksheeta 1:0 mg

In addition, the Aet requires that all withheldings be justified. Without ‘the '

have a.pma.led ite

© + Your explanation does not aceount for the withholding of the public domain and it
‘renaing m.thheld. t does not account for the mind-set that planned to withho, thg '

Mitchell che 1 have also provided you with specific illustrations of the witmaoldjng'
of the public dousin in these and in othervecordss Lt is so mich the FEI's vavsof hfe :
“that just thie umrni% I saw where it withheld under varioua olaims, includi:

1




what it had disclogod fuo yoars earlicrs I mean the identical record, the identical
Serial Mo one el B sone £iles ’ '

"that those vortsloets can be quite confusing" caunot be attributed to either
"Project Onulanght" or the wnticipation that they were not going to be released. There
had to be soue accounbing for the withholdings and no other one has been provideds
Horeovey an you uowl! lmow if Depaitnent counsel did not lkeep secrets from you, I have
provided entiicly diive ent worlisheots in th cases in court, covering supposedly the

rmm recoxdn provided to Lulothcrﬂmqumtm e They are not consigtent in the records
igted or the ecuowption: clained, ag I rccall ite I susgest it would be helpful as
well as ecouoldeul 1L the appeals and litigation units could establish diplomatic
relations and the nppeals office could have knowledge of mncontusted evidenae presented
in courtse. ' ’ '

One of your penionces is subject to later out-of-context quotation so I address
it in the sonse I Lhiul you intends  "le (Mra lL'LLcholl) found no evidence that any
public domain infomabion had acbuulil‘v been withhelds" I presuwse this refers to the
illustration; & provided, where the FBI had actually withheld what was disclosed in
Warren Comuidisulon mecords digelosures oi‘ nore than a decade agod znd then soue of this

was cauizht and worrecheds L providecl COP..Le of work sh 'eta inclic,.a’sin.g ;bhz.s ‘80 I was
avare ol Ll ,

You do &?.h i Luto that thm"o is 'no evidence that any public doma.:.n information was
had actunlly baen wibiheld" & nyber of my captioned appeals include this caption and
I am not awape of oy disputing of wy- :~epresenta*blons in those appeals.

Tou alnp mlabe, "doveral of your rocent letters to me have reised 'th.'l.u same
question wi bl o ed ko pogsible classification of records put into the publie domain
by the Warpred Ju mf;.uou." Of courge 1 am pleased that two years after the initial
clain to claggillcatlon the Review Commdttee is being asked to review at some future
tines However, this docs not reflect all that I have appealed relating to claims to
clagsifications 14 aloo does not refloct all I have appealed with regard to classification
of the public downin or the illustiations L have provided over a cousiderable length
of times A vonvenlont illustration off the top of the head is the Mexico matters.

ALL of this radises a gserious quegtion I have raised beilore: how is the Review
Committes podng; to mmw vhat is within the public domain? How is it going to. go a,bout
ascertaining faot about vhat id witldn the public domain? .

I huve ropentodly offered my services on this tolether with mm a suggested means .
of not disclouing vhat might be properly classified it I have had no responses

The requircment i that there have been proper classificatione A number of my
appeals wre fron ex po te facto classification, of records that were not classified as
of the time of ny r quest and after goveral: FOIA reviews of them being classified so
they would be withheld frow me wvhen iy roquests were processeds Does this sn.tuatlon
crequire sovieu vy th Dopnrtment's Review Committbee?

I am sorcly troubled by this -‘-nd what 1t re presentse I have requests for JFK*
agsassination recordn poing back wmort than a decade without compliance. Régently I

sent you prool that sowne otill (].L.l]_l(,d to me are beins provided to anothere I have

heard nothing fromn you or the L. The rrcords to which you refer were processed two
years amo. liy appeals o back not so veiry much less time as they relate to those records
and much farthur as thoy relate to otler records and requostses '

Restricting wyoeld to classification, I did request o review under the new E,0, =

prouptly. I aloo i uosbed that the records being processed be processed in accord with
the provisions o th nou B.0s I have had no responge. I beliefte the records of the
general releason vceo processed hen the provisions of the new B.O0. were known and were
not disclosed wndill alter l,nu new 1,0, was effective. dud 1_9‘7 you wr:Lte that your lir.

SC'IH:;OO(].(}}.‘ Ml ool dito e “Heix the nottor Ihen and ao cl




A L oaprroot Lo bolioving that at this late date there is still a two-step further
gelay whove L have adied cuphasis, Lirst a delay within your office and then & further
delay belpre the mattor gets to the Review Comwdttee plus any still additional daley
after 1t received tho uatter? And this relating to improper classification in an
historical oamse only = having nothing to do with the many other appeals going back
more lluw 4 decade? | e 0h

If Y wtuinterpret your letter ploabagqorréoh mney IT T do not and you can ﬁhink R,
of any reuiuht L whould be gther than soroly troubled I nure would like to know ity

Binooredy,

- Hayold Volsberg




