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Mr.: Qiin Shea, Dir.ctor o 1 1/10/79
Office of IOIA/BA Apjcals it el

: Deg{i‘tment of Jupstice

1‘138 'Ilg'toxl, D.C. BOb)U

* Dear kir, Shea,

Your letter stwap dated the 6th and relating to Dallas bulkies ani 1nforma‘b10n
in the public dowaing camc todays Because I am concerned about some of the language
you use I regpond im.cdiatelys

"On ogeasion, such items as e:cha.bn.‘cs and real ev:.dence are destroyed, er'
disposed ofy whon it iu determined that there is mo (further) need for thems'

EP.% cannot relate to the JFK agsassination n.nvest:x.gation because the Atto
Usneral issusd an ordoer reqmmm prosorvation, the E.Os of 10/31/66; becaqaa
Director loover tontified to the contrary to the Warren Oommiaaion sand because of
. - nunber of vontrary official policy statements subsequent to the above. In :Additie:
" any destruction is contrary to IBI rcxgv.lations when there is pending litigationd

Until I received this lotter from you I had absolutely nb reason to believe that
- “the FiI cngagud in gny unrecorded file shifting: You may rgeall that I have appealed
& number of tranufor: ofsrecords outside of assassination filems You state that t;;e_."‘-:
. bulkies "are routincly rcarranged and transferred in filese ' If this means tha they
<+ are physically moved r? I} ﬁ’LS one things If it means that they are placed in different
files, that is u,not iere 18.no record provided of this, particularly if the
transfer is uubuequunl, to the filing of an information request that in*ludes
“dnformation involved. ' ‘

S er VWhat you meem to be saying about this is “chat the FBI is inconsistent, ‘t:hate tr_ ;
right and proper, and the requaster is. required ‘to read its mind as well as itg in
va.s:.ble recards,

Untin now I am cortain that if 'Lhere were any unexplained gaps in serialization
' they were few and I au sure I would have appealed any. Now all of a sudden it becomes
he norm in historical cusacs and the norn that :LS Mnot - aoco mted fo;! the
'ocessing vorkshoots,

£ Your two attachments raise quest:.ons you do not addrass and would nef ap
.. be indircetly explained in your lettera R

You attach 160-10461-106 (uo Serial nuiber)s In-the course of shifting this thg
- FBI gave the record no other identificatione It remains allegedly bart of 1B6. But = =
- I have been provided with no 1B6 at all, as the list I gave you indicates. What I was
. provided sldps from 18 to 1B7 in Section identifications. Now we did some checking of"
_»this record after rcceiving yourletter. Ve find that the record was added to the end
.. of wme 1B, without any change in its number. Within my experience with FBI necarda '

this is unique. Or my recollection. fa.ils mes Six AMEe Sections a.alaa appear %

f,;,bean wiped outs

While there are other and undated notat:.ons ofi the second ¥D-192 I do not dispu'he :
_that the listed items werc sent to the Lab on 3/17/64 and not returned to Pallass I have '
no way of knowinge I do kmow 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, as the list I provided indicates, and I have no explenation that what you
,about these two records applies to all, e

. In'fact it can't from the illustration that follows. It can 'I: when the exh&hits
relate to cases in courts I have records of .the sending of specimens to the Lab for

© the kind of testing that is within my C.A. 75-226, earlier Ceds 23501~70. The Lab.did -
not provide any such information, .even indication of the existence of the records I
refer to, in those cases in which it did provide a pumber of affida’vits some .of ¥
disputed each other.




© QOne of the reasons thure may be present problems han be from the FBI's reaction to my

Your casual reference to the destruction of records on page one when this is
supposedly prokibited vith JFK rccords is followed at the top of page 2 by "To what= -
ever extent 'missing' ilems still exdist elsevhere in the Kennedy filessee” Tpis, of
" course, is my concern ~ the uncertainty of their existence when there is this radical
departure of careful FLI practise of rccording all such transfers and I recall no such
recording of transfers beine provideds The volume of what is represented by thibse
Sections not accounted\ considerables

e

Such rccords as those of testing of basic evidence mther then of odds and eads -
of books and a sweater ropresent my concern. My concern is not relieved by the general
nature of your letter.dt does not state, for example, that all represented by the
gaps on the ligt I provided were returned to various persons or were iransferred.to
other files or Sectionss A

I do not belicve that expecting supposedly consecutively numbered records to be
accounted for when the B.0. states all records were to be "preserved intact" as I~ ‘
recall its language is asking the Ful to do research for mes In this connection & also =
remind you that this is not a run-of~the-mill case but one found to be historical and .
there is the langunge ol the appeals court mandating the responsibility of establishe—
“ing the existence or non-cxisteénce of information relating to the assassination invest=—
gations I would hope you can agree that unexplained gaps in serial numbering does
~ raise questions aboutl the continued existence of such informations -

You remind w# uc of the probl% from "Operation Onselught." It is my belief that
those agents had been returned to rield posts prior to the processing of the records
in? questiane I am coertain of 'this with regard to somes I cannot state with regard to
all. Howover, & don't know that violation of the Act is its own justificationy which
is what you appear to nrgues ;

Here you refer to the processing of "the Warren Commission files." This is unclear
to me. The 1. loase of I'BI records in the files of the Commission to which I referred
is the rolonse ppior to the Acy. My point was thatlwhat was not withheld priogr to the
Act yag withhold gffgs the Act was the law ol the lgnds Identically that informations
If you moent "SI rocords included in the Commission s files, then those FBI records
were procesved throughout the processing of FBIHQ r@cords. (’I‘hﬁre can be no "Operation
Onslaught" applicability to bullkdes or field offige records, if there can be any at alls)
They wero 10b procesnsd all at onc lime. They were processed serially, I provided you
with a single jllustration you neither explain nor justifys I used one big hw:ak at one
point, not wll such illustrationss /Awe provided o fhars. ¢

You state that this was at "a time when it was not anticipated that worksheets .
~were poing to be roloaseds" If this is what the FBI informed you it is not agcurate
~ on several countss ' :

FMrst of all the year before this processing the FBL was releasing worksheets to mes

" specifications of improprieties reflected in them and my pd.npbir_;ting of the procegsors
whose work was nol in accord with the #ot. Thereafter the FBI withheld this informetion :
always rcloased fo we and wade spurlous claims to cover it, like claims to privacys s

In sdddfdony Lho ﬁw;’f requires thut all withholdings he justified. Without the :
exenption bedng aloiuwed on the record the only means of noting any exemption claimed
©is on the workuliootes Whoe moro th:n one claim is made within a si;xg;l? record this,

- of course, im opninaing and does not conform to the Act, whioh is why ~ have appealed it

o Your explajnfiton docs not acoount for the withholding of the ‘public domain and it
remaing withholds ,; 4 does not account for the mind-set that planned to withhold the
public demdn yuid 1h oome instunces was changeds So while I do not lmow what Mra v
Mitchell chadl ) luve also provided you with specific illustrations of the withholding
of the publie zlomin in these and in other records,: L1t 15 mo much the FBI'SJ way of life
that just this worning I saw where it withheld under various claims, including to. Td,




. what it had disclosod two years earliers I nean the iden’cical reca:cd, the iﬁgntmegl
. .oogBerial fram ono and the same files :

"that these worksheets can be guite confusing" cannot be attributed to eitbfar
"Projoct Ounlaught" or the anticipation that they were not going to be releaseds ﬂ}hez,;e
-had to be soue accownting for the withholdings and no other one has been pro, ideds Sl
Moreover, as you would lmow if Department counsel did not keep secrets from you, T have
provided entiroly diliorent worksheots din the cases in court, covering snpyoaeﬂl‘y the
same records provided to anotherprequesters They are not consisbent in the reconds
listed or tho exemptions claimed, ap I reomll ite I suggest it would %e helpful -1 S
well as econondoal if the appeals and litigation unite could esbablish diplomatic

relations and the appeals office could have knowledga ol ﬁnoan'b&a*ked evidence pmaentad
in courte,

One of your mentonces is subjeot ’co later out»ofmoon'bm quotation so I. aeldmas
it in the mmuu I bk you intendt "He (Mrs Mitchell) found no evidence that any
public domadin 1lllbi'mu!)l()n had actually been withheld." I presume this refers to the .

- dllustrebdoun 1 provided, vhere the #BI had actuslly withheld what was disclosed .dn -
- Warren Uomwdanlol records digolosures of mope then a decads pgo znd then goue of ’g,his :

- was caughl and abyrecbods L providod aoples of worlcahaeha iaﬂi%tins bhis 80, ly ’&Ey‘
aware ofl 1y

You dg phubu {Rat theve i@ "no evidence that any p\iblia domain infomation '
had aotmliy pn wlthhelds”" & nyuber of my captioned appaa,la includs this captidn and
“2- vk am nob aiare b sy dieputing of my representations in tkwne ‘appealsy ;

You alpp ihate, "Haveral of your recent letters to me have raised this same A
question with pegard Lo possible clagsification of records put into the public domedin
by the Warren Uonnission." Of course 1 am pleased that two years after the initial
clain to clageilfication the Review Comuittee is being asked to review at some future
time. However, thio dovs not reflect all that I have appealed relating to claims to

4 olass:LfJ.caLwn. It aloo does not reflect all I have appealed Wl'th regard to classification
“of the public dowain or the illustrations £ have provided over a considerable length
of times A convenlont illustration off the top of the head is 'chs Mexico matterse .

411 of tlis raises a serious question I have raised before: how is the Rav;!.aw
Committee going to know what is within the public domain? Eow :La it gaz.ng “*;
‘ascertaining faot sbout what is within the public domain®

I have repeatedly offered my services on this together wi*bh n 21 suggestadma,p.s
. of not disclosing what might be properly classified bigt I have had no resp:

The requirement is that there have been proper classification. A numbar of my
L appeals aro from ex poste facto olaasmflcat:.on, of records that were not classified as ' ...
of the time of my royuest and after several FOIA reviews of them being classified mo .-
they would be withheld from me when my requests were processed,u Does this sxhg&ti@n
require review by the Dopartment's Review Committee? -

~ I anm sorely troubled by this and what it represents. I have requests for JEK
'assassn.xmtion vecopdn going back more than a decade without compliances Résently I
sent you proof thalb some stlll denied to me are being provided to another. I have

- heard nothing fyam you or the FBL. The records to which you vefer were processed Hwo
years agos My appeels uo back not so very much less time as they relate to thoge :r:ecords
R and mueh fapthup as they relate to other records and requestss

. Restriotdng wyself Yo classification, I did »equest a review under the new 340,
;. Prémptly. I alap roguosted -that the vecords being processed be procsssed in ascord with
the provisions pf tho nou E.0s I have had no responses I beliefe the records of ‘the

~ general relenmes werc processed when the provisions of the new E.O. were knowm and were
‘not disclosed unpdl after the new E.O. was effact:nre. A.nd xm you wnte that your Hre
_Schroeder "will look into ks the matter when and gs clasgified Kenred




Am L mwmob m b I_LGVillé, that at this late date there is still a two—step further
#elay whore I have added emphasis, [lrst a delay within your office and then a further
delay belops the uetbter gets to the Review Comusittee plus any still additional daley
after 1t pevelved the matter? 4nd thds relating to ilmproper classification in an

historionl oupe only - having nothing to do with the nany other appeals goz.ng back
more than o decade?

If I wieinterpret your le'b’cer please corrvect me. If I do not and you can th::.nk
of any roasoh I should be other than sorely troubled I sure would liks to know ity

Bazold Weisberg




