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To Quin Shea from Harold Weisberg, JFK asoassination rocords appeals- 6/17/39;y

oIl and field offices - 62-109090-464

CDI and CR are rcpresenta}/ions of Warren Commission file numbers@ CE= Exhibit Numbers.

This rccord is é bulky or "enclosure behiné file" pfovided after the‘initial releases._
It is a record of the 1965 FBL review of its records also in Commission files at the -
Archives, with the pgﬁose of determining what could be disclosed publiclys SA J.C. Stokes
waéfa;i; coordinatems lic also wrote the memo with which this ERF beginss It states
national policy correctly as "making as much'. e » as possible available, to the public."

The items listed indicate that what the F3I regarded as not ppssible to release
often was wiﬁ??old merely because disclosure would embarrass the FBI, such things as
tape record;isglbrpadcasts and lectures by Marguerite Oswald and Mark Lane, which were
classified. | |
Because of the incompleteness of this record and its historical significance I must
and do make a blanket apoeals In this I am well aware thét much if not most of what the
F3I withheld in 1965 may we available today. However, the FBI's attitude toward dis-
‘@losure as Weli as its pblicies of secrecy are today a significant part of the entire
record the historical importance of ‘which no longer rests on my representation but is
that of the Department and the FBI,

In creating this record the FBI had a correlations between its files and their
nunbers and the Commission's CD and gE recordse It is not includeds It is an important
historical record for all future reaearchs Without it, for example, it is impossible
for me to determine which 6f the records originally withh&ﬁa are now available,

Some of the FBI's records were rewritten for the Commission. Perhap? that appearéd
to be necessary to the FBI in 1963 and 1964 but was for other purposes,lﬁ, improper
aecrecy, Perhaps it was justified. & combination is also possible. But now more than
15 years have passed and what may have been properly classified in 1963 may be impro-
perly classified todaye With this there is the continuing problem.of the FEI's practige

offi classifying the public domain and the lack of means available to review authority

to determine this because that also the FBL keeps secret,



There werc referrals to other intclligence agencies, like CIA and OWI. The record
13
does not disclose whether they acted on these referrals after ¥R yearse
There are unjustified claims to privacy, = relating to what the FBI has already

let out about Murk “unee. There is more recent privacy claim, as of the time of ‘the 1977 / 774

review of this record, which I believe is not valide

There are 7D claims which I believe require more than mere consultation with the
record itselfs Is the source a really confidential source under the AG's guidelines?
Is if a known source? Does it really require withholding today in an historidal,case,
including with the kinds of sqjaces already disclosed? is it arbitrary andﬁgﬁnicious
or inconsistent?

Perpaps the larges% sié%le area of withholding is of records relating tovthe
Mexico investigation. The range is broade L1t includes FBI working papers given to fhe
Ambassador (as distinguished from policy advice) and the &mbagsador's beliefs have
become an important historical factor. Many of thesc records, including information
that influenced the Ambagsador's beliefs, were £;brications and were known to Ee fab~-
rications, Feeding that kind of stuff to an ambassador is an important historical
consideration and is significant information under the Act, which is intended to let the
people know what goverment does. ([N Hhu- abo Yplo Mr.mymuf Levan vifa.)

The FBI'sAacts and judgements are wothin the purposes of the Act. Yet in these
lists there are entries like "junk- OUTI" aqd allegation of irrele%ﬁgéy applied to whas
the FBI itself provided to a Presidential Commission and to its requestslfor information
of the FBI, What the LI considered junk and irrelevant is indicated in én appeal daﬁjed
yestefday amplifying earlier appeale The FHI did not interview a single one of thé 18
motorcycle police escorting the President, not even two who were known to have seen
him hit and to have examined his wounds closely at the hospital to Which they escorted
hime “ome "junk"!/&nd how irrelevant? Particularly when in 1975 the FBI decided against
interviewing 16 of these expert observers on thé?iiiii?alleged ground that the observa—
tions of these two, which could hardly have been more opposed to the.official conjectures

reflected in the offickal conclusions, do not dispute those conelusionse



'

The 21 has a long history of being unquestioned, of seeing to it that it is not
questioned and of believing it is above questioning, despite the clear intent of the
Act that it be subject to examination and what the PuI will not concede, benef:.ttlng
i‘rombm quogtionced wnd having ito record examined.

I have every intention of continuing this examination to the degree the FBI does ~
not succeed in obstructing it by :i_mpd;per withholding:: and failures to se;u'ch and to
muke independent examination possible by otherse I do not believe that we vhave the
best of possible }'ils when we have one that can ignorc the best possible witnésses to
a crime of the magnitude of the assassination of a President, have that supported and
fortified on review in 1975 or a dozen years later and have all the high officials who
read the records I au providing to you garee that accounts of the crime exed::ly oppositle
the ofiicial conclusion;mo not in any way dispute ite

In the records referred to in this EEF there is a similar attitude toward the
Presidential commission. There is also the rewriting of reports tp withhold from that -
Commission. Pérhaps the rewriting was neceésary then, perhaps not. Unless there is a
compelling reason for withholding the original information and the mlderlyinglkacords
Xdday and clearly demonstrated harm that will result from disclosure I believe all these
originally withheld records should now be disclésed and I intend this appeal to
include thate

I regret the need to appeal some of the privack withholdings but they are made

necessary by the FEI's partial releases and other disclosures and the clear inference
of blacknail not limited to those involved, like the widow “larina Oswald. (There was
adso the Secret Service which had her in "protective custody“ and which :meedlately
v d;\,‘;contmued its own investigations when the FBI demanded this, even of Oswald and his
literature and its distribution :Ln” ew Orleans, the subject of a number of my prior
epreato.kn | ofy ondt e PRI withholiong )

Some of the undurlying records referred to in this EBF come from field offices to

which I have not yet addressed information requests. On one day last year I conferred.ud)\

boTh
mp you and uﬂa opartme,nt counsel on thise I then said that I would prefer 'I:o keep my



requests as limited as possible but that what the FBI did, what it disclosed and what
iE—?ﬂgfied to continue to keep hidden would control my ultimate decisione

I nay withhold deciding until I have some reflection of what to expect on appeal
evéh though some oi the uppeais are now ﬁell over a decade old.

But if I continue to have th: experiences I have in both fhe Kennedy and Kiné
cases the FBI is leaving ue no real option, as 4t apparently is not consideringe

The LI ate its céke when it siezed and kept control over the investigation,
beginning, ais many r cords I have provided state quite clearly and explicitly, without
legal authority. Since then it has been able to manipulate subsequent investigations
and requests under FOIA. Some of mine going back more than a decade still have not

h

been coiplied withe

As a result the information I have}de%iteiﬁggygreat volume (much "junkf; is in-
adequate.

I do not have a cleur recollection of the requests I t0ld you I might make,
depending on complicnce with those I had made, but I do recall being specific with
Department counsel, with whom my counsel and I conferred afteér we conferred with YOl
I made specific reference to certain-field officese Some of their records are in-

cluded in this EBF and +to the best of my knowlzdge remain withhedd today: If the FBI

Lles pnthin oy .‘é;éiféggﬁjﬁ/
is going to persist in withholding from wiemes=E=hmrewmgds requestsythe Uffice of

ey

Urigin and FiIHG, I will have to éﬁ%%?;eld offices to my requestse There will be no
other practical means of my obtaining the information the FBI pergists in;r%ithholding.
Large numbor of records are indicated as "missing" without an effortlreflected of
obtainiag duplicates. Onegof these,relating to CD 1383, lists " B & C missing photos
orcurb.. This appears to relate to‘what is at issue in my C.Ao7§—226 and without any
doubt is of ﬁbtures that can be duplicated. At another point 42 entire pages are with—
held as classified withiout any statement that there is no reasonably segregable informa-

tione If such questions are not resolved voluntarily by the FBL or on appeal by the

Department the only alternative is litigatione I may regret ite But I will not eschew it.
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