Mrs Quin Sheu, Dir.ctor 7/10/79
Offige of FOLA/PA Appoals BR ey
7, Deaprtuent o Justice '
. Washington, D.C. 205350

gear MI‘. She a,

Your lotter stamp dated the 6th and relating to Dallas bulldes and informa‘aion'

in the public domain, cumc today. Because I am concerned about some of the language
f”you use I respond:im.cdiately. : £« T

-

"On occasion, such items as exhibits and real evidence are destroyed, or otherwise
- disposed of, when it is determined that there is no (further) need for them," ~ ¢
o B ool molate to the JIK nssassination investigation because the Attorney ™
'ganeral issued an order requiring &a preservation, the B.O. of 10/31/66; bacauge
"Director Hoover toutificd to the contrary to the Warven Commission-and because of ‘a
number of contrary official policy statements subsequent to the above. In Addition,
any destruction is contrary to PRI regulations when there is pending litigations'

. Until I received tlis lotter from you 1 had abgolutely no'reason to beliava-that
the FBI engaged in any unrecorded file slilfting. You may reeall that I have appealed
number of transfers of wecords outside of assassination files. You state that the - -
ulkies "are routinely rcarranged and transferred in filess " If this means that they -
=are physically moved *U"T?} ﬁis one thing. If it means that they are ‘placed in airf
-files, that is anotﬁérA}' there is no record provided of this, particularly if:the
g of an information request that includes ths

ggggsfer is subsequent to the filin
rmation involved.

What you seem to be saying about this is that the FBI is inconsistent,

“"ght and proper, and the requester is required to read its mind as well a
ble records, '

'Until now I am certain that if there were any unezplained gaps in seridii@
h@y were few and I am sure I would have appealed any. Now all of a sudden it b

the norm in historical cascsand the norm that ig Aemis N0t iGMEER accounted f
pcessing worksheots. :

vYéur two attachments raige questions you do not address and would not.
indirectly explained in your letter.

i

.. You attach 100-10461-136 (no Serial number). In the course of shifting this the
'BI gave the record no other identifications It remains allegedly bert of 1B6. B
‘have been provided with no 186 at all, as the list I gave you indicates. What: .
rovided skips from 1B to 1B7 in Section identifications. Now we did some checldng of
s record after recelving yourletter., We find that the record was added to the end

£ wme 1B, without any change in its number. Within my experience with FEI mecords:

s is uniques Or my recollection fails me. Six immye Sections also
an wiped outs _ e

¢+ While there are other and undated notations off the second ¥D~192 I do not dispute
‘that the listed items were sent to the Leb on 3/17/64 and not returned to Ballass I have
.0 way of knowings I do lmow that this is not undversally true and ‘that much if not
most was returned to Dallas by the Labs Meanwhile, what wag provided to me jumps from
B17 to 1B20, as the list I provided indicates, and I have no explanation that what you
. about these two records applies to alls AEEAL ‘e s B

¢ In'fact it can't fron the illustration that follows. It can't when the exhibits
late to cases in court. I have records of the sending of specifens to the Lab for:
tﬁg;kind of testing that is within my C.A. 75-226, earlier Ced. 2301~70, The Lab

t provide any such information, even indication of the existence of the records

fer to, in those cases in which it dia provide g number of affidavits some ¢
Laputed each other, ’ i

f




Your casual reference to the destruction of records on page one when this'ig -
'supposedly progibited vith JFK rccords is followed at the top of page 2 by "To wha‘b-
ever extent 'missing' itlems still exist elsewhere in the Kennedy fileSese" This, of

ourse, is my concern -~ the uncertainty of their existence when there is this radical

departure of careful "I practise of reccording all such transfers and I recall no: such
‘recording of transfers bcm provideds The volume of what is represented by tl;uhae
Sections not acuountod\ congiderables

- Such records as those of testing of basic evidence mther than of odds and. ené.sv
“of books and a sweater ropresent my concern. My concern is not relieved by the g@neml
nature of your letter. lt does not state, for example, that all represented by the .

aps on. the 11.3t I pxovided were returned to various persons or were tr s.nsfarre By

ccountod for when tho baOs states all records were to be "presex'ved intact" aé i 5
ecall its language l..! aal«.:.ng the BT to do regearch 10.L me. In this oonnection

re is the la.n{_,uau oi the appeals court mandating the responsibillty of estab
s the existence or non-cxistence of information relating to the assassination
tion. I would hopc you can agree that unexplained gaps in serial numbering’ doas:
se questions about the continued ens’cence of such information. '

. You remind s ue of the problmv& from "Qperation Onsalught." It is my balie
hose agents had Leen rcturned to field posts prior to the processing of the Tec §
‘in question. I am certain of this with regard to somes I cannot state with regard teo
all. However, L don't know that violation of the Act is its own Justlflcation hich
what you appear to argues

is the release prior to tho Acy. “y point was thatljullut was not withheld MQ; 4
Act was withheld aftg,: the Act was the law orf the lande Ldentically that informati
If you meant FLI records included in the Commission s files, then those FBI records .
Were processed throughout the processing of FBIHY r@cords. (There can be no "Operertion
Onslaught" applicability to bulkdies or field office records, if there can be any. &t a.ll»)
TPhey were not processed all at one tine. They were processed seriallye L. provide:
with a single illustration you neither explain nor justify. I used one big hunk
point, not all such 111uu1,rations. ! have jrovidod o hars.

You state that this was at "g time when it was not anticipated that worksheets
ere going to be released." If this is what the FBI informed you it is not a.cgmatp
:geveral countga

. Mrst of all the year before this prooossing the I'lI was releasing workshaeta ‘to me.
QOne of the reasong thore nay be present problems gan-be frow the FBI's reaction to my
pecifications of improprieties reflected in them and my pinpointing of the procesgors
whose work was not in accord with the Act. Thereafter the FBI withheld this information
always réleased to we and wade spurious claims to cover it, lik:e oclaius to. px'ivacy‘. .

- In addition, the Aet requires that all m.thholdlngs be austified. Without ‘bhe
xemption being elaiwed on the record the only means of noting any. exenption clad.med.
1s on the worksheets. Where morc th.n one claim is nade within a amgli record: _this,,

: vco‘urse » is confusing and does not conform to the Act, which is why ~ have appealed ita

+ Your explanation dous not accowt for the withholding of the public domedin and it
_:‘arm.ns withheld,. f t does not account for the mind-set that planned to Withhoi]}i tha
~public domain and if sowe instances was changeds So while AL do not know what ]
Mdtchell chec 1 have also provided you with specific illustrations of the withholding
.of the public (;loma:m in these and in other vecords. Lt is eo much the PBI's way of life
'that Jjust this morning I saw where it withheld under various claims, including ‘co 7(1,

ki



sale J" :.le.

Serial from one and th.:

+ "that these workshcets can be quite confusing" cannot be attributed to either:
"Progeot Onslaught" or the anticipation that they were not going to be releaseds The:;'g
“had to be some accountin: for the withholdings and no other one has been provideda
Moreover, as you would know if Department counsel did not keep secrets from you, g have
provided entirely dificivent worlisheots in the cases in court, covering supposedly 'bhe
same records provided to a.notherﬂrequeater They are not congistent in the records
listed or the exemptions claimod, as 1 recall ite I suggest it would be helpful ag™:
well as economical if the appeals and litigation wnits could establish diplomatdc
relations and the appeals office could have knowledge of rimcon‘masted evidence pmsented
in courts. ) .’ o

- One of your senteinces is subject to later out-of-context quotation so I addxasa
it in the sense I tlink you intends "He (Mr. Mitchell) found no evidence that any -
public domain iuforuwtion had actually Leon withheld." I prosume this refers o the"
illustrations I provided, where the FBI had actually withheld what was disclosed in:
Warren Comnission rccords disclosures of uore than a decade ago znd then goue of this
was caught and correcteds I provided copies of worksh iets indicating shis so I w
ﬁg&re of. it. 5

; You do pot state that there ig "no evidence that any public domain information WEE
had actunlly been withheld." A nymber of my captioned appeals include this ca.p‘si,o:gl,am
& am not aware of any disputing of my representations in those appeals. b

; You alpo state, "Several of your rccent letters to me have raised this same” .
e question with regard to possible classification of records put into the public domein
- .. by the Warren Comuissions" Of course I am pleased that two years after the initial
w2t eladm to classification tho Review Comuittee is being asked to veview at some futune
time. However, this docs not reflect all that I have appealed relating to claims to
‘classifications It also does not reflect all I have appealed with regard to olassifma.tlon
of the public domain or the illustrations L have provided over a considerable length
,of times A convenient illustration off the top of the head is the Mexico metterse -

411 of this raises a serious question I have raised before: how is the Review .
Committee going to lmow what is within the public domain? How is it going to. go a.bpu,t
.ygscertaam.ng fact about wha‘n ig within the public domain? PR s &

I have repeatedly oi‘xered my services on this together with m a suggested maans
of not disclosing what might be properly classified bt I have had no TOSPONSS e il

The requirement is that there have been proper classifications A number ofimy
ppeals arc frouw ox poste facto classification, of records that were not classified as
.of the time of my rcquest and after soveral FOIA reviews of them being classified so
_they would be withheld from me when 1y roquests were processed. Does this" sii:u.a,tion
;gyraqmre review by the Department's Review Committee? SRRy i

s

I an sorely troubled by this and what it representss I have requ.aa’cs for J'E’K
- gasassination records going back more than a decade without compliance. Régently I
sent you proof that some still denied to me are being provided %o another, I have. "
Ja,eard nothing from you or the FBI. The rocords to which you refer were processedf.-'t;wo
years ago. ly upp«,als go back not so very much less time as they re,late to thos reoords
a.hd much farthur as they relate to other records and requestsa

- Restricting myself to classification, I did request a review under the new E. O. ;
promptly. I also recquested that the records being processed be processed in accord’ m.th
the provisions of the nev E.0s I have had no responses I belieffe the records of the:
general releases werce processed when the provisions of the new E.O. were known and were -
not discloged until after the new E.O. was effective. And QQ_J you write that 'your Mre
Schroeder "will look into Iimkx the natter u i




%
e

gelay where 1 have added ewphasis, Lfirst a delay within your office and then a further
“delay before the natter gets to the Review Comddttee plus any still additional daley

'af any reasoh I should be other than sorcly troubled I sure would like to know ita

ggjprwa]q arc boln revicyed for consideration by thoe Dolartmont{ﬁ Re ym ol Cqmg;ttee,

Am I corrcct in belicving that at this late date thewve is gtill a two-step further

after it received the nmatter? And this relating to improper classification in an

historical case only - having nothing to do with the many other appeals g01ng bagk
gore than a decade?

If I misinterpret your lotter pleagse correct me. If I do not and you can think'

Sinceredy,

 fH§rold WUeisberg

B




