To Quin Shea fiom Harold Weisberg, JFK assassination ro cords appeals— ,6/17/39 
FoIHQ endifield offices - 62-109090-4$4 , PR

o

CDl’andHCR are representa}gons of Warren Commission file numbers()GE= ExhibitvNﬁmbers. i

This record is a bulky or "enclosure behlné flle" provmded after the initial releasas.d“

It is a record of the 1965 FBI review of its records also in Commission flles at the -
'A;Ch1Ves, with the P%POSG of determining what could be dlsclosed publicly, SA. J.C. Stokes
was uini coordinates. He also wrote the memo with which this ERF begins, It states . |
national policy correctly as "making as much e o « as-possible available to the publlc."
The items listed indicate that what the ¥BI regarded as not ppssible to releaae
L
often wasxuji?old merely because dlsclosure would embarrass the FBI, such things. as W
tape recordzigg/brpadcasts and lectures by harguerlte Oswald and Mark Lane, Whichgwere

classified,

Because of the incompleteness of this record and its historical significancevl.mus£~ ae

s o

~and do make a blanket apyeals In this I am well aware that much if not most of.uhat the L

FBI withheld in 1965 may we available today. However, the FBI's attitude toward dls-

-aiouure as well as its pblicies of secrecy are today a 51gn1flcant part of the entire

record the historical importance of ‘which no longer rests dn;my,representationbet;isﬁfiif; '

that of the Department and the FBI,. ‘

In creating this record the FBI had a correlations between its files and their
numbers and the Commission's CD and gE recordse It is not included, It is an important
historical record for all future reaeurch.vWithout it, for e#ample, it is impossible
‘for ne to determine which of the records originally withh&ﬁ&vare now available,

Some of the FBI's rccords were revritten for the Commigsion, Perhapg that appeared
to be necessary to the FBI in 1963 and 1964 but was for otherjpurposes,lﬂz improper
8ecrecy. Perhaps it was justified. & combination is aiso préiblea But ndw 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 FBI's practise
off classifying the public domain and the lack of means available to review authorlty

to determine this because that also the FBI keeps secreto v



There were referrals to other intelligence aﬂenc1es, llke CIA and ONI. The record
13
does not d_'Lsclose whether they acted on these referrals after ﬂ yedrge
There are unjustified claims to privacy, = reléting to what the FBIL hasalready

let out about Murk “ane. There is more recent privacy claim, as of the time of the / 977 o0 / ?7

-

review of this record, which I bel:.eve is not V&lld.

There are 7D claims which I believe ‘require more than mere consultation with the
record itself, Is the source a really confidential source under the AG's gu:.dalinee? B
Is it a lmown source? Does it really require w:.thhold:.ng today in an h:s.stor:.ca.l case, &
including with the kinds of sofices already disclosed? ls it arbitrary and/capric:.ous
or inconsistent?

Perpaps the la.rges:c sié)le area of withholding is of records relating fo thn yi
- Mexico investigation. The range is broade Lt includes FEBI working papers given tothe
Ambassador (as distinguished from policy advice) and the 4dmbagsador's behefs ha’ve
become an important historical factor. Hany of these redords, including ini‘oma‘kion
that influenced the Ambassador's beliefs s Were {z;brications and were known to be fa.b-
ricktions, Feeding that kind of stui‘f to an ambassador is an important lhisto::-j;cal:}' -
consideration and is significant information under the Act, which is intended to let the
People know what .government doese. m‘.“ - M’" ‘f'ﬂ“‘ 2 vM,"&%m‘j Lr e Vtﬁ‘b)

The FBI's .acts and ,judgements are wdathin the purposes of the Act. Yet in these
lists there are entries like "junk— OUT!" ang allegation of i_rrele@cy applied to whax
the FBI itself provided té ;1 Presidential Commission and to i.ts requests for information
-of .the FBI, What the FiI considered junk and irrelevant is indicated in an appeal daf‘ ed
yesterday amplifying earlier appeals The FBI did not interview a single one of the 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 _theAhospital to which they escorted
hime boine "junk"! /‘md how irrelevant? Particularly when in 1975 the FBI decided against

in’cefview:i;ng 16 of those expert observers on the memse alleged ground that the observa~-
| tions of these two, which could hardly have been more opposed to the .official conjectures

reflected in the official conclusions, do not dispute those conelusionse



The FZI has a long history of being unquestioned, of seeiné to it that i'tvis.".not
questioned and of believing it is above questioning, despite the clear intenf!: of fhe
Act thz.xt it be subject to examination and what the FZI ﬁiil not concede, be}héfittipg
frombiﬁg quegtioned und having its record examined. ; .

I have every 1nten1,10n of continuing this examination to the degree the FBI does B
not succeed in obstructing it by 1mp§per withholding: and :f‘a:.lures to search and to
make independent examination possible by otherse I do not believe that We‘ha've the
best of possible FiIs when we have one that can ignore the best poss:.ble witnesses to
a crime of the magnitude of the assass:.natlon 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 an pronda_ng to you geree that accounts of the crime exqﬁly opposite
the official conclus:.onsm do not in any way dispute ite ,

In the records referred to in this EBF there is a similar attitude towafd.tifxé: i et
Presidential commission. There is also the rewriting of reports tp x-rithhold-frdin that
Commission, Perhaps the rewriting was necessary then, perhaps not. Unless _thére is a
compelling reason for withholding the original information and the wlderlyin.vgiecords.’
Adday and clearly vdemonstrated harm that will result from disclosure I believé all thé'se
originally withheld records should now be disc]:osed and I intend this appeal to
include that. ‘ ‘

I regref the need to appeal some of the privack withholdings but they are inadé
necessary by the FBI's partial releases and other disclosures and the clear inference v
of ublaclmail not limited to those involved, like the widow I'larima‘. Oswalds ('l‘here ‘was
adso the Secret Service which had her in "protective éu.stdd’y" and which immediateiy
d:@éontinued its own investigations when the FBI demanded thid, even of Oswald and his
literature and its distribution :l.n” ew Orlea.ﬁs,.the sabj’ect of & number of my prior
appééls.}mA /]V iwfmwed B wrihhold "’3 )

: Some of the underlying records referred %o in this EEE‘_cdme fme field offices to
which I have not vet addressed information requests. On one day last year I conferredwl])\

boTh

. o®& you and wﬁ opartmcnt counsel on thise I then said that I would prefer to keep my



requests as limited as possible but that what the FBI did, what 1t disclosed and what
15—1 tried to continue to keep hidden would control my ultlmate decisione

I way withhold deciding until I have some reflection of what to expect on appeal
even though some oi the appeals are now well over a decade olde

But if I continue to have the experiences I have in both the Kennedy and King
cases the FBI is leaving me no real option, as $t apparently is not considering,

The FBI ate its cake When it siezed and kept control over the investigation,
beginaing, as many rccords 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
been complied withe

As a result the information I havejde%ite~¥g§7;reat volume ‘much "junkfz is in-

'adequate.

I do not have a clear recollection of the requests I told you I might make,
depending on complience with those I had made, but I do recall being specific with
Department counsel, with whom my counsel and I conferred aftar we conferred with youe
I made specific reference to certain field officess Some of their records are in-
cluded in this EBF and to the best of my lmowlc dge remain withhedd tod%y. If the FBI

. b e ittt g S Th in iy Lk Lened
is going to persist in withholding from b=tk requestsyythe Uffice of

Y
Urigin and FBTHG, I will have to aﬁg%?ield offices to my requestse There will be no
other practical means of my obtaining the infozmation the FBI persists inﬁraithholding.

Large number of records are indicated as "mlss1n " without an effort reflected of
obtalnlng duplicates, One’of these,relating to CD 1383, lists " B & C missing photos
orcurb‘. This appears to relate to what is at issue in ny C.A.7§—226 and without any
doubt is of g@tures that can be duplicated. At another point 42 entire pages are with-
held as classified without any statement that there is no reasonably segregable informa-

tion, If such questions are not resolved voluntarily by the FBI or on appeal by the

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