
    

  

    

     

  

   

  

   
   
   

    

   

   

    
     

  

   

   
   
   

    

  

   

   

fe Quinlan J, Shea, Director 7/31/79 TA/ PA Appewls 
Department of Justice 
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laid 
Mena it apide for a while 

ure before responding first ‘because | 

After your letter sttunas dated yesterday came I read it, 
vead it again and then have waited several more 

At represents outrageous misconduct and second because I wanted to be sure of my. Antex rotation of its The reason for this is that it contains unfactual and other Kinds of eee than faithful. languages after ref lection I have come to believe that what you do. 
yquote what you've been told and those who infortued you misinformed. you,’ I have. Re 

a. 4 eason to believe that this was other than deliberatgs ey Pe : 
Ve if 

—— 
Taeatbocome more and more’ concemed 

ub your involvement in this case by the judge has not resulted dn what she aad ahe 
ped would cone from it. 

~Howevery as I believe you will have observed, 

  

I am alwo concerned that your letter, whatever explains its intideli tions 4 
ereerving and potentially misleading record, 
sents it to the Court, 

P I private 

  

historically and if the Department   

person were to make the mispepresentations to a inant that I 
pe were made to thie Court your Department would be takdag actions! : 

nO avoid this possible misuse and to make another effort to end these selfapninans 
Misleading’ pecoms i ask that you rewrite thie letter and pubstitute the rewrtfiben 

non Bor all, exdeting copies or at least have a truthful, sana with the conte of at 
1 

  

     

To feodittate this and if it is not aoe / ‘to have on oft setting brwthfiil account 
» I addresa aome of what I characterize above! 

"I have now eatabl ished’ that the Bureatl sh has in fact, as : you tnttoatedy nade 
ge of Sonoraett/Ii.1teoy recoms to Mr. Ban Christensen," 

Tt dea JL who was forced to establish this exolusive release to a later wequasiid 4 
he happens to have Song) tet mé about both the subject matter and his request, az dtd 
de establishing ; a year ago’ “by displaying to the Court the two fat volumes. of eeceee 
had renelved, in yeuponse to the Taleely sworn affidavit of SA Horace Boole? : 
The, Departoea}e incredible response was to ask that this proof aud the other 

alprant information I provided the Court be expunged from the record's’ I+ aid net respont) 

  

  

what you could dnd I think should have arranged by a phone cally merely xorexchng oeples 
hat had already been processed and what you do not rafer to) the other. records made 

ble for the expe mente misuse of the House assaseing conmittes's : wD 
Sy year was A eiis out by the PBI and the Department and now that the PRI" Cointerpre- 

g,of the amabiets the Cou be the country and me is accomplished and a into ‘type 
of a sudden you tababdligh lees and I don't have the records yet:



  

\ sudt 
Soe what you say you hee } established in fact I established a year ago in open court ‘ "waft the FRI and Yepartment Sstanal presents' There has been no whimper of denialif Only | 

more stonewalling and now the lesa than fair representation of this unseemly delays ee You do not say that these are all the relevant records and in fact they are not 
hs ‘A threat against Yr, King is ineluded in a ‘pe recording for which I made a separate 

H mequest quite a few years al! My appeal. alao’y years ald and my many aL of om 
' have been and after your letter continue to bo ignored;' 

While I returned to Mr, 

   

      

    
              

   
   

    

   
   

   

   

   

  

    

      

    

    

    
   

    

   

   
   

Christensen what + perrewed from him and cannot alte. » the 
wll record it is my recollection that the FBI provided only those recorda he. stat 3 
gould afford, not all it has and had.’ : 

There de po t: rth to "I have been advised that ht was due te the fact. ‘thatthe 
pequest of Mrs 

  

Chriatensen was processed by an ayalyet unfamiliar with your broader 
wequest for acooss to Kennedy/ King assasaination records that the Bureau naan untay 
'@miled to male a sil taneous selene’ im Of the material to youl" , 

p 2 Hew "inadvertent" can it be ‘wisi SA \ Boclayth and Department counsel were dn. on 
‘ gourtrwom & Year ago and were nd were suave’ Or jon I then also provided an affidavit attesting 
to. the falaities in SA ome Beckwith's and gave the Yepartment a copy? Or whe i 
moved to expunge? 

earlisp2 S "Inadvertent" when 1 informed the FEIY "Inadvertent" when this is in my donaul:tanoy 
jyamo for the Civil Division, copy to you, and in the earlier memo by the student. ‘to which 
the judge directed the Department to rompentl leading to the falsely-sworn Bectonth 

fidavit? 

1 Ana the delay from the time I informed you is also *ansclivicsoett I think Py would 
-he appropriate, given the time $that has passed, the time wasted for tha Sourts, my i r the Cacer amin dounWel and me, for you to provide on ace antes for ai, ‘these ‘oa wee 

      

verrtenoon" C could enumerate,’ 

i@iAnd after this what is being disclosed? Only that to which Mr, Cuirtsbeonils limited 
himself, not ah relevant recofis in this neweat definition of whit is meant by maxim: 
Possible dleclowure, the words of Department counsel, or a areventent, case dete bans dun 
‘ay the Attorney General. 

My initial request of years ago is pot being complied wt Tes ny first ‘sini te ‘ 
the FBI over the improper withholdings from within the MURKCIN wecords provided’ ane finally ... 
to be acted on, this is hardly "inadvertent" when we are tallicing about late oe or 
garly 1977. Your letter is not explicit on thigy 

    

    

- However, 4f you do have these records in mind that reiehitos that 1 note other less 
than fully truthful language in "the analysts involved were not aware of the faot 
that My. Somersett was deades.” 

flo doubt they aid not Imow because I personally told them! More than sl 2  



  

As to the excising of reference to his informant activities, that also’ wes: janet 
: Amowledge, as I also informed the analystaé Somarsett himself made it public eerie 
oe ——: (Only yesterday I found FHI records including coptes of this, ao any good~faithis arch 

ie lof FRIHQ records alone should have disclosed its! However, if the analysts were: ‘not ‘ewane: 

‘of records other than those before them and if the FBI was Gareful to cover iteelt in oe 
hap it included in and kept out of the MURKIN records to which, arbitrarily, <* ee 

GLousl and over my objections it limited itself, thie can't ¢ explain away - any fade 
to make a good-faith check and search once 1 weeeeaes. the information - more tha 

    

      
     

    

  

  

      

   

  

      

  

    
      

       

   
     

  

   
    

  
   

4 —: domain and that he algo was dead,’ 
e . Bete ta part of the record of this single cage in which almost all my interest is oe 

s on; hehalf of the publicvand eliminating the confusion the FEL builds into what + ee : 
3 becomes the available nistonogd: record. 

s for biietorioal } cased, asikae from being what was within the public - demas 
Obviously, at 4 ~ to be able to Cointelpre everyone else that# the FBI refused: to 

ape pept the Andex I offered it ao 4t could avoid this kind of Amproper proosasing#! | 
{ Page 2 pf the attachment refers to the tape I have not yet receiveds white at least 

ciate that as of that ene moxe than a year ago, the FBI knew of the ‘tape I. had 

    

   
   

  

‘ . There utes is reference to these men as "indexed to these files.” That also woud 

, to assure dnoomplete disclosure, FEIHQ indices not Aaeeanng all solaris 

‘ 2 records! ah Sy 
There way be an inkboent explanation, given the FBI's Orwellian uses “i apoio 

of langauge, Tit I call te your attention the lenguage "contained in Somerset a: spain, 

4@formant file (66-16458)." This number designates "adminietrathve peer" not eae f 

     
    

  

   

       
  

  

     
      

  

“ee reference to records relevant to the assaasination of. the President, mie is 
Mind uted *to¥ exclude the wajor repositories, the field offiees) whioh remain unaearoheds’ 

(ae the cover-the-~ Bureau mania did not permeate the FRIHQ tity fone of what x pice 

   This and what it représents and more like it of the past maise what I reget: BE 

aubstantial questions about the enthre official machinery and attitudes toward FOLa, 

more so with cases in court for so Long and after what the judge has said and snipinten 

dn CoA. 75-1996 oe 
   

 



  

Is appeal no more than a means of effectuating noncompliance? Is long tag a foe 
| §Jowed by any compliance at all, other than non~compliance? Is it right and proper. fee 
‘appeals authority to compose letters that are degigned to and if uncerrected. ausgeed::4 
eovering up FEL violations of the Act, or, if presented to the Court ttieteed. ‘te Cont 

eo While your letter states honestly that I an responsible: for whatever colplianee : 
‘will be forthooing (and I appreciate this) why should the requester have to do this? | 

If the FBI's withholdings were accidental, as they were not, once the FBI a 
iprovided with correct information and knew its withholdings were improper why was at 

     

  

     

     

    
  
   

    

     

   

     

   

  

mot an FUL means of negating all compliance on appeal by oreating long cotaye, in. 
appeals ~ and of enormously inflating all costs? ERE 

| What ds the function of Department couisel in Hepartment and FRI HOLA casen? Ie 
ppemetanat oounsel any less an officer of the court or without b the I believe: mete: 

    

    
    What you now report in thie self-serving letter was knew to Department enwibil- 

B wear ago Did Department counsel have no responsibility under the Act to — 
eomplianco by the Xl promptly, particularly because the recorda were already pragess 

requized no more than xeroxing? Or did Department counsel, onee you were. ana L 
y the Sourt, have no responsibility about informing you? ae 

4xe those whose responsibilities include enforeing the laws not thensieeper to ive 
hin the laws? If they do not, whatever their TOBPONAE » cen, ee | be trasted to, en-. 

lave | oF to prosecute those they believe have violated ¢ i 
In any large bureaucracy 1t is alwaya easy for anpone +o ‘pretend that veqponai- 

‘Dility lies waaddoum elsewhere but if in fact each “i “ hie non anges 
Mully oan any bureaucracy keep within the laws? : ane 

Thia ds not the finat recent occasion I'Ve had to éxear stiianntetion to »: saihiahaina 
ytters that oun be misugpd to mistililthe Court and it is nob the only recent eases 

$ would, I believe, be nach better and could do much toward: approaching. a comreat end 
© thia and other cases if straightfoward letters are used rather ‘than those that are 

not faithful to fact, are yhisleading and are a al mieuses, whether An tiles 
ia the future gf for presentation to a courts ae a 

f hope you will give. this sone thought and substitute a letter that satan 
gt ithe avtwalities, | 

  

    
     
     

  

    

  

      

      

   
     

  

    

    
  

     

   

      
  

     

  

   
   
   

  

     
Harold Weisberg


