0 Quin Shea from Harold Weisberg, re previous appea,lS, K‘Lns
. Kennedy assassination records

Referrals; "previously processed“; files not ;
from reoord.s supposedly proaessed under;

down to tha notes in one oi‘ the accumulatedr 5~backs of m%'l:@

1ps! And I ,Just,~happened to coma :

While 'bha,‘oovexing letter w,ith the ffreferrals"

is dated. 5 é.xw letter .

aap?‘esed to oover then, That S’cipu.latlon required that copn,as be provided as

’t accwnulated and given to me is over-large units. It now tuz'ns out that re

f;:mm Memph:.s filee, more than two months later. I made :.mmedia,te a.nd vigoroua

,g ol bela_eve you are aware. The paucity, brev:l.ty a.nd sometlmes oryphic na’cu:ce

“Por example,‘ the 3 amtatn.on Strike f:.le ’ part 3y of 203 péggé, I made me



: s descr:.bed as "telephone contact records of photo."_

Semaf
In Section 2 what appears,to be 76 also appea:n‘s to be

,/1; receive A,I/ J'&hmz, /84,7"'/[,‘5!\.41 !/I/'m!g
/ a«tﬁk/ttf

mdssing records being prov:.ded@aml .Hlese are not 1I‘BIIIQ, atte,ehments said.,




E ‘f“,"ﬂ,were referred elsewhore, Or why nine agencies, including within the Department, have -

" the only published transcript 8referred” to the archives. Heshmebs was, too, 31’*‘1 ;Ls An

“ the suwie mailing to me. )

v of ”")ZL‘CVfL()Ll;;%l" processed”" referrals
f 'L !

" can let me know how a "])I‘leOIlSJy processed” record gets to be "referred" or vi wersa.

From prior expericnce with the providing of any referrals by the 1"BI and CIA I

recognize it as a prelude to a Motion for Sumnary Judgenente. Until then, stonewalling
and total non-responsiveness to any inquiry,

L have now read all of these supposed referrels and find myselfy wondering why they

not responded in 11 months,

v ogfLorrml
I will be addressing souc of thege separately $o you when I can, like the

Secret Service

inforuation published by the Warren Comdigsion in 1964 and by me from these never-withheld

=

records in 1967,

L1lustrative i tho referral to tho Netional Archives of & record that nob only was -

not clussified but wos publisheds It is Serial 5784 of 100~1 O461¢ It is the type._sq:cipt
of the transcript of the testimony of a witness, D,D. Ryders Now the FBI knows full well

that the Commission's testimony was published in 1964. Yet 11 months ago it "rafem'ed"

it to tiic Archives. The Archives has no backloge It might be worth finding out When it

atr
made what response to this "referval Inot provided to me untll two weeks agos’ (I“& ;LB not
: SA Hosty's

(The X ng referrals to the CIA received no ‘attention unt:.l the CIA was about to file

. for swuiary judgementd v o sl aFed st 7%1 va\ WFE g vhs ¢ Liasly 404#%01077 pl {
g M’:W

While these Lndated "referral worksheets include pages mmEpx with a grea‘ter Qumbexr

the first page of 100-10461 worksheets, wh:i.ch you

havo Wi BN my 5/1), is M "previously procesped" so~called "referrals."

You provided a Department affidgvit covering thenz worksheets in C A.78—-02.4—"'

; -~ Or why this had to include the pub%/—i.shed transcripts of testimony of 15 years._; ‘agbé’




valid, ws L believe it wou not, the Stipulation aluo roquired that copies of theurecords

involved be in my hauds by Yovember 1y 1977« Lut most of the records admltted to exist

werc withheld as ”pruviously'processed.”

With these newesl, \>umpies of what both "referral" and "previously procesg
ccauJb ,

ra prﬂparing
affi&nvjt. The notem hold more that suggests motive for withholding They ‘&

.o{nurf‘ A
thy the name of the FBI SA who exeoutad the Memphls ﬁ#ﬂ&&@?%/;;tachnd to th

*

:tum.“cw Tor them wound up on thaiFBI's agltator index. (In fa,c*b 311 the rec

~

is not anxious. for more Lo be known, es this much is Jmown a8, a result of my‘

'ﬁ/\ce,mmf“&wvjym W Jth r‘;om.n;f( ﬂzng L/um J'o':,x/{mv/fzm MM,A
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