To Quin Shea from Harold Welsbe;‘g. re ;previous a;ppeals.
- Kennedy sssassination records

Rei‘errals, "prevri.ously processed"' files not seamhadj; wi k!
from records supposed.]y processed under §/

ecords, the mostt pecent mailing of them of earlier this mon.th,ﬁ B ly“'bo

ays that for identification pur;;osel Sent'yoga__ copy of %

"I‘believe you are vares Tha "paucity, brevi'ty and sometlmes ;arypt:!.c natu

For example, the Sahitation {Str:‘i.ke file, part 3,

of 203 pages, I




"telephone contact records of phato,"

- Sentaf -
In Section 2 what appears to be 76 also a_pﬁegms to be

he nuuber written on it, 157-1109276. Why wa' T

dé) /wn.s 417 recervt al{ J'”.,.Z 647§/Wﬁﬁb [/'W"!,

: ) added
A handwr:i.t*hen note lusasesbed seys I took up the qu.estion

1

.,.1,
Jissing records being prov:,d.ad@md —Elebe are no'l; FBIHQ a
Lest you think the large numbsr of unchecked dupl:.cate




,,it to the Archives. The Aroh:wes has no backlogs It mlght be

A (o ?@gz
'-made what response to this "referral /not provided to me untﬂi

SA Hostys :
:,the only published tramscript 8referred” to the Archives. mes wag, too

two weelis agos

the same mailing to me.)

(The b’fng referrals to the CIA received no ‘attention un’dil ‘the CIA was ab

',.:l';‘or sunuwary judgement 4 1n o /‘»"lw{'“( Lol . 1%1 P“W\ afé Feﬁf”h M‘L“”&' ]
MEW

Whi. 1@ these buwdated "referral" wor ”<‘hee'hs include pages mEmm With a

Aéf _"’jprevj.ously processed” referral:,;the Iirst page of 100-1046_.1\ ;worl:sheev)caf,
'h_,ave with my 5/15, is m'previously processed" _so—called(.":cv'efex;rals."y :
You provided a De partmmt affidgvirt covering ‘chan worksheets in C.A.'"!S-O
‘ .agaln in connection wilh swmary judgement, es I've recently reminded youe 'S‘_
can} let me know how a "previously pro'cessed” record gets to be'-"'fefe_r'red" oi',ﬂ. ;
10::- why this hagd to include the publ:'i.shed ’cra.nscripté of testi.mon& of 15 yesrs:
I am aware that your more recent “ing case affidavit dbes‘v_noi'; address "pre

. processed," which I appealed in 1977 and has not been acted ons' That affidavi: W - in

.support of a Motion ror Partial Summery Judgement allegedly baged on the Sti; :



v valid, as I believe it was not, the Stipulation also required that copies of the records

involved be in my hands by Yovember 1y 1977,

But wost of the records admitted e g;z.ist

ere withheld as "previously processed."

With these newcut ouuuples of what bLoth "referral" and "

,pmevimm] Y processe
\..bc caule

larlJ because 1t is o Lactor in gyery FBI YOIA case I have¢ :

] t

- sorry LI had not worked my way down to these notes beféi-e preparing?’m;y‘g
caffidavit.

The noteém hold more that Bugyests motive for withholding. They alsa.

@ﬁl erf’
why the nawe of the FBL SA who executed the Memphis Mﬂﬁu;n/at'bached to th

»

"funitie‘ for them wound up on thﬁ FBI's agltator index, (In fact all the rece:@;&

¥ ‘sestmouy is that their in terest was in be ttering the cotmnunity. This testimo

the two police Ppics ‘“" di. simgu;x.shed from informants, Profess:ional police

cangr -.3!1”3.110) _ ' ‘
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