
ao. the kcind of testing that is within my C.4. 75-226, earlier CoA. 2501~70. The Lab did - 

. -& refer to, in those cases in which it did provide a nuuber of affidavits some .of which 

lin. Quin Shea, Dir.ctor 7/10/79 
Office of FOLA/PA Appoals sien 
Deaprtwenut of Justice 

Washington, DeC. 20550 

Dear hr, Shou, 

Your lottor atuav dated the 6th and relating to Dallas bulkies and information in the public domaing cre today. Because I an concerned about soe of the language you use I roupond in odiately. CN te 

"On occasiou, such items as exlibits and veal evidence are destroyed, or, otherwise Lig % disposed of, when it is determined that there ig no (further) need for theme"... hes Ny 

as ‘ ait GbE oauiot relate to the JFK assassination investigation because the Attorney 
General issuod an ordow requiring’ 4ee preservation, the B.0. of 10/ 31 /663 because. 
Director Hoovos tostifiod to the contrary to: the Warren Commission»and because of a. . number of contrary official pélicy statcments subsequent to the above. In additions. any destruction is contrary to PBI regulations when there is pending litigations. — 

Until I roveived tliis letter from you I had absolutely no reason to. believe that. the Fil ongagod in any unrecorded file shifting. You may recall that I have appealed: & number of transfers olsrecords outside of assassination files, You state that the — 
_ bulkies "are routinely rearranged ond transferred in files, " If this means that. they are physically movod Yung 18 one things If it means that they are placed in different files, that is anol” ze Gals is no vecord provided of this, particularly if the 
tuansfer is subsequent’ to the filing of an dnfomaation roqyuest that includes the information involvod, e 

What you geen to he sayin; about this is that the FBI 4s inconsistent, that is _ right and proper, mid tho requester is required to read its mind as well as its ine. 
Visible records. ' 7 ee 

Uta now Ioan cortaiu that if there wero any wne:plained gaps in serialization 
they were few and I aw sure fT vould have appealed any. Now all of a sudden it becomes 
the norm in historical casesand the nor that ig aaa. not @@kmme accounted for on the 
processing: wovlwahootee nies ae ee 

Your two attachionts raise questions you do hot address and would net appear to 
be indircetly explained in your lettor. 

You attach 100-10461=-1B6 (no Serial number). In the course of shifting this the 
PBI gave the record no other identifications It remains allegedly part of 1B6. But 
I have been provided with no 1B6 at all, as the list 1 gave you indicatesé What I was 
provided slcips from 1b to 1B7 in Section identifications. Now we did some checking of 

. this record after roceiving yourletter. We find that the record was added to the end 
Of mm 1B, without any chunge in its number. Within my experience with FBI pecords 

... this is unique. Or my recollection fails me. Six MMee Sections also appear to have ' been wiped out. poi 
While there are othor and undated notations off the second FD-192 I do not dispute 

that the listed items were sent to the Lab on 3/17/64 and not returned to Ballas. I have 
no way of knowinge I do know that this is not universally true and that much if. not 
most was returned to Dallas by the Labs Meanwhile, what was provided to me jumps from 
1B17 to 1B20, as the list 1 provided indicates, and I have no explanation. that: what you 

“gay about these two records applies to all. : 

©) -In ‘tact it can't from the illustration that follows. It can't when the exhibits 
“relate to cases in court. I have records of the sending of specimens to the Lab for 

ms not provide any such information, evén indication of the existence of the records I: 

disputed each other,



, i 
| ayy Your casual rel'erence to the destruction of records on page one when this. is~ 

supposedly prokLbited vith JIK rocords ig followed at the top of page 2 by "To what. 
|. ever extent 'utesing' items still exist elsewhere in tho Kennedy filesess” This, of 
| =» course, ia my conouin = the uncertainty of their existence when there is this radical 

. departure of curolul ul practise of recording all such transfers and I recall no. auch 
ie recording of translers Loins providede The volume of what is represented oy. ‘tyhae : 

, Sections not aovountodfeh/donsi dévabie, ; 
BS Sush records as those of testing of basic evidence mther than of odds aiid ends 

of books and a sweater yopresent tity concern, My concern is not relieved by the 
is - nature of your lotter. Tt does not state, for example, that all represented | 

~~ gaps on the list I provided were re tumed te) varLous persons or were transie 
other files or Sections. 

ee I do not believe that axpodbing supposedly consecutively numbered recon 
; «5 accounted for whon tho £.0. dtatos, all records were to be "preserved intact" as I 
1, recall its languaye is asking the PLL to do reséarch for mes In this connection, 

.. vemind you that this is not a runsdf=the=sti11 aase but one found to be historic: 
there is the language of the appeals court mandating the responsibility of esta 

dng the existence or non-existencd of inforuation relating to the assassination: 
- gation. I would hope you can agree that unexplained gaps in serial Tuan betlingy 

.. Faise questions about the continued oxistence of such information. 
ee You ronind mf ue of the nop ls from “Operation Ondalught." It is my belt hat 
- ... those agenta had leon returned to field posts prior to the processing of the records: 

in questions I am certain of this with regard ‘to somes I Cannot state with reg 
‘all. However, + don't know that sober cktce of baie 4ot is ite om dustifica Lony 

ovis what you appear to argues gs 
. Heve you rul'er to the wiinoodaine of "the Warren Commission files." This he unclear 

“to mes The rvlease of PBI records in the files of the Commission to which I referred” ‘ 
"is the release you to the Acy. Ny point was thatywhat was not withheld prior to ‘the. 
Act yag withhold afta: the Act was the law of the lgnde Igentically that informations 

“If you meant lB records included in the Commission s files, then those FBI records * 
_. Were processed throuzhout the processing of FBIHQ rtcords, (tnere can be no "Operation 

_ Onslaught" applicability to bulicies or field office records, if there cah be any. at all.): 
:.» They were nob procesied all at one tine, They were processed serially, 1 provided.-you.. » 

with a single jllustration you neither explain nor justify. I used one tae ii one 
~~ point, not all such illustrations, / have provitedl ofhan- 

You state that this was at "a time when it was not anticipated that worksheets 
were going to be released." If this is what the FBI Tnfomwad vou it is. not: 
on several counts. 

| First of all the year before this brdoaeatng the FBI was eleasine worksheets “to me 
‘ec. One of the reasons there may be present problems tan be from the FBI's reaction to my _ 
“° gpecifications of impropricties reflected in them and my Pinpointing of the processors 
whose work was not in accord with the Act. Thereafter the FBI withheld this information’ 

always released to ie ond wade spurious claims to cover it, like claims to sain AS 

In addition, the Act requires that all withholdings be justified. Without the. 
exemption being elaimed on the record the only. means of noting any exemption oimimea 
-is on the workshoots. Where more than one claim is made ‘Within a sing le recom: this, 
“of course, is confusing and does not conform to the Act, which is why ~ have appeailed its 

+ Your explanation does not account for the withholding of the public domain. and it. 

penains withheld, t+ does not account for the mindset that planned to withhoy ie 
“public dom nd 1A some instances was changeds So while ne do not know what. Laces 
Mitchell che have also provided you with apenaitee illustrations of the witiibolding 
of the public ¢ areslzt dn these and in other vecordss +t is so much the FBI's way. of life 
that just this meri I saw where it withheld under various: claims, including om (<a 
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what it had diswlosod tuo years carlicr. I mean the identical record, the, identical 

Serial Vvon one ial ba same Tiles 

"that those voitsheets can be quite confusing" cannot be attributed to either 
"Project Onvlauglit" or the anticipation that they vere not going to be released. There 
had to be soe accountin,; for the withholdings and no other one has been provided. 

Horeove’y, as you dowl! Inow if Department cowisel did not keep secrets from you, I have 
provided halen ily diavecot worksheets in th: cases in court, covering: supposedly the 
oe records provide! to SH an preipae seats They are not consistent in the records 
isted or the oxomption: claiucd, as I recall ite I suggest it would be helpful as 
it as ecouoitloul if lhe appeals and litigation units could establish diplomatic 
relations and the appeals office could have knowledge of mncontusted evidence presented 
in courts. 

One of your ae is subject. to later out+of—context quotation so I address 
it in the gonse I tdi you intend: "Ile (lire Hitche11) found no evidence that any 
public doinain dif tematic had actually been withhold." I presume this refers to the 
illustration; I provided, where the PBI had actually withheld what was disclosed in 
Warren Conmisuion records disclosures of more than a decade ago znd then Soue of this 
was caught and gorrectods I provided: Sebhes of worksh: vote A HORUS: shis so I was 
avare or ite 

You do ine eine that there ig "no evidence that any public domain information wx 
had actually beun vwitiheld." A nymber of my captioned appeals inelude this eoakion and 
IT am not aware of awy disputing of iy. representations in those appealss © 

You wlio abate, "Several of your recent letters to me have raised this same 
question will pecsend bo podsible classification of records put into the public domain 
by the Warveuw Uo eulogy" Of course I am pleased that two years after the initial 

clain to cladsillicat Lon the Review Comittee is boing asked to review at some future 

time. However, thin does not reflect all that I have appealed relating to claims to 
classifications. Lt silnin does not: reflect all I have appealed with regard to classification 
of the public downin or the illustrations | have provided over a considerable’ length 

of times A vonvenient illustration off the top of the head is the Mexico natterss 

ALL of this iidsces a sextous quostion I have raised bel’ore: how is the Review 
Comaittiea woiny: to know what is within the public domain? How is it going to. go about 
ascertaining fact about what is within the public domain? “ 

I huve rupoatodly offered my services on this together with mm a suggested means . 
of not tluclosii: what wight be properly classified bet I have had no YESPONSGe 

The veyquircmcnt is that there have been proper classificatione A number of ny 

appenls are Pron ex po te facto classification, of records that were not classified as 
of the time of my pr quest and after several FOIA reviews of them being classified so 
they vould be withheld frou me when ny requests were processeds Does this situation 
require review uy th. Department's Review Committee? 

Lo aa sorely tronivled by this sil ‘what it represents. I have requests for JFK‘ 

assassination records going back moi: than a decade without compliance. Régently I 
sent you proof that soue still donioa to me are being provided to another. I have 
heard nothing from you ov the vl, The rscords to which you refer were processed two 
years ano. Hy appanis ¢o ba:k not so veiy much less tine as they relate to those records 

and much farthur as thoy rolate to ot).er records and r-questSe 

Restricting wysel’ to classification, I did reqyuost a review under the new E.0.— 
promptly. I aluo w:jusrbed that the records being processed be processed in accord with 
the provisions ov the jeu 8.0, IT have had no response. I beliete the records of the 
goneral velonasan Wei processed when the provisions of the new H.O. were known and were 

not disclosed wil waiter Jbho nei new H,0. was ert ective. Aud BQy you write that your lire 

Sahroeder Wd Juok daito einai. “fai the notter ig 



aml Gorroot di believing that at this late date there is still a two-step further 
@elay whove I have adied cmphasis, first a delay within your office and then a further - 

delay bulpre the matter gets to the Review Committee plus any still additional daley ee 

after it revelved tho matter? And this relating to improper classification in an. 

historioal oase only -« having nothing to do with the many other appeals going. back 

more tlun 4 decade? “a 

Tf TY iduinterpret your letter please. correct Weg If IT do not and you can think “a 
of any ruanup 2 viiould be other than soroly troubled 1 nure would like to know ity 

Bines: apy» 

_. Hawola Weisberg 


