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Lear Jim, 	euin Shea's yesterday's letter and my response 	3/3/73 
If he can quote en old friend of mine I can quote myself to you. Something like if we have a short 2x4 and the head is on a very big jackass we have to wait until we force the head down before we swing at it. 

The head is teaming down. and I think it would be better if we do not have to awing. 
Time will tell. 

We've had 8 inch ee of snow - geyyfine and oh boy if the wind gets up! So I've been shovelling, beginning from the back door. I'll have to do as much of thee as I can now that it has stopped snowing. That tiee will give me ti.' to think a bit more. 
I'm not going to reread his lector now but I do believe he has confessed that except under some circumatenceu there is no such thing as a real review of what the FBI does. They reverse the eBI half the ti: e - where they look at a record. But where they doe't? And this means almost 100,000 JFK pages. make a note of this for any 2155 aepeal and other uses. 
I don't think he lies. I think he is overly-dedicated and under-informed, as in not ppeearine to know that his office is supposed to have reviewed every ping re.ord I've received. 

You will find other unintended confessions I did not call to his attention. 
Ueentended? Astounding! 

There were reasons. I could have responded to them without justifying criticism. But I think he'll accept more from a fellow lawyer. And I think he may be willing to be more concilliateree it serves all interests if we can work solutions out ..here they are possible. 

First please take up with him those initial 40,001 FBI JFK pages. If he declines suggest that he get a transcript of the Gesell hearing and ask him, if he says he sees nothing in it, if he'd like me to show him what is in it and what it can mean to the Department if I have to use it in cce]rt, to get those records. 
If he does not agree we lose but a few minutes. If he dues aeree we can move ahead with what I can show him. That simple. And if he is any kind of human being he'll understand that it is a real favor not to beat them all with that 2x4. 

There is some progress in this. tie has at least seen this 2x4 I've been taping about. I take his recent letters as indication he does not like it. Ane that he is not used to what we did to him in C.A.77-2155. 

Beat, 



he, en-Wen J. Shea, Jr.. 	 3/3/78  
Dircceor, Fttlailet Ap.eals 
Department of Justice 
Waehieetoe, D.C. 20530 

iiear ivr. dhea. 

The promptneee with which your letter of yesterday reached me will not make Lynne 
Leeman or Bile -Schaffer hapey. t had finally gotten to where i coule begin the dictating 
I've been nupposed to do and hove really been strugllinF to get to be able tedo. 

however, when you quote Zoe eorkin I have to drop everything and give your letter 
prompt recponse. In tact, I guess I heve to coin a phrase for the occasion: if he knows 
Joe cork in mnebn he can be judged by that rather thar whet he does and says - if he 
is an official. 

were you weeping on his should or reviewing SMO of the supposedly non-eeistent 
records that ile finally going to het? 

(You might got some 'rownio points and I think could do the country none good if 
you could mice out of some dusty files eoee of the records I gave DJ through Joe of his aaeociate hedges, particularly the patents registered to easco. They du relate to the 
present energy nituation/crieia.) 

I don't know how much Joe remembers. I hnve lest- trouble with four decades ago then 
with last week. But if ho did not tell yeti he made an unregistered eritish agent eut 
of me before the i ag3 attak on t c USSR then he did not confess all. 

The timing above him a poecial point: I know the FBI in convinced I wan and probably an some kiad of deneeroun rod subversive but Joe knows what i was doing during the period 
of the eazi-:soviet pact ant the two are incompatible. Besides, f wan researching a book 
on the Dies Tnt.aorican Committee and was a friend of a guy Hoover had fired, nos i hear 
a criminaliat, ;tike boner. (Ear specialist, I think, identification by some kind of 
ear-print.) 

In tootle days I did do a fair amount of original work on keisi cartels. I gave all 
of it to 1)1. Jelly some of it duplieatee whet they had done. Where we were both auto the *wee things, as with Rohm be 'Lissa, I got what they didn't have because I gut a director 
to talk. 

I'm nnxioun to got those kinds of records for other than personal reasons. I think 
they are of historical importance and can be of value to colieglate minds. I want to make them available. I have no other interest Ia them, not now. ao time to do aNythilee with thew. 

Rohm and rase had a conntction. He had been district attorney an- has recently 
retired as Senator Hugh Scott. He wan then a Cengreseman and on the Patents committee. TNly hold a "hearing," in secret le it turned out. Fortunately, by then I'd had some experience with "artia Dies rt 	and with the FBI so I was able to take a few erecautions. I knew one member of the committee and he was there. At the hearing I became friendly with another, one of my unknown fans. He read and liked ey exporees. in the eud the nazi-befriend-ing din not dare print the transcript. But they made it available to Rohm e Baas. The 
corporation excerpted it out of context and distributed it to key accounts. en the latter Joe was my source, so i  know there wore recorus sea that they should still exist. 

I believe that I mentioned the name of `!alter Gallagher in connection with searches in old Criminal Division files. The last tame I saw Walter was at that hearing. ee was then in nrieneceedwel'e law firm and it represented Rohm x Lees. 



In the and I ereveiled. The corporation and its subsidiary "eoinous ''roducts and 
Ceemicala Corp., wore veeted an enemy property. iris was tho hi :tor;, of aeveral other 
eazd fronts I exposed. 

lour mention of Joe anu of tee neew -.Jeer open memory's floodeutes. I aid have 
much to tea do with the Department in that era, in various capacities, including no 
foreal ono, and I woule like very much to have the records to doposit with my more 
recent work. 

One of the 	releenste to which the TBI her never reapoeded is for the records 
it withheld when it returned ry Silver Shirt file to me. 

The Dive enne sot MP up with th Weald-neon ieerenentative cf the Silver Sherte, 
David D. rsync. Ea did forge a couple of peeve out of an entire laree carton of records. 
What wee not enrged related to a plot to 0verehrew FDR. It included an extremist Congressman 
naned lhoreelson and the than cnief of Staff, General Falin Craig. 	lone niter I eave 
the 1 the e° reaorin the e semi. retired. 

The FBI also never returned the affidavit attesting to the authenticity of all the 
records e ottainee from Mayne. 

livenot been able to obtain ane kind of record relating in any orny to this, not 
free it wee not from eriminal. Under conniderablo pressure froe to Diee gang Criminal 
did try to indict me. 

Sheee then up and yeu can eyelet en unaecencary lawsuit. I will sue if I do not 
get those records. They will h,ve to include the false statement the FBI fried to get to 
as sign, a fake confession. 

It i to avoid needless litigation, for weich there L;ay yet be an accounting I 
vouid. not want to have to face were I in DJ, that I have eEent as much time as I have in 
eriting letters. It is not to bypass Jim eeear. He stays much toe busy anti I cannot :ay 
bite But he did tell me I should not be writing about what is before a court. 

la the spirit of your letter and because he is right now in eeeico City ane I oan't 
consult him I call a factual error in your letter to your attention. 

Your oftice ad. review the King record? C.A.75-1996. It will ,rive me no perticuler 
to clobber yru over it. nut the unthinkin g attitude I face and whet l ereenme in a 

still permeatine fear of the FBI in going to Give me no choice. If the FBI flashed some 
of its fahricetione aae diatortioes relative to me I sepeone that also had come influence. 

I don't .know how much internal comeardeation there is in your bureaucracy but what 
follows is what you woule have known if you had not been unevailable the firet time Jim 
took me to eemao Zusean's ofeice. 

hash of what you* aftice approved to be withheld ifs public domain. It remains withhold 
despite my provinine copies of the proof a. teem newspaper stories to books, incluning my 
book on the eing assassination. even the contents of the phone book for eew Orleans. 
:.song the proofs I provided were copies of there pages from my  book and the phone book. 
But to date onle one pace has been replaced - the witeholdien of the neme of an FOT 
agent frem a masa nos story, If Jig led not ridiculed John Dugan over this in court I 
doubt that even it would be the exception. These ors not exaegerated illustrations, 
believe me. 

This kind of thing is not limited to P11 records, either. 
If your concern is about cotplaints frog in over your writing directly, oon't worry 

about that. :sot 1 do suggest that you worry about what you nay be led to say that may 
not ue accurate. Jim will eet your letter when he returns. If I'm not snowed in, as am 
right now, L'ii be with him on the 7th, when we have a status call in G.A.75-199b. whatever 
he agrees to assume that I also do. 1 do suggest, however, that even at this very into 
hour some informality and some official ear open to my words will save such teat! and 
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money if not also official e,harree!-- ment. 

and I aro aware of problems an internal communication. Os have even used some in court. As 3!.i rogueete may get loot, as you say happened, so also do lawoare merely sit on reoords and not forward them. But not ther gets around the formal decisiou not to rtcy,ply with any requeete. If you have not boon inforree, this also is in court recorde. If Hoover did not order it we have his kitten elproval of it. Whos more than to dozen remain without COmpliallee. I teatified to this in ;.iepte,ber 1976 — without subsequent compIionce. It io the list fro; which I testified t1i told :46 YOLCII:8011 i wouk:. d;; 'AAt I Co1AV to help 'nor. The list my well ba incooplostc. 
Whilo I readily admit that thews dro 0000 requoste, 	 ucodo of my rogodate, that oo %ot Le coisplio.:1 	iii 10 days I die:. roc eatirdly and wry strongly with your ototemoot that it is impossible. What oekos it iuposaiblo in a mice set againi3t dis-closure. Zeome of my requeute worn for a sloifie record. :letrievinz from files to oeot such a request lc no biz deal. 

An long as this attitude exists compliance will be a problem and o great cost. In my exocrionce, which by now is pretty extensiv..:, the rAtitude dominE:tos all. 
the attitude ever aangsa 1 think that from cry experieuce 'dud eim'e we can be of help. Speaking for myself, I'm willing to take that time. de you say, any improve-

ment is en improvement. 

1 '.icatt Lt oLlo to ec:-. to the oalcbratIon of tL 	Loa' tomorrow. i+or to tho smaller one of thou cf uo who survive my Wnoto luveotigutine oxperiur.ca on .Sunday. I'd like to see how many retain that previous feeling of urgency in serving the notion's need so many of us felt during the Qreat eepression and the way yens. Ind I'd like also to see some who were friends. 

Our letiorc croeusd or you'd. Inoe 1 thanlatd you for your Iiiae—losenber& files iaitiative. 

If aoy of this is not comprehensible I hope my wife will 
reot it. We have a ffeah Ei inches of show and t can attach it 
have interrupted this reaponme. 

I do upote.ciate the time you took far emplane:tit:et  even 
wall known to you as the policy that woo not alwaya followod. 
we could Lo,_, bog= this woo'. 

have time to read and core 
fof only brief periods. They 

if the Aactiso uaa Lot us 
-;:e'Ll Loth be bet;er off if 

Sincerely, 

berold Wei3bcrg 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20530 

MAR 2 1978 

Mr. Harold Weisberg 
Route 12 - Old Receiver Road 
Frederick, Maryland 21701 

Dear Mr. Weisberg: 

This responds to yours of February 27 -- I am pleased that 
you found mine of the 21st pleasant and a surprise, if not a 
pleasant surprise. As our mutual friend Joseph Borkin might 
say, any improvement is an improvement! 

Taking your points in order, I can only communicate with 

you on a matter in which you are represented by counsel, through 

that counsel. My "technical violation" regarding the worksheets 
matter -- now a lawsuit -- resulted from the fact that I didn't 
know there was a suit (I received my copy of the complaint one or 
two days later) and it was unclear whether you were handling that 
aspect of your case yourself or through Mr. Lesar. As to adminis-
trative matters pending in this Office, I can certainly write 
directly if your counsel, Mr. Lesar, knows and approves of the 
practice. As you indicated in a recent letter to Lynne Zusman, 
there are certainly aspects of this whole thing as to which it is 
rather hard not to deal directly. If Mr. Lesar has no objection, 
we can write directly (I will send him copies of my letters). 
Let me know what he says about it. 

Within the next week or so I will try to locate copies 
of the rough transcripts of my two sessions before the Abourezk 
Subcommittee and will send them to you. 

I was unaware that the F.B.I. has released worksheets in 
the past. Thank you for bringing it to my attention. I will 
certainly keep it firmly in mind as the Bureau and I "contest" 
both the overall (all cases) issue and as to the Kennedy work-
sheets. I will also explore the point you raise, of marking the 
exemptions on the released documents. • 

There seems to be some confusion about what my staff and 
I do, and when we do it in different kinds of cases. If the 
Bureau has made its release and you appeal on the merits,  we 

-.111.1.1■■•-  
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review all or a representative sample of the withheld materials 
and either affirm, hammer out an agreed modification, or reverse 
(in whole or in part). If the Bureau has not made its release 

(or decision to deny) before you appeal, all we do is keep an 
eye on it to ensure more-or-less that the matter doesn't get 
too lost. We do not do a review before the initial release 
save in very rare cases, usually involving court-imposed pro-
cessing deadlines). If you are dissatisfied with the release 

on the merits, we will take an appeal and relate it back in terms 

of priority to the date of your earlier "no response" appeal. So 
we have not actually reviewed the Kennedy records as released by 
the F.B.I. We are always available to the Bureau for consulta-
tions, and we make a special point of trying to help on the big 
historical cases (selfish interest -- the better the initial job, 
the easier the appeal review if there has to be one, as is usually 
the case). As I said in my letter of the 21st, I am treating 
your letter as a "protective appeal" extending to any and all 

records, exemptions, etc., as to which you finally decide to 

appeal after the worksheets issue is resolved. I hope this is 

clear, because I have a feeling you think we have done jobs 
badly when, in fact, we (the Appeals Office) have not done them 

at all. I get enough criticism for what I do do, that I can't, 

stand any extra for what I don't do! 

As to the time limits in the Act, they are so unrealistic 
as to border on the bizarre. This Department doesn't distribute  

its mail,w1thin ten days, and we get so much that our initial  

sorting, logging, etc., kill the rest of the first month. And 
things get "lost" in the pile -- if you're interested, that is 

what really happened to your fee waiver request on the Kennedy 

records. I haven't figured out who did it, or even when, but it 

got stuck into one of your other open files and we weren't even 

aware of it. I believe we found it and sent it over to the 
Bureau shortly before it responded. As far as I an concerned, 
however, that is all water over the dam. My point is that neither 
the Bureau nor my Office will ever handle matters in anything like 
the time limits in the Act. And, believe it or not, I would pre-
fer to do my job as "right" as I can, rather than as fast as 

I can. 

As to the affidavit about the effect of the appeals pro-
cess, I believe it said we were modifying in at least substantial 

part in about half of the cases. Over the past six months or so, 
there has been a tremendous improvement in the results we encounter 
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when we review Bureau actions. The modification rate may still be about 50%, but the bulk of the modifications are more "fine tuning" than substantial. We still have some marvelous disagree-ments, but not nearly as often as before. After three years at this job, I trust you understand why I am relieved. Again, any improvement is an improvement. 

"Clean" copies would be (I believe) new copies of the worksheets in their final form. Often the "working" worksheets can be virtually unintelligible, with changes resulting from the various reviews, reprocessings, etc. In short, they would be just what I think you want -- a roadmap of the final Bureau position on each denial or excision. If the now-ongoing process results in release, we will "spot check" to ensure the clean copies are in fact identical to the final position reflected on the dirty ones. 

I understand from Joe Borkin that you go back in this town just about as long as he does. I was born in 1935, so I am only a New Dealer by time of birth, not by fact of employment. Nonetheless, I plan to be at the 45th Anniversary Celebration of the first inaugural of F.D.R. this Saturday evening, as well as the luncheon at which Joe tells me he will relate a thirty minute humorous story. Hard to believe, but he can do it if anyone can. 

I know from Linda Robinson that you and she have been talking about various matters. Good. We should have "our list" of your pending matters out to you by sometime next week. Then you can double-check it against your own records. Just remember that we only do administrative appeals on the merits -- no initial records reviews (except, of course, on AG, DAG and AAG records) --and are only very indirectly involved in the litigation process. Once we can agree on the situation confronting us, we will be well on the way to dealing with it. 

Sincerely, 

,ZZ( 
uinl n J. Shea Jr., 	ector 

Offi•e of Privacy an•. Informa ion Ap•eals 
P.S. Trust you got • letter on the Rosenberg-Hissrecords. 
P.P.S. The enclos•re may be of some interest to you. 

CC: James Lesar, Esquire 
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--UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 
TO 	: 	Benjamin R. Civiletti 

Acting Deputy Attorney General 

FROM :Ic Quinlan J. Shea, Jr., Director 

qi Office of Privacy and Information Appeals 

SUBJECT' 	Annual Report for CY 1977  

DATE: Jan. 17, 1978 

This was the first year in which we completed the processing of more appeals than we received. This occurred in spite of an unforeseen and, literally, frightening increase in the number of administrative appeals filed with this Office. 

During 1976 we had received 1556 appeals and we projected no increase •for 1977, with an anticipated intake of 1560 appeals (130 per month). 	We actually took in 2261 new appeals, an increase over 1976 of 451. Even more disturbing than the annual figures is the fact that we took in only 966 of the new appeals from January to June, and 1295 of them from July to December. 

During 1976 we had completed work on 1166 appeals and we projected closing out 1800 in 1977. 	We actually completed the processing of 2400 appeals, an increase over 1976 of 1061. There were 820 appeals closed during the first six months of the year and 1580 from July to December. 

Comparative figures for 1975, 1976 and 1977. arc.attached. There'Slitruld be ne7scrious'Aiff,ieult'y - in . maintaining a closure rate of.appeals in the range of 250- 300 per month during 1978. Whether this will produce a substantial reduction in the number of cases pending (997 as of 12/31/77) will depend on the number of new appeals received. 

In addition to administrative appeals, this Office also completed the processing of 722 other matters in 1977. These were 413 Department Review Committee decisions, 215 initial requests, 63 major miscellaneous actions and 31 supplemental actions. 

Buy U.S. Savings Bonds Regularly on the Payroll Savings Plan 
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