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The 4/8/84 Lubert to "illene memo of ¥ade bt £1led under “uby

I hed never seea %aie. As the cory you sent me gows, it le not filed
under Yede. I 2m oretty certain is alss i= nmet filed undsr Willens, for I telieved
I"thecked bi: file ss sonn sz this PBrL Woe mede aveileble. I'd arpreciste two of

the clear copies you made and one of the iliegible original. 1 #ill write fhade
about this end other things.

Wast should hove i:terested tze Com-1ssinn end is entirely missing is
eny resson or interest in womtever resseon that couls motivate Wade in refusing to
let toe lawyers of tue iJ see enytaings woile beving no reluctsnce for toe FBL tos

...+  Suppose it is nothing more sinister then hie Ruhy—cana,evidénée? Thy
saoculd he not wsnt the LI to kmow whet he hed? DIA he suspect it wented Puby
acquitted? %hat could heve mede him feel that way?

. It is elao interesting toat toey were not sstisfied with simple Xerox

=T copies tut ‘instesd wented negatives, much more exvensive,

I add toie definitely wes not in tae Fenidin file, the £1rst of these
1 checked.

On second taocugit, if it is not too mucn, becsuss lthink et some point
~ 1 msy went to uee this, could you plesee send ae two coples of tue origirel slso?
I'11 let you xa¥ know 7hat, 1f enytning, . heer from Vede, There ie mno rush. But
1 hgve basn iatending %o write bim, Is 1t not significent thers seems to bte no
followup memo with Wede's decisinn? Should they not Lsve been together in the files?
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