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Cosie 75~1996 Civil i3ghts via James, <« Turner letter of 4/26/76
CR1=1  asddremses only certified receipt to Dave Lifton

CRY=Z  4/15/66 Canale to Clark, thanks DJ for "tremenduous effor," encloses his letter
to Sheriff ¥orris, Dir. Police and Fore Holloman of 4/19/68. un Reardon rsnort, pre=
trisl oublicity 144=72=b62

SR1-% 15,553, Foilak to aasle i reposns woove, 184-72«662, This i ple lotter doafted
P / £ . 3
577, rovised 5/11. Ferely polite thaunkse

URY=d  ©/15/68 Poliak to Uanale, 95«100=473, sending fuli sa3t extradition papers.
Copies to others.dli=zibile number typed center top

CR1=Y  6/14/08, Pollak to Cahale, 95«100-473, enclosing "“fell set or nine affidavits
auncludin y cestirications and attaclme=nts™ rs extradition. Same distribution.

CR1=G 4/27/6%, Sanales to Pollar, oc Clark, Hoover, 144-72+662, 140=T2-662, denfirasz

#.gvans shichi hevovenceived gapy fouws #8I. Hoover addressed at 506 Old Post Cffice
oldge, whicih I beddieve is wWashington Field Office.

HEher . are 80me | IDL) reports widch we desparately need in preparing for this case
ithich have not yet boon tendered to us." Relates to specifics of missing "chain of
aviGenee" on lab specluens. Don't who geto, wheres, when, etc., deapite the lungusage

of tihs Toiwarding of the 25 volumes. Sources fro which they need this Chicago, New York
vity, Csnada,london, sexico, Lisbon.

'we have receiveu no reports since ' bay 17~ what waz the FBI doing in thi- cage?

CR1=T  16/4/66 Polliak to Canale,"spnfirms the advice which ©re vwen and I gave to
Jou during our visit" 10/2.

* There shou la pe memog on this. ot supplied. *his does not gsay what "aivice" was given.
Lw vznale's /27 on physical evidence, Fol to "furnish...copies of 24 additional reports -
anc mewcranua duted between lay 10,196¢ and August 30,1968," e
#* ot supplied arnd relevant to lab tests as chain possession, ete,

CR1-5 ‘Ulacjbb Len .le to Uuwen, rave about 'the three boxes of indices... & beautiful
piwge of work,” No file no.

SRi=S 11/4/06, rollak to Houver, 144=72-662, Re docwver's 11/1/68, not attached or
provided, Authorizes ioover to search files to ses if any vendremen KKX, cic, Imagine
Hoower serkliy o Okay 00 wids!

GR -1»\ 1Y NS pL:L. HEECIVN hs)’:ng ,..’) e léh:'-a‘ “ &&Cu* (Io "“‘au» e..'iI‘ + a‘t‘:ll 716. mas 4'-111“
ageros: tope The original photocopy was made by pressing the book to the machibe. Part
vothe Juot Sacket shictse No £ilo no.

cu1-11, 1?/27/68, #x Pollak to Fercy Foreman, 41=157=147, 144=72-662, marked "King iile."
Responds tu  11/23/63, not a.t chew, to Bouver, wanting info about threats to King two
yeara orior idil ing, and subsequent phone conversation with Pollak, not attached (o#ite
gide contact form). Deeline to do.

Cil=12 Foresan to day of %/v/6Y, resote xerox previously marked Ex#6. io explanatlon
for providing it. There hss to nave been some paper sho.ing relevance, o fils #.

Chi=1) 3/20/by, Fensterwald to .dtchell on my FOLA case, #e$e80ed=t, 236380-4-1,
Sonevody wndcrline ref to files of Crimiaal biv, adced notathons .with nume of lawyer in
Givil, this camc from CiveRtse ouly. Y0 response, notes, stec. attached.

Cki=14 7/7/70, Fensterwald to Hitchell as Rey's lawyer,144=72-662, Askf for copies

of letters Hay wrote, No att chments but r-spcnse below. Under stamp of Cive.dts, Dockete
ing is hendvritten nwober 41=157-147

Cri1=18, Leonard response to Fensterwald above, 144«~72-662,8£4/70. Under "OC" in margin
numbers not ell legible beginudngnwith 712, ending 70, uaybe 470, “eonard declined because
"Jjustice stili has a pending prosecutive interest in this case." dothing provided oan this.



*  (Ri=16 8/14/70, Geo. ¥cMilian to Socver, No File #, no response attached. Wante to

*  obtain info. "the shape and approach of my book are known to Mr. Tom Bishop..."
JI~ Long a.0 LI tolé you he had to be one ot those with press coatacts on this and that if
his files were not searched there was not compliance.

(.Ri«-ﬁ' 9/11/70, Fensterwald to Leonard, 144=72+662,41=157=147, re his &/17, said to be
ttached znd not here att:ched, Unless he heres in week will got to dsirtcit court, Ile
lengln note dated 9/27. Ho reply indocated or attached.

CR1=-1€  5/15/70, GeiciillaneHoover, no rile #, 0o attchments or responses.But he

*  refers to Hoavar s letter to him of 8/19, not supplied here. That reply says McM's

* letter had been iorwarded to Leonard. “ck has nct heard. But this short letter proves
two deliberate withholdings, by FBI and CivRts on other writers.

* CRi=19 9/24/7C Fensterwald to 0'Connor,144=72«662,41-157=147, Sends pleadings.

* CR1<20, 9/2¢/70, Mciil.an to “evnard 144-72-662,41-157=147. o response provided.
* licM has Hoover's second response snu it refers to Leonard. Not supplied. Wants bio.
material on Ray.

CR1=21 10/19/70Fensterwald as CTIA to Mitehelllatteching FOLA Surhan request. 166=12C(7)=
1 ldned throug!x,144-72-662 written in. Althougn sent to Mitchell and docketed by Civ Rts
at-mps also show Criminal~" feneral CrimesjAdministrative Didision;Budgets and Accounts
Office. No response provided,

CR1=22 11/24/70 Bud=-0'Conuior,144=72-662, no rus ponse provided here, Re trip to Li. and
his beliefs Sirhan case, tw short sentences re Ray's Hemphis petition.

CR1=23 1/15/71 Leonard to McMilian,144-72-662, cos include "Taial file." I recall no

*  original from this and no meference to it -xcept where ces indicated. “y O'Connor.
"vour several letters to Mr., Hoover which have been referred to this Bivision." No
referral vrovided, Declines because of "a »ossible violation of faderal law®™ but
voluntsers access to extradition file.

CR1=24 73/12/T1, Hunadwritten Bud to O'Comnor, 144«72-662, ‘ncloses copies of Strader
material he got from me and did not ask my permission to give DJ, He forwards advance
copy, as he calls it, of Frame-Up with crack sbout me zs "Great friend of Justice Dept."

CR1=25 2/11/72(unclear) William D. Hersey to Dear Sirs. No file No. no stamp of any kind.
probatly provided by Bud from other correspondence but no explanation here., Says that
from his book, which day had, "he might have used the code for nuubers given in the book
as a meaus of concealing numbers for people he rmight have contact with." He had been

to FEI Boston office on this, ¥rom Bud. See below

CR1=26 2/11/74, Bud to 0'Conior, no file indicateu, no stamps or notations but O'Cennor's

ausver is next Had mc.ting day before. Encloses ¥wo books, mine and I think Frank's from

other recordsj sigth circuit decision;"the Scotland Yard letter and the recent letter"

from Hersey. Gives him NcMillands address and phone, presumably because day before

0'Conuor asked for it but it is in 0'Connor's files, Ref to "The CIA(?) man not ep roached

by Bud, Philip Di Tommaso.

dhile masked on more recent records here there is no masking of the name Ralph "Rocky"

Nickerson, Atlantals defamatory. Bud indicates "Steve" acquaintance. Horm? -

#  ™ou askei to be reminded %o check up on the 'identifying marks® on the micsing window
8ill..." No record provided,

CRY=27 0'Conuor rcsponse 2/26/74 re “your real cooperation in the meeting which we
had on ¥ebruary 20.We are woricing on a number of concerns which you reised...so me
time before we have a bais for further discussion. In any event that you think that
your client's interest would include a discussion with you and me of the facts which he
may know, I would be very anxious to phrsue that discussion."

ﬂo file no, no stamps, Attasched Chastain from Computers 2/74, annotated, appraently
by Bud.

HW coument? That Bud would want to tslk to O'Connor about Ray "talking" at this juncture,

N

after winndng in 6th ot and knowing what fay thinks is incredible, even for “ud.
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CR1-28 3/27/74 Bud to O'Comior 144~73-662. Atiachud Nckdllan 9/24/73 to John Ray.

He also asks for access to the Ray file as his lawycr anc says McMillan, 8yie and Frank
has h:d access. No repponse included, Handwritten note partly omitted in xeroxing, probably
in review rexeroming. However, it discloses that 0'Connor had a separate "Ray" file. "Send=
inf FDA"pemsibbly with an II afte: it mx "as per" then miesing. Says to talk to Bud Fri.
4/5, snothsy notc ior 4f4f

CR1=29 G/%0/74, Wm J.laynes to Saxbe, 144~72-662.Asks for copies of sny letiers Foreman
said he wrots sesking evidence. {o response provided, probably because ¢f the nature
of Foreusn's letters or their non-compliancee

CR1~%0R6cexrd of Cutside Contact 6/13/75,144~T72~G63, Horn and "CBS News Representative.
Apperently Esther wanted to use the FBI's lock-up of the ares and they and the FBI
agreed "bedause of the potential adverse publicity to James Earl Ray."

CR1-32  11/%/75, 144=T2~663 (right) on FOIA requests, "“artin Luther King Pile." Un
10/30/T5 mtr Hoover bldc to Alascuse two, with Yolney Brown, FOIA Appeals Unit,Tom
Brescon ~nd Tom Wiseman. "The subjec$ requests are attached." Not. "Weisberg is acting
in the capacity of Lesar's ‘investigntor.'" Jim never said this and their use of quotes
indicates 4nformation frem other sources. Their own files, not provided, show that LJ had
recognizsd me ip 72 s Rey's investizator,

Dusines- of scale model #ithholding iniRaey's interest,

"Brown expressed Shea's desire to avoud being ‘hlasted' (on the air)by @8 CBS for

b-ing *uncoope-ative.”

Horn recommended to the FOla uuit that it "formulate an ap ropriate legal argument
against disclosure" based on what he called "a strong fact situation for non~disclosure."”
Is t ere~can there be -under the Llawout sowe uncited exemption being ap, licable? If

not is this not saying sust has sénce been thoe pructiset the hell with the law, we

want this stuff secret?

He ackmoluctges,withous distinguiching between the requests, zthzt some hes already Lecn
made available in other forma,

Be even argues it wonld be "prejudicisl pre-trial publicity" to let me have the leb

work and photos even though Frasier's arfidavit is public (via 71870, which he doss

not say.) His actual words are workk notingt"l see a big difference between the afridavot...
and the disclosure d®f the actual raw data and phidogrephs unpon which he formulated his
opdnion.” This says that i acked for "raw data" and indicates the FBI had alresdy
decided to swiich my request tu that again; and that Frasier did use "photographs" in
reaching ois oudnion, quite oppouite to what Kiity now says.

fis Purther showu their contempt for the law by arguing "The possible legal theoriss for
aon~disclosure s not the present is:sue." I think in the sense of imnediate or first,
"What is inportant is whether the Lepartment decides ¢o contest the disclosure in court,

ALWM. \ny emphasis...” ‘his says agsin the hell with the law.
#* He recommends the Vivaions viewa be given to the DAG and "I hLiave drafted a memo for

your signaturs.e.” Jediher providsde

CR1=32 clMillan 11/28/75 to Pottinger, %op entirely masked, including letterhead.
No file Noe. Attaches press riease, not attached, and suggests exhange of views.
o response included.

CRY=23 12/1/75 144~T2-~662, Ray to Lesar, oc to AG, whose stamp doss not appear on it.
Ont t at of what apoears to be Vivil Rts. does, where it reach.d 12/9, I adued clearer
copy of vin's copy. an AP atory is att ched, wiin soms notes in th: margin stricken
through, «: says Osbome did some checking, @sp. the "Arab" nonsense. There is no
ntteched routing slip, nots, stc. (This part of marked, by whom not known.)

CR1=34 1/20/76 "Outside Contact" form of iurphey with Les Payne. The real pumpose of
the call is waskod in "He ssked aocout the Lorvaine Hptel ary .ioliday Inn matter.”

Turner 5/25/76 -roviding clearer copiss two letters

/-\':Ra-1-1/20/7u Ray ariidavit to ‘Te extradition, Dopt position with Jlark gomej
CR2-2,8/13/69 his affidavit o State on wettirn: copies. No forwarding memo from State, both

95-100-473



1/26/7%

Dear ims,

I've just completed going over the few, in proportica, docusents Civil Rights
s come up with,

48 1 remenber your story Civil Rights oonfirmed the Cointelrpo/Invaders operstion.
1'd never imovw 4t from ths enclosed outadde-contact form I enclosec.

These deccn investigaters, the one in partioulsr who told you, his worde,"we
could and would taie any aotien we saw fit, macked 1t in a way he could later Gwe to
zake out he had not, n«ither, 30 therel

"R agked about tie Lorraine Hotel and the Holiday dnn matter. I told iz that
the matter was contained in a mexmo and wae sugeatedx as a nesns of ewbarressing
Do m.“

How's that for confirmetion of the FEI Cointelpro/Inveders as a matter of record
15 the Department's records?

From the existing recezd he did not even discuss tnis with hjs boss - and when
they were drewing to the end of a “re-iuvestigation,” meaming also of two prior onea?
Can you belisve 187

It is clear that thie ia a cover-up wems from the peopls who were dstermined to
continue to covey up for the FBl as they 4z fact had been from the very begiuning,
Of this I now have proof they read an entirely different wy. They hawe & different
diectimary, dooverese,

Tnere in an sspect of this i'd like to ask you about. There is also no indication
of surprise, Iy anyone, E&tI'dwmtqummmedm-
Hoower reaponsibility for King being back in emphis, where he was then killed, would
be surprising to those who didn't have any inkling of 1it.

Was Hurphy at all surprised by vour queation? Did you ask Jensen firpd? Wan he
Then W+ about "thw borrmine Hotel snd Holiday lnn matter” long Merfore Adass'
testimony, beliswe me. And checked 1t ofhar than with the FEI.

One reason for asking if there wasm sny surpriss is the abssnos eould be an indiw
cation of surveillanca wher the matter vas before s cowrt, as distinguished frem r~ur-
veidlance in goneral. If Jensen did not phone anyon- and tall of your gquestion, if you
spoke to hin first, thare is no way of explaiaing what I vould asmme, surarise thet
you kuew and anxiety that you wers going to publish it,

They hadlt enough worries and this weant more. They alse, shey here meaming “ivil
Hights, zlao lnev that I had them, to0, iu ocourt and on the subjeot, They knew they
had not oomplied, They knew they were not godng to if they oonld awoid it aud thay
were even encoursging the FEI not to comply. (It was more than & yesr sfter my request
sefore i received & singles piege of paper from Civil Rlghts and nen~compiiance
resain: the polioy and the rule, except where we can force a mite hers and there, each
¥ielding further proof of deliberate nen-compliance,) Best,



