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i -~ Mr. Cochran ‘
~ Attn: M Rilty
(2 j- ¥xr. Decker
vittn: Mr, Lenehan
Attn: Mr. Schweickhardt
1 - Mr, Mintz :
1 - Mr. Blake

Datet Roverber 22, 187¢ LA
TO Crited States Attorndy

pistrict of colurbisa

Attentions azsistant Crited States ALLoXney
John R, Dugan

FPromi assistant Dlrector - egal Coungal
Federal Bur=au of Investigation

ETATES DIPARTHINT
oP JUBTICL, {(r.5.0.Co» e )
CIVIL ACTION w0, 75-199%

pursuant to the veverher 1%, 197%, telephore
convernation of agaisrtant tnited Etataes Atrorrey {2052
John R. pusran and special Agent {ca) Parle ~romas Blaxe
of our Legzl Counsel Division, enclozed herewith are
two sete of conles of docwents, one of which is to be
gurrlahed by ¥r. Dugan to plaintiff in cormlianca with
plaintiff’s request for tho *ihrec boxes of insices”
reforred tO ir an Cotober 22 13698, letler 2romy the
niatrict Attorney Cor.aral, Shelby Counlty, wernebseh,
to the Deopulty Agslistant Atto:ney-Generél of the Unlited
gtates Departrent of Justice Civil rights Division
(plaintiff'ﬁ Exhiblt ¥W).

wwo boxes of abstracts wmarred regp;ctiValy,
errndex Lo Jares varl Ray File, patsy Gesoll, 1 of 2°
and "2 of 2, were rocanily jocated by a red esentative
of the PRI, after an extensive eearch {n responze to
plaintiff'ﬁ reGguest, in possession o? the Urited states
Deparaent of Justice Civil Richts Divisloxn. These
aratracté@ contain brief descriptions of itens of
evlocncs andfor the cortonts of oricinal docurents
Qealing with the Fol {nvestigation tnto tha aszzzzsination
of Dr. partin Luxther ¥ing, JT. (abbr&viataé YU RKINT
in ¥ docusants) . Each ahstyact is hesded hy th2

nare of an inliviiual or tho description of an iten N S

gvidence and, elnce there is &n aiphabetical and o~ e
geographical breakxdown — &5 vell a5 & nuserical breake <
acwn regarding the cevidence™ axgtracls = there is = e
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‘District of Columbia A . e L

United States Attorney

_considarable duplication., Eowever, every one of the

approximately 4500 ehstracks, no metter how many
tirmes 1t appears in the bores, is beling fFurrilshed
herewith, with the exceptlon of two or three wvhich,
after dcletions {further explained below) were male,

~would be absolutely meaningless,

Althouch thase abstracts were apparently
d 85 &4 Y

" prepared elght years ago by FBI clerical perszonnel

for the assistance of the Departrent of Justice,
Tennessee State Prosecutors and the FBI in havling

C {mmediate access to a surizarization of the baslc
" {nvestication condacted, we cannot attest to thelr
accuracy or completeness since the abstracts have g

not been in the sole possession of the FiI through-
out thelr existence. '

: Necessary exclsions from these shsiracts
wvere pade pursuant to exemptions (b} {7) (C) and i
{(b) (7} (D) of the Freesdom of Information Act {FOIA)},
In many cases, it is not possible to tell from the.
very 1irmited information containeld in the abstract

‘whether the release of a nane would be an unwvarranted

irnvasion of personal privacy or would fdentify =
corfidential source. In these instances a conservative
approach had to be uiilized in excising the namcs and
{centifiable inforimation. A fuller release can be
expected when the documants from wvhich the abstracts
were drawn are processed. only from the original
docuents which contatn, for exarmple, the corplete
interview of the potentlial witness can it be
deterrined whether the information falls within

the (b)) {7} {C) or (b} (7) (D) ex=mptiong, In many

cases 1% can then be ascertained that the material

is already public knowlelge or is not of guch & T
personal nature that it cannot be released, All

{ndividuals' nares and informatlon furnished by these . -". .- g

individuals were lect in the abstracts where it is ek M)

kncwn to be public knowledlge. e s lE Lk
-2 L od -

e em e i i et i e e de g

ksl




g

Jane Doe,” the abstract recelved by plaintiff a
we processed 1t would read, °® furnished {nfor-
. mation concerning ey

would not tend to 1dzntlfy Srith can be released.

TUniteld States Attorney

District of Colurbia

Ir further explanation as to how these

“ahatracts were processed and to erplain what is

reant by & conservatlvs approach which can lesd o
& wmore comnlets release upon exazminatlon of the
oricinal docusents, the fellowing exavple is
furnisheld: ' ’

fcally
ning
ter

In the t plcal abstract which hvguth@
<
onc

&
arates, *John Srnith fernished informatlon ¢ Pt
;

mmrs

If at this time, plalintiff recelved the -
parneg John Srith and Jane Doe, uwpon gubsoguant
exarination ©f the oricinal docurent from which the

"aratract wag drawvn, any personal informatlon concerning

either Brlth oxr Doe would have to bao withhald pursuant
to exempiion (b) (7)(C). By -withholding Srith and e
Doe's $dentity initlally, upcn review of the oriclnal
docurent a more conplete release can be wmale, as the

personal infervation, no wmatter how sensitive, about

these irndividuals could be released &5 long as thelr
icentity is not ¥nown, If the inforvatlon contaired
in the original docurent fs not of & highly personal .
nature, both the identities of the individuals and
the $nforration about then can be relcased.

The sano exarpls applies for confldential
scurces. If Jobn Seitn's nawe s Iinitiallv relesssd
in tho abstracts and vpon review of the oricinal
documan® 1t 1r deteruined he iz a confidentlal source,
then any inforration he furnlshed would have to be
withheld pureuant to.exenmptlion (b} (7) (D). FHowever,
by withholding Smith's nawe initially, when the
original docurent is processed all dnformatlon whilch

»
concarning which the Court has ruled the attached

‘Plaintiff's FOIA recuest of april 15, 1875, - . ©

ot et i

TR S S et s A i i T e s e SN T T R TN ST



7 . ~ s \'
2% ;' _‘"' y - - ) : ) ) z ;:'h_q; ;':;.‘_
. -*Tnited States Atiornsy S P g P
.. - Dilstrict of Coluxdla o o .‘iﬁ:gﬂija e

abstracts are ralevant and thus sudject to &iscovery

Sirected toward the afequacy ©f the PEI’s Iesponse

to the requesit, ashel only for certaln lixitel aspects
. . ©f the ¥_RIIH investicatlon, prisarlly results of .

laboratory exarinations and photographs. The abstrscts - -~

attached bhereto, howevar, cover all facats of ¢hs -

FURVIN investlication) in the {nterest of full discicsure ~ =

.

-~ anf to bring thirz li{tication to its loglecal concluslion, o~ - ’
21l abstracts are belng furnished regardless of whether — i
or pot they relats to plalntiff’s April 15 reguest. . !
For the same reasons; the FBI s walving all . - -
applicible saarch and reproductlon feesz for those
abstracts which do pot relate to the sublect matber .

-of plalotdff’s FOIA reguests, . F
Vs
As 2lso dimcussed by ¥r, Dugan and BA Blaxe,.
we will prepavre an affidavit 3ustlfying in greater ) -
dstail tha deletions mala from these atstracis if - -
¢this booores nocessary in the future coures of &his ot .
1itsgation, : PLE E T : : S . .
Enclosures {2) R B " w S :
1 - Assistant Attorney Gsneral {fne.) __ .- _  _.,- :
= Civil Division r . P B, e B R SR Rl e
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