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Dear Mr. Lesar: 

This is in response to your June 14, 1977 Freedom 
of Information Act request to the Deputy Attorney General 
for access to certain enumerated records pertaining to 
the assassination. of Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. and 
the 1973 attempt to transfer James Earl Ray to a federal 
penitentiary. Your request was received by the Freedom 
of Information/Privacy Act Unit of the Civil Rights 
Division on June 29, 1977. 

In response to Item 1 of your request, the records 
of author William Bradford Huie pertaining to the 
assassination of Dr. King are a part of Appendix C 
to the King report. As you know, the Department's 
Office of Professional Responsibility directed the 
Martin Luther King Special Task Force and compiled the 
King report. By letters of June 10 and 24, 1977 and 
July 7, 1977, Michael E. Shaheen, Jr., Counsel for the 
Office of Professional Responsibility, responded to your 
request for Appendix C and the records pertaining to 
William Bradford Huie. The Civil Rights Division has not 
located any records pertaining to Mr. Huie or to Item 1 
of your request. 

By Item 2 of your June 14, 1977 request, you seek 
access to all records of Gerald Frank pertaining to 
the King assassination. A search of the Civil Rights 
Division's systems of records indices did not disclose 
any records pertaining to Gerald Frank. 

  

 



In response to your Item 3, our search of the Civil 
Rights Division's records pertaining to the King assassination 
has not, thus far, revealed any records regarding the 1973 
attempt of federal and Tennessee state officials to transfer 
James Earl Ray to a federal penitentiary. The only document 
located in our files which makes any reference to the 
possible transfer of James Earl Ray to a federal penitentiary 
is Petitioner Ray's Petition for Temporary Restraining 
Order, filed December 27, 1973, in Ray v. Dunn, Luttrell, 
et al., (U.S.D.C., M.D. Tenn.). In the first allegation 
of his petition, Mr. Ray states that he was informed by 
a deputy warden of the Tennessee State Prison at Nashville 
that state prison officials were negotiating with federal 
authorities to transfer Ray to a United States penitentiary. 
A copy of this two page Petition for Temporary Restraining 
Order is enclosed herewith at na charge. I regret that 
this document is not a clearer copy; however, the file 
copy is itself a poor duplicate. 

  

In order to ascertain with assurance that there are 
not, in fact, any records within the Civil Rights Division 
files responsive to your request, it will be necessary to 
conduct a search of many additional King assassination files. 
The Civil Rights Division must therefore extend its deadline 
for response for a period of five working days pursuant to 
28 C.F.R. §16.5(c). A final response will therefore be 
sent to you by Thursday, July 21, 1977,unless you are 
otherwise notified. 

" Please be advised that copies of your request were 
referred to the Federal Bureau of Investigation and the 
Bureau of Prisons, as well as to this Division and to the 
Office of Professional Responsibility. You will receive, 
if you have not already, a direct response from each of 
these components of the Department regarding your June 14, 
1977 xequest. 

  
Sincerely, 

Drew S. Days III 

Assistant Attorney General 
Civil Rights Division 

By: NN oti NL + Range, 

Salliann M. Dougherty 
Freedom of Information/Privacy Act Officer 

Civil Rights Division 
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jthoir is a move afoot by Federal & State bureancra 

ween Federal & State authorities. 
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S. That an article in the, Tennesca an, dated D 

_enpt a removal of petitioner fron his present jurisdiction, withonrt reser to 
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due process of Law, to a Federal nent ay 

6. That the State of, Missouri, not the i 

ceeding jurisdiction over vetitioner.    7. That Hotlines, seesived a back injury acpro: 

which prevents hin from standing or sitting in exc 

vo oF 

  

8. Phat petitioner has, received inadanate treatment for said 

a transfer to ‘Federal jurisdicti ion would obsecure tne negligence, if any, bet. 

  

Wi ERE PTORE, petitioner prays the honorable court issue or S restraining the 

eefendants fron transfering yetitioner beyon the instant covurtis jurisdiction, 

until a hearing can be here, as said reported transfer rould result in inn : 

ediate & irreprable legal §: phy rsical Ganage to netitioner; thet the court . 

also OREO. technical errov eel until setitionor can retein oe . 

.which he is in the process of doing- since petitioner is denied use of the 
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