
  

: UNITED STATES DISTRICT COUR 
b FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA _ 

   

Ls - a 

| JAMES H. LESAR, : | wastge 3 - 

i Plaintiff, : 

i v. Civil Action No. 77-0692 

f 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, : 

Defendant : 

MOTION UNDER VAUGHN V. ROSEN TO REQUIRE 

DETAILED JUSTIFICATION, ITEMIZATION AND INDEXING 

Plaintiff James H. Lesar moves the Court for an order requir- 

_the defendant to provide, within 30 days of the date of said order, 

‘a detailed justification for any allegations that the requested 

, documents are exempt from disclosure under the Freedom of Informa- 

“tion Act, 5 U.S.C. § 552, including an itemization and index which : 
ie 

, correlate specific statements in such justification with actual 

portions of the requested documents. 
ui 

i A Memorandum of Points and Authorities and a supporting affi- 
i 

davit by plaintiff are attached hereto. 

ti Respectfully submitted, 
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FF JAMES HIRAM LESAR 

" Washington, D.C. 20006 

i 

910 16th Street, N.W., #600 

Attorney Dro se 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that I have this /9 PL. day of November,     

      

1977 mailed a copy of the foregoing Motion Under Vaughn v. Rosen 

‘© Require Detailed Justification, Itemization and Indexing to 

lynne K. Zusman, Chief, Information and Privacy Section, Civil 

Division, Room 6339, U.S. Department of Justice, Washington, D.C. 
1 

20530, attorney for the defendant. 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA : 

eee e eee eee eee eo see eee ees ee eer ee ev see 

  
  
  

JAMES H. LESAR, : 

Plaintifet, : 
! 7 

ve : Civil Action No. 77-0692 
{ . 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, : 

| Defendant : i 
i . i 

Hees ec cece scccsesncccrccesrececeeen. 

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 
‘     

This Court previously stayed an earlier and somewhat different : 

  

| Vaughn v. Rosen motion by plaintiff pending the completion of ad- 

“ministrative review by the Office of Deputy Attorney General. That 

review has now been completed. (See Exhibit 1-A) While some ma- 

  

terials that were previously withheld are now being made available 

to plaintiff, the most important ones are still withheld. ‘ j 

  

The legal basis for this motion is well-established. Vaughn 

; Vv. Rosen, 484 F. 2d 820 (D.C. Cir. 1973), cert. den., 415 U.S. 
i 

i 
1977 (1974); Ash Grove Cement Co. .v. FTC, 511 F. 2d 815 (D.C. Cir. i ; 

  

1975); Pacific Architects & Engineers, Inc. v. Renegotiation Board; 
‘ 

' 505 F. 2d 383 (D.C. Cir. 1974); Cuneo v. Schlesinger, 484 F. 2d | 

1086 (D.C. Cir. 1973), cert. den. sub nom. Rosen v. Vaughn, 415 

| 
U.S. 977 (1974). The Freedom of Information Act places the burden} 

of entitlement to exemption from disclosure upon the Government, 

'and the only way in which the Government can be compelled to meet 

that burden is by order of this Court pursuant to this motion. 

ik Plaintiff has attached to this motion an affidavit which 

  

  , further supports the need for a Vaughn v. Rosen showing if he is to    



  

2 

1 
be able to subject the Government's claims of exemption to a proper 

adversarial testing. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/, TF, | 
On wut K LLAMA 
JAMES H. LESAR ” 

910 16th Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

Attorney pro se     
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!! Exhibit 1 Civil Action No. 77-0692 

i 

i] 
i UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
i FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

JAMES H. LESAR, 

Plaintiff, 

Vv. Civil Action No. 77-0692 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 

Defendant   AFFIDAVIT OF JAMES HIRAM LESAR 

I, James Hiram Lesar, being first duly sworn, depose as 

i! 
. follows: 

1. I am the plaintiff in the above-entitled cause of action. 
i | 

ij reside at 1231 Fourth Street, S.W., Washington, D.C. 20024. 

2. In June, 1970, the year after I graduated from the Univer- 

‘sity of Wisconsin Law School, I came to Washington, D.C. to work i 

jan organization from which I later resigned because of disagree- 

iments about the way in which it was proceeding. Mr. Bernard Fen- 

‘ sterwald, Jr. was the Executive Director of the Committee to Inves-: i 

i tigate Assassinations, and I served as its legal counsel. 

3. In July or August, 1970, Mr. Fensterwald, who had become   “ attorney for James Earl Ray earlier that year, began turning work 

on the Ray case over to me. For the next six years I did virtually 

,,all of the legal work on the various efforts to overturn Ray's con-' 

| viction as the murderer of Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. 

i 4. My initial work on the Ray case was done in connection 

‘with Ray's Peition for Post-Conviction Relief. I did nearly all of 

i! . . : : : : 

i) the legal work done in connection with this Petition, except for 

| court appearances. This Petition was filed in the Criminal Court 
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of Shelby County, Tennessee. After the trial court denied the Sam | 

tition, I did all the work connected with appeals of the decision 

to the Tennessee Court of Criminal Appeals and the Tennessee Su- 

preme Court except for the oral arguments. . i 

5. On December 4, 1972 Ray filed a lengthy habeas corpus 

  

petition in the United States District Court for the Middle Dis- 

trict of Tennessee. The petition and the Memorandum of Facts and 

Memorandum of Points and Authorities which accompanied it were 

more than 100 pages long. In preparing these documents, particu- 

SD
MA
 

s
e
n
n
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larly the Memorandum of Facts, I relied heavily on the enormous 

factual knowledge of Mr. Harold Weisberg, who served as investi- 

gator for Ray's defense and who had extensively interviewed Ray. 

: Several months of intensive research and writing went into the 

| preparation e 1 iti Gd its su tin ocu-: ration of the habeas corpus petition and its support da : 

“ments. This included lengthy supporting affidavits by Ray and 

members of his family, which were part of a couple of hundred pages 

;, Of exhibits which were filed with the petition.      
6. The District Court denied Ray's application for a writ of | 

H hatte corpus. Ray v. Rose, 373 F. Supp. 637 (M.D. Tenn. 1973). 

; Ray then appealed the case to the United States Court of appeals 

| for the Sixth. I did all the work on the appeal briefs. Mr. Fen- 

' sterwald made the oral argument to the Sixth Circuit. The Sixth 

Circuit reversed the District Court and remanded the casa to it 

with a mandate that it conduct "a full-scale judicial inquiry” in- |: 

to Ray's allegations. Ray v. Rose, 491 F. 2d 285, cert. den. 417 

“U.S. 936 (1974). 

7. %In October, 1974 the United States District Court for the. 

‘Western District of Tennessee held an evidentiary hearing into ! 

} a Ray's allegations. This hearing lasted two weeks. The total 
fr it 

‘' record in the case consited of some 1300 pages of testimony taken 

in open court and an additional 2,000-3,000 pages of depositions 

and exhibits.   
 



  

i in his efforts to obtain Department of Justice records pertaining 

siderable portions of it. More importantly, Mr. Weisberg has made 

  

| habeas corpus. Ray v. Rose, 392 F. Supp. 601 (W.D. Tenn. 1975). 

| Rose, 535 F. 2d 966 (C.A. 6, 1976). I was then ordered by the 

| Ray's behalf. I did so, but on December 13, 1976 the Supreme Court 

denied it. 

nal expense. ig 

'to the assassination of Dr. King. This, too, has required an 

; _ . ; : { 
;;ment of Justice, Civil Action No. 75-1996, the suit which I brought 

‘partment of Justice on the King assassination. I have read con- 

a notes on all this records and provided me a copy of his notes. He: 

‘has also selected the more important documents which should be 

brought to my attention and provided me with additional copies of | 

i them. 

8. The District Court denied Ray's petition for a writ of 

I again did all the legal work involved in trying to reverse this   decision, including both the very lengthy brief submitted to the 

Sixth Circuit Court of. Appeals and oral argument before it. The 

Sixth Circuit upheld the decision of the District Court. Ray _v. : 

Sixth Circuit to prepare a petition for a writ of certiorari on 

9. I estimate that from 1970 to date I have spent well in 

Sa
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excess of 5,000 hours working on the James Earl Ray case. All of 

An
ua
nt
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», this work was done without remuneration and at considerable perso- 2 

10. In April, 1975 I began representing Mr. Harold Weisberg 

  

. i 
enormous investment of time. In connection with Weisberg v. Depart- 

on behalf of Mr. Weisberg to obtain these documents, the Department 

has thus far produced more than 44,000 pages of its records on the | 

King assassination. 

ll. Mr. Weisberg, who is without question the leading autho- 

rity on Dr. King's assassination, has provided me with a personal 

copy of virtually all of the records he has obtained from the De- 

 



12. Even before Mr. Weisberg had obtained the FBI's Central 

Headquarters' "Murkin" ("Murder of King") file, which consists of 

| approximately 20,000 pages, and gave me a complete copy of it, I 

had already accumulated some ten file cabinet drawers of materials   
pertaining to the assassination of Dr. King and the conviction of 

James Earl Ray as his assassin. I am intimately familiar with the 

contents of these voluminous materials on the King/Ray case. I am 

also familiar with the popular or commercial literature on the 

subject. | | 

it 13. On July 14, 1977 this Court entered an Order staying my 

|! previous Vaughn v. Rosen motion until the Debvartment of Justice 
| 
| 
| 

_ October 31, 1977, the Office of Deputy Attorney General notified- 

  \ 

| completed its administrative review of my request. By letter dated 

me of the determinations it had reached. (Exhibit 1-A) Among i 
i | 
“other things, this lettter states that Volumes XIII through XVII : 

of Appendix C to the Shaheen Report, which consist of Memphis Po- | 

! lice Department documents, are to be withheld in their entirety 

I because the information in them "is of a confidential nature and 

| was provided in confidence." The Government claims that these 

|| Memphis Police Department records are exempt under 5 U.S.C. §552 
1 

j (b) (7) (D). 

t 

i 

| 
! 
i 

; . | 14. The Memphis Police Department records in the possession | 

Hof the Office of Professional Responsibility of the Department of 
u 5 j 
i! ; ‘ <i i anni | Justice are part of Appendix C to the Shaheen Report. In February, 

ii = ! 
, 1977 the Department of Justice publicly released the Shaheen Report. 

;; Inasmuch as the Memphis Police Department documents are incorporated 
i 

i 
, 1 

in the Shaheen Report as an appendix to it, and because some of the: 

“Memphis Police Department documents are referred to and used in the 

| Shaheen Report itself, I contend that the Department has waived any 
i 
; Claim to assert exemption (b)(7)(D) which it may have had for any 
i 

lof these documents which it obtained and incorporated in the appen- 

i dix. 

   

  
  
 



  

15. Even assuming that the incorporation of these documents 

|} in the Shaheen Report and the use of some of them in it do not con 

| stitute a waiver with respect to all of the Memphis Police Depart- 

Ht ment records, few if any of them are likely to be properly with- 

held under Exemption (7)(D). There is very little information . 

1 stant the King assassination which is confidential. For example, 

‘the FBI has already made many Memphis Police Department documents 

| in its files available to Mr. Harold Weisberg as the result of his 

H suit, Civil Action No. 75-1996. As noted above, the Shaheen Re- 

| port refers to and makes use of such documents. There is no basis 

|| for withholding any of these records. Provided with a Vaughn v. 

i Rosen index to these volumes, I am certain that Mr. Weisberg and 

i 
| 

| 

| 
| 

  
-I will be able to demonstrate that many, if not all, of these docu- 

‘ments cannot possibly be withheld under a claim of confidentiality. 

16. My experience under the amended Freedom of Information 

‘and (D) as justification for withholding information from the 

‘public. It is also my experience that these claims are largely 

; spurious. For example, the Civil Rights Division of the Depart- 

;ment of Justice recently made some documents availble to Mr. Weis- 

berg in connection with his requests. Certain information was ex- 

  

cised from the documents on the grounds that it was exempt under 

  

(b) (7) (C) and (b)(7)(D). I selected one of the documents and in 

less than five minutes filled in 28 blanks in it. I did this on 

the basis of my knowledge of what is public information about the 

‘ment had been published in books and magazine articles which are 

(See Exhibit 1-B) 

"Act is that the Government relies heavily on 5 U.S.C. §552(b) (7) (C) 

  
‘King assassination. All of the information excised from this docu- 

‘contained in Department of Justice files on the King assassination.' 

  

  

 



17. Government agencies routinely claim documents are exempt 
{ 

under provisions of the Freedom of Information Act which they know} 

do not apply. As a memorandum which Mr. Weisberg has recently ob- 

; tained explains: "Mr. Garfinkel [Legal Counsel for the General 

, Services Administration] apparently feels that it is better legal 

procedure to give all possible reasons for withholding documents 

, in the beginning, even if you withdraw one or more arguments on 

appeal, than to be in the position of having to produce an addi- 

tional reason on appeal." (Exhibit 1-C) Even where government 

agencies know that material is disclosable they will withhold it 

simply to obstruct demands for other withheld information. (See   Exhibit 1-D)     ‘ 18. In 1973-1974 I represented Harold Weisberg in his suit- 

| for the transcript of the Warren ‘Commission's executive session | 

held on January 27, 1964. Weisberg v. General Services Aditind stxan 

| tion, Civil Action No. 2052-73. When that suit was before this 

: Court, the Government solemnly assured the Court that it was exempt. 

i! under 5 U.S.C. §552(b) (1) and (b) (7). In fact, the Government sub- 

mitted affidavits by Warren Commission General Counsel cu. Lee Rank- 

in and Archivist James B. Rhoads which swore that the transcript | 

{ was classified pursuant to Executive Order 10501. This Court re- 

jected that claim but then uphheld the suppression of the tran- 

script on Exemption 7 grounds as "an investigatory file compiled 

| 
| 
\ 

for law enforcement purposes." | 

i 19. Because the answers to interrogatories in that case es- | 
i 

tablished that no law enforcement official had ever seen the tran- | 

: script, Weisberg planned to appeal the decision. Perhaps for the 

same reason, the GSA "declassified" the January 27 transcript and, | 

ignoring its recently-won Exemption 7 victory, released it to Weis- 

! berg and the public. 

(D 20. Once public, the contents of th January 27 transcript 

demonstrated that there never had been any possible basis for clas- 

    

| 

| 

      

  

    

 



  

  

: realities of an appeal. 

| November, 1977. cD : LE : 

sifying it under. Executive Order 10501 or any other Executive 

order. Its release also showed that the Government had spuriously | 

invoked Exemption 7 and induced this Court to suppress it for 

reasons that the Government abandoned as soon as it confronted the: 

i 

21. In order that I can properly test the Government's claimed 

of exemptions in this case, a Vaughn v. Rosen showing with respect 

  

to all such claims is essential. 

cy | 

Leste. # Meg“ | 
fi HIRAM LESARY 7” i 

oY 

    
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this i) P2 day of i 

     
a : ee ee GS 

TARY PUBLIC IN AND FOR 
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

  

     

  

     

  
  

  

    

  

 



‘Exhibit 1-a Civil Action No. 77-0692 

OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

WASHINGTON, D.c. 20530 

  

James H. Lesar, Esquire 

1231 4th Street, S. W. 
Washington, D. C. 20024 

Dear Mr. Lesar: 

You appealed from the actions of Deputy Assistant Attorney 
General James P. Turner and Counsel Michael E. Shaheen, Jr., on 

your request for access to specific records pertaining to the 

reviews by the Civil Rights Division and the Office of Profes- 
sional Responsibility of the investigation by the F.B.I. of the 
assassination of Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. 

You will now be provided the two Civil Rights Division 

documents within the scope of your appeal, subject to certain 
limited excisions. Subsequent to Mr. Turner's action on your 
request, the Civil Rights Division declassified most of the 
information in these documents. The declassified information 
will now be made available to you directly by the Division, 
subject only to excisions of information the disclosure of which 
would constitute an unwarranted invasion of the privacy of cer- 
tain third persons or of Dr. King's immediate family. -5 U.S.C. 

552(b) (7) (C). The remaining classified information has been 
found by the Department Review Committee to warrant continued 
classification under sections 5(3)(2) and (3) of Executive Order 

11652 and will continue to be withheld pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
552(b) (1). 

The appendices to the "Report of the Department of Justice 
Task Force to Review the F.B.I. Martin Luther King, Jr., Security 

and Assassination Investigations" will also be made available to 
you, subject to certain excisions. The classified information 
in each appendix has been found by the Department Review Committee 

to warrant continued classification under sections 5(B) (2) and (3) 
of Executive Order 11652. This classified material will also 
continue to be withheld pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552(b) (1). 

Exhibits 8 and 11 of Appendix "A" will be released to you 
again, this time with fewer excisions. Exhibit 9 will be pro- 
vided in its entirety and exhibit 12 will be released for the 
first time, subject to certain excisions. Minor excisions were 

  

    

3 

5 
é 
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made in exhibits 7 and 12 to protect the personal privacy of 
other individuals against unwarranted invasion. 5 U.S.C. 
552(b) (7) (C). The classified information in exhibits 8, il, 
12, 17 and 18 is being withheld on the basis of 5 U.S.C. 
552(b) (1). Every page of Appendix "B" has already been released 
to you. Eight pages will be released to you again, however, with 
no excisions. The other pages of Appendix "B" were properly re- 
leased with excisions of classified information or material which 
would cause an unwarranted invasion of the privacy of third per- 
sons. 5 U.S.C. 552(b)(1) and (7) (C). Names of Special Agents 
of the F.B.I. were also withheld. 5 U.S.C. 552(b) (7) (C). 

Appendix "C" encompasses twenty volumes, fourteen of which 
will now be made available to you, in whole or in part. Volumes I 
through XI and XXI [there is no volume XVIII -- the index to 
Appendix "C" was incorrectly numbered] contain brief one or two 
sentence summaries of each F.B.I. and D.O.J. document reviewed 
by the Task Force. Certain material in Volume XXI which origi- 
nated with the United States Information Agency is being referred 
to the Department of State for consideration and direct resvonse 
to you. Volume VII and certain materials in Volumes I through 
VI, VIII through XI and XXI are being withheld to protect specific 
administrative markings which cannot be released to you without 
actual harm to the operational capability of the F.B.I., the 
names of Special Agents, the privacy of certain third vxersons 
against unwarranted invasions, and the identities of confidential 
sources. 5 U.S.C. 552(b) (2), (7) (C) and (7) (D). 

Volume XII contains the letters and notes (142 
sent to William Bradford Huie by James Earl Ray. i 

advised that these documents are a matter of public r 

that you already have a copy of each of them. Should you desire 
an additional copy, this Department will make them available at 

the rate of ten cents per page. Volumes XIX and XX are also a 
matter of ovublic record, as they contain the transcriots of the 
testimony given by James Earl Ray, John L. Ray and Jerry W. Ray 

in the case of James Earl Ray v. James H. Rose, Warden, United 

States District Court for the Western District of Tennessee, 

Western Division, October 1974. If you desire copies, they can 

be obtained by writing to the Clerk of that Court. Should vou 
prefer to have this Department furnish them to you, however, 
copies of these transcripts (574 pages) will be made available 
at the same rate of ten cents per page. 

  

The Memphis Police Department documents comprise Volumes XIII 
through XVII. As the information is of a confidential nature and 
was provided in confidence, these volumes will continue to be 

withheld in their entirety. 5 U.S.C. 552(b) (7) (D). 

  

  
  

  

  

 



Judicial review of my action on these administrative appeals 
is available to you in the United States District Court for the 
judicial district in which you reside or have your principal 
place of business, or in the District of Columbia, which is also 
where the records you seek are located. 

Sincerely, 

Peter F, Flaherty 
Deputy Attorney General 
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“Quinlan J. Shea, Jr., Director 
Office of Privacy and Information Appeals 
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Exhibit 1-B Civil Action No. 77-0692 

JAMES H. LESAR . i 
ATTORNEY AT LAW : 

910 SIXTEENTH STREET, N. W. SUITE 600 i 
-WASHINGTON, D.C, 20008 Z 

TELEPHONE (202) 223-5587 

  

October 17, 1977 

FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ADPRAL 

Mr. Giffin Bell 
U.S. Attorney General 

U.S. Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 . : 5 

  

Dear Mr. Bell: 

Io write in reference to a Freedom of Information uw 
by my client, Mr. Harold Weisberg, for copies of Departmen: 

Justice records which pertain to the assassination of Dr. 

Luther King, Jr. Mr. Waisberg's request is the subject of 

Freedom of Information lawsuit now nearly two years old. 
Action No. 75-1996) 

By his letter of September 20, 1977, a cooy of which 
attached hereto, Mr. James P. Turner, Deputy Assistant 

General, Civil Rights Division, has advised me that as 
of my administrative appeal to the Deputy Attorney Gene 
behalf of my client, Mr. Harold Weisberg, the Civil Right 

was directed to make a supplemental release to me 

previously withheld, "except for certain minor excisions,’ 
“identifies individuals who appear within the King assassi 

files, even though they clearly had no connection with the 

Or sources who furnished information in confidence." 

  

Mr. Turner further advised that seven documents whi 
en Saleered to the Civil Rights Division begause = 

with it were also being released, again with "only 

of names and other identifying data .. . pursuar 

§552(b) (7) (C) and (b) (7) (D).” 

In accordance with Mr. Turner's advice that 
the deletions from the records provided me by wri jy to ¥ 
thirty days, I hereby appeal. 

     
I also enclose a copy of one s the 

hts Division has released, at ra ate 

1971 from Monica Gallagher to ve a 2 
ing blanks in this document. at al     be

 in, having been written about 

 



example, in Gerold Frank's An American Death and Wayne Chastain’s 
articles in Computers and People Magazine, both of which are 
possessed by the Department of Justice. 

  

  

  

What I have done with the Gallagher memorandum could easily 

be done with the twenty-five other-documents which were released 
with Mr. Turner's September 20 letter. 

If the "analysts" who review Departmental records for public 
release will not abide your Freedom of Information guidelines, 

cannot use common sense, and do not resort to indices of hooks 

on the subject of such records, then perhaos it would be more 
economical, not to mention quicker, if you simply installed a 
WATS line to Mr. Weisberg so they could check to sea which of é f 
their deletions are already in the public domain.   20th will 
be restored to their pristine state, and quickly, lest I ba 
compelled to ask for a court hearing so that Mr. Weisberg can - 
demonstrate that the withholdings are unjustifiable by filling 
in the missing Blanks. 

Finally, I call your attention to the complaint which Mr. 
Weisberg and I have made to other Department of Justice officials, 
which is that the skimpy release of records by the Civil Rights 
Division obviously comes nownere near to being 

Mr. Weisberg's Freedom of Information Act reques 

ertaining to Dr. King's assassination. 

in compliance with 

ts for records 

Sincerely yours, 

zones nat 
. James H. Lesar 

  

ec: Mr. John R. Dugan, AUSA 

Judge June Green 

Mrs. Lynne Zusman 

Mr. Bill Schaffer 
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GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 
NATIONAL ARCHIVES AND RECORDS SERVICES 

INTRASERYICE MEMORANDUM AND ENDORSEMENT 

with Mr. Harold Weis 

FROM TO 3 DATE AND MESSAGE 

- NNF iat a ow have about the last 

" sentence in the Garfinkel memo 

in the secon that "several comolex 

the of whether wo rs 

An. fact for the ses of Act, "need not be 
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of Information Act." 
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OATE AND MESSAGE _ (Continuation) 

se NARS administrative records. 
y 
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JANE F. SMITH 

“Director 

Civil Archives Division 

“Attachment 

WM NGS L/IF 
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Exhibit 1-D Civil Action No. 77-0692 

November 15, 1968 

N 

Correspondence with Harold Weisberg, Coq d'Or Press, Route 8, Frederick, Maryland 21701 . 

L 

The transcript of the executive session of Jamary 27, 1664, of the 
Warren Commission requested by Mr. Harold Weisberg in the attached 
istter was reviewed by GSA, the CIA, and the Devartment of Justice. 
Mr. Martin Richman of the Office of Legal Counsel of the Department 
recommended that the entire transcript be withheld from research, 
and we have withheld it, 

As Mr. Weisberg,says, there are certain quotations, presumably 
taken from a copy of the transcript in Congressman Ford's ‘Possession, 
that are published in Portrait of the Assassin (Hew York: Simon and 
Schuster, 1665) by Gerald R, Ford and John R. Stiles (rages 19-25). 
Some material is deleted from the quotations without ‘any indication 
of the deletions, and there are other variances from the text of the 
tranacript, The quoted material does not consist of a contimsous 
passage, Dut of various passages chosen from divfarent pages, Only 
one complete page (page 158) of the transcript is included in the 
quoted materlai, We feel that to tell Mr. Weisberg this, or to 
supply him with a copy of the page that has been completely pub- 
lished, would encourage him to increase his demands for additional 
material from the transcript and from other withheld records. 
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i UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

4 FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA | 

| { 

| 
JAMES H. LESAR, : 

Plaintif£, : 

Vv. : Civil Action No. 77-0692 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, : 

Defendant 3 

ORDER     
' Upon consideration of plaintiff's Motion under Vaughn v. Rosen, 

jand the entire record herein, it is by the Court this day 
| i 
of , 1977 hereby 

| ORDERED, that plaintiff's Motion Under Vaughn v. Rosen To Re- 

‘quire Detailed Justification, Itemization and Indexing be and here-: 

iby is granted, and it is further : 

ORDERED, that defendant deliver to this Court and ‘to plaintiff; 
j 

within 30 days of the date of this order, a detailed justification 

for any allegations that the requested documents, or portions 

i'thereof, are exempt from disclosure under the Freedom of Informa-   
tion Act, 5 U.S.C. § 552, including an itemization and index which 

i 
icorrelates specific statements in such justification with actual 

portions of the requested documents. 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE 
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