. Whether”or not Lieberman intends to misrepreéeﬁt to this court is
20—1)
clarified in what he sates about the {pages 21—2), beg1nn;n1n with his representation
that " hey are used in place of Derman=nt symboT nuribers" and ‘his entirely unqualified
and endbirely false Sbaquent that the "(r)elease of these numberd would indicate both
the number of souroes utilized and the amount of information furnished by each."”
Compdunding this knOWWHg misrepresentation, this atltestabion to the impossible, he

-another impossibllity, that
states further that Hemrrkmedcantikhedrirsyxpiates 7and 7ab Ry E RS mrratkemy

.

they coould be used to.identify sources." There can be zxEiwk any number os uses of

the same T number within any FBI field ofiice on any day. One can be a postal clerk,
one can be a John Smith, another can be aPeter jones, another a bank teller, and

they would not be the same, obviously, nor would they be the same as any number of

identical T numbers ued the day before, the day after, or by any of the number of

agents in any field office, all of whom use the identical T numbers for the
identical purpose and for different persons. The fnly limit o n the use of any one
T nunber:is witving a single document. If an ggent prepsres more than one report on

a single day, he may use the same T number in each for entirely different people.

There just is no way that the temporary, arbitrary, uncoded and random use of such

a number can identify the source. Based on ny examination of so very large a number
of FBIL records in which these nuubsrs sre used I amnot believe that there is any

FBI agent who does not know that what Licberman stetes to this court is not and
carmot be true. In this I include all those involved in the processing of the
records te begin with. L think also that if onl:y because so many such records are

here
involved in their work Department lawyers also know the truth of hwat I siate.



_;.JﬁHow ﬁhésejwho ﬁithout exception aré not‘FBI employees or its officisl symbol
informants can be.élaééified as iﬁs ﬁpemsonbel" under thé;exemption that requires
in ad&itibn that what ié(withheld relates "solely" tO'fhese personnel matters:
Liebefman does not sfate in cleiming Exemption (b)(Z) té withhold the temporary

numbers used to replace the names within reports to be disseminated outside the agency.



i i
2§? While there was not in the FBL's JFK assassination investigation any need
i i

e
to mske such exhsustive checks of vhone calls and motel registrations over so large
>
n particular those

° di
an area, they also are included, along with many, many other such illustrations in
includi in 3
ovhouse and cheap hotel of

- ,
ds disclosed in the JBK assassination records, including
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FBI recor 3
in the case in whlcrLF%illips is the supervisor. BEvery
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the credit and commericial
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ative results,
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including
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institutions and even post office investig
these categories Lieberman attests must b
no improper disclosure.

damage, no suffering of any kind,

records of t
27. The last jieberman listing under (7)(D) is "temporary source symbols.
ne characterizes these as "confidential" sources and they in most case are not
24 7

the claim that all those it intervieus
have intorviewed a Rxx

have yet to neet

Li

confidential. The FBI boilerplate
assume there is the implicit promise of confidentiality

numbét of persons the FBI aglso interviewed on both subjects and I
a single one who said that the FBi implied the information obtained wax confidential
identity confidentiale. In seeixding to justify the

or that it would keep the sllurce

withholding of wmkisdx imtendedly meaningless and entirely uncoded tenporary identi-
ictions Lieberman states ( page 51) that "(t)hrough an analysis of these

numbers and the information mmmurdiedx furnishéd by these sources, a knowledgeable

acts and circumstances if the investigation may be

that there can be any
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sources. L cannot imagine
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able to identify" these confidentisl s
W that this is completely £alse.
corrs as Letterhwad Memoranda, known as Lills,
the text. Where it wants not

-WL

rent who does not kno

FBI ag
28, In prepari g such 7

not include ERsERCERREIRITHEXX Spurce names in
names distributed, it replaces thenm with an admittedly temporary

the document, on & page or pages remoged

these temporary syubols

d of
uused it

there is a listing of

the er
bution, th
ions. But each time such a syvmbol is

to have such r
umber in the text. &After
istri

:

t FBIHG before any 4
801

(W]

along with the name identifics



is used xwxwaskx bit once, for the purpose of that d report and no other report.

John Smith may be T-1 in one report and t-20 in the next report. There is no system,

this #s all arbitrary and one-time—ohly and Lieberman has to know that disclosure of
temporary
uch an arbitrary and entirely uncoded number cgnnot be used to "identify" any source

n

to ehich 1t is applied. In fact, if anyone attempts to make any such use of these
admittedly temporary number, confusion, not disclosure, is certain and inevitable,
the exact opposite of what Lieberman, from that deep knowledge he has oof the
FBI and its porcedures and pra ctises, assures this court. This is necessarily
an obvious misrepresentation for another reason: not once in those 26 Warren
Commission records, not once in those I have examined in the 300 cubic feet of
Commission records at the Nationsl Archives, and no%t once in about a third of a
millions pages disclosed to Be has there been any such claim and any such
withholding. For the more than two decades of my intense examinations of so vast
a number of the I'Bl's uses of these temporary symbol identifications kt never
made any such claim or any such withholding.It uses these temporary and entirely
states to

29, arbitrary symbols to make what Lieberman yeiiz this court impossible

and in that it is entirely successful,

Lieberman has a section of "

whether
impossible to determine/what is withheld in its entirety as properly classified, in

classified information." While it is geberally

the records to which Lieberman attests there are illustrations of mmiiwElycirmrERErx
imnt intended
withholding Iiutxwas as classifed that was not proper. I attach below illustrations of

this in the order of their appearance in his BExhibit R.
didi G

30. I presume because I caught it in the misrepresentaion, that all its symboled

informants are living human beings, Lieberman no longer uses this description. He

admits, &gt for the first time within my experiencenm that t.e BBI uses informant

m, . g =
number: for "technical sources.” (page 18. This means things like telephone taps and

bugs for electronic eavesfiropping. Yo withho,d these numbers and +he related file

numbers (page 19) he and the F3L use (b)(2), and that, under the law, must apply to
ersonnel

human beings for it can be used vhen related "solely +to the internal rules and practises.”



There are no FBL "personnel™ who are bugs or phone taps. Moreover, in my case

=t

before this court, the FBL produced as its expert witness !r. Shea, the appeals

director, and he then testified that use of (b)(2) to withhold information r lated to
real informers is impropere. They are coupletely covered by Exemption 7.
31. Lieberman can't, or at least doesn't, give this court an accurate
desrition of the sy informer symbol numbers. He states that they are composed of
two letter representing the field office and four numbers assigned to the informer

and nothing else. In all instances the FBI uses an additional letter ide tification

with these two lefters and four numbers, "C" for criminal, "S" for security, rea 1ly

32. The FBI has released these symbol and file numbers to me without harm
and indeed, without any interest at all when L informed it +that it had also
disclosed the actyal names of these informers. While thee is no question but that
symgol informers require protection, t here is substantial cuestion about hether
or not in most instances disclosure of tue’symbol identification would identafy
the informer. ithout question, in & small minority of instances a determined and
informed person might be able to make a shrew guess. However, in most instances this

is not true and what Lieberman does not mention is the fact that an informed

researcher can bst ter evaluate information and the uses msde of it by the FBI

if he kuOWS whether or not all of it comes from a single source or is, as is true of
so much, bad information comes from s single source. Even the conditions under which

. o .

a symbol informant obtains information can help in evsluating the information. In

an imstance befor: this court in my litigation, the FBI disclosed +that one la rjorie
Fetters, its symbol informer, took Jerry Ray, brother of Dr. King's alleged assassin,
to her bed. There he allegedly gave her informatuon incriminating his borher James
and the ¥BI used that information and distributed it. In any evaluation of that
information, whether or not Jerry imparted it with an objective in mind is a
consideration. By withholiing a1l symbol nwiber and file identifications, numbers
that do not automatically identify anyone, and by misrcpresenting its electronic

surveillances, authorized and unauthorized, and there mre both kinds, the FBi clearly



sntends to make use of this information in the public's interest impossible and to
mig—-
confuse everyohe. There is no other purpose served in identifying bugs and phone taps

as live informers. 1+ could have as easily and even less confusingly internally
3%, have assigned %km a letter like "B" for electronic to its bugs and taps.

3%, Perhos there can be the conjectured harm stated by Lieberman in r _re
from :
cases of the disclosure of gymbol informer file numbers but + know of no single

ingtance of this and s number of such file numbers, along with the FBIL's contact reports

and xeroxes of the information provided by the informers have been disclosed to me.

5 ~

The sutomatic withholding of all these file numbers, without regard to whether any

possibility of harm is indicated, serves only i to withhold information that can

be rembarrassing to The FBL,

tr sbove to informers.
However, disclosure of an informants number does not, as Leiberman states,
"indicate both the scope and the location of fhe spurce.” Because all informant

numbers havefour digits, the scope is not indicated, and because the letter identify
~= 5

only the field office, they do not pinpoint the location The only identification is

4

the filed office, and they cover enormous expanses ot Territory.
34.Again, the file numbers are not living FBI "personnel" and tie use of (p)(2)
in innapropriate and unnecessary bdcause Exemption 7 can be invoked. The use of

(v)(2) serves only to deceive, mislead and misinform the people who have interest

in the information u and in how the agencies of t eir government wfunction/.

/

35. With regard to "dissemination markings™( (page 21) Lieberman states that they

v

must be withheld because they "indicate ither Federal Givernment agencies with in—

Hos L gl B 8 . : : i
bestihative interests in " those persons or organizations. e does not state that this

represents any kind of problem to any govornment agencies and in fact thev do not
represent any such problem. Horeover, they have never been withheld in sll the great

volune of records I have examined.In fact

s they are not withheld in the dcouments
subject to this Vaughm Iisting. I attach as Exhibits and the first in each mz

half of Lieberman's Exhibit R. He also states that these dissemination markings

"jave no effect on the substance of the documents themselves.'” He does not state that






