Records sought in Kinz and JFK cases - non-destruction of ; search records not provided
Whatever is meant by an FBI "Top Serial" - and I would like +o know -~ attached is
one fron the Pew Orleans assassination file that is actually a record of the Meeropol

case, C.ds 75=1121, The file is 89-69, no Scrial indicated and not narked as Not Recorded; e

(The latter designation I do not recall from any field office files,)

I did ndt rececive a copy of this record or any similar attachement (the William
Walter case) from FBIHQ or any other file.

This directive to all offices appears to hive been a directive also with regard to
JFK assassination records. If N.0. had not so construed it why else would it have been
‘placcd in the JFK assassination (ile? .

Yet there appears to have been no need for such a directive because standiﬁngBI
regulations preclude destruction of any records in historical cases without express
permissione request

Moreover, files I recelved under my t&ivacy rzErxd from the Baltimore Field Office
(and to the best of my recollection ngt from FBIHQ) also are stamped with directives not
to destroy because there is pending litigation.

Despite the court order cited it therefore appears to be unusual that special orders
were sent not to destroy records and the no-destruction order is couched in teryps that
do not preclude the memory~holing of records outside a rather limiting description. 4

suspicious mind could interpret this. language as sugeesting that records other than those
' described and yet relevant in the Meeropol case might disappears

That such records have disappeared in my cases appears to be the reality. Either
that or they are knowingly withheld. I have provided rany spécifics in these cases,
both JFE and King, both also historical cases. _

~ This Méeropol directive also ordered search slips and searches to assure the pre=
servétion of relevant recordse

Without such searches there also cannot be compliance wifh any information reguests.
Yet I recall no copics of any such search slips relatinz to any of my cases or requests
from any office of FBIHGs I am confident no such records were attached to any of tpe
affidavits_alleging compliance,

(On the other hand, there were a few Garrison-period search slips in the New Orleans
files, as illustrated by my latt Herron appeal, without any regord indicating‘the,use or
need for such searches of the results and uses to which the results were puf )

Many records allegedly are missing in the hlng casc, lost dramatic of the allegeddy
missing JFK records is a spactrographic plate and I believe at least one important specimen,
No explanations have been provided, except for a spurious conjecture by Department counsel

regarding the missing plate.




(Here I note that this particular missing record ié relevant to ny other reqﬁeéts;
not alone in C.4.75-226.,)

by information requests are by subject, not by file numberses There can be no com—
Pliance without searches and compliance is not possible by limitation to a single file,
5 A5 e King case, the LURKIN file. '

Using the King case as illustration, there are Items relating to other writers.
Using William ﬁradford Huic as an example, I have not been provided with any FBIHQ file
or any search slips indicating the nature, extent and results of any such search, On the
other hand, I assure you that FBIHQ kmows very well where to search for Huie records -
the field office in whose territory he resides. '

4side from desire not to comply and to wear the Court and me out there is éddai
motive for non-compliance with regard to Huie and others of these parts of By requests
In plain English what the FBI has not provided relates to the violation of Jameu Earl
Ray's rights and 1nterference with the independence of the courts. I state this based
on coples of records I have that were not provided under C.4. 75-1996,

hl“ relates to Jeremiah 0'leary also. He is included in the request as Huie ise
I believe it extends to others, Gerold Frank in particular.

I also am included. 19{ PA request, repeated to all field offices, duplicates this.

~ Yet no records indicating thénature and extent of any searches have been provided. It

>vis well over a year since I provided details and identifications of records not provided.
: Théy still have not been provided,. no records relating to any searches have been provided
fand no affidavit attesting to the search or to any fallure to locate any records has been
"~ provided. o

It apvears to me that when there was no litigation involving the Walter case, despite

.+ which the Serials in a gingle file are listed and attached, there should have beem such -

1xfsearches and lists or records where Iitigation is and was involved.
With the cross—over between my King request ?tem «nd my PA request this relates to

&ll field offices and FUIHQ - outiside the LURKIN files as well as in them,

: Wiath théfag Bishop and Jeremiah 0'Leary cross-overs from the King to the JFK cases,
-as I have informed s ou with copies, rclevant records were and remain withheld in the King

case and after qulte a few months. o
. There is similar cross—over between FBIHQ and field office récords. I again use
myself and an 1gnored appeal to illustrate. I found an FSIHQ record (ana provided a. copy)
in which hemphls was inostructed to make certain unldentlfled information about me available
to unspecified local authorities and to report back to I'BIHQ. The attachments were not and
have not been provided and the resﬁonse of the lhegphis Office remains withheld. The records
of which I know - and i've provided proofs - range from overt fabrications to gross and
deliberate distoriations, all intended to be prejudicial. (Agaln the question of influgncing

the processes of justide in the Ray came.)



That the FBI does talk to judges, as distinguished from clerks of the coﬁrﬁ, is
illustrated by a King case appeal now more than two years withdut response ffbmgtﬁé‘FBI,zj
the judge in the Ray robbery case, the judge who was reverseda (PYI, if Ray hé&'aéiayéd',.
his loPen escape by a day he'd have known of the reversal.) That judge was neither any
only nor a confidential sources : :

Despite my having the FBIHQ record ordering Memphis to make what was providSQ'by'
HQ available to the unnnamed local authorities Memphis claims o have no records'dn or‘
about me under my PA rcqueste. Obviously this is false. ‘

So you will understand I was then Ray's investigator, the lone defense inwestigator
for the coming evidentiary hearinge

The influence on the asststant State Attorney General was obvious. He even méae

overt threats against me, leading to my ending them by letting him be aware that»I had
obtained independent local counsel. (When his personal misconduct extended to less toleran
Judges his services were dispensed with by the State.) When he was in Washingtnﬁ:and had
expressed a desire to question me I made arrangements for this and for his hawing a tape
recording of his questioning and my answers only to have him back out. His reasan, ‘or at
least the one he gave in the presence of two others, is that he hnd to confer w%#h the FBL
about the case. Yet no such records, not even one indicating he was in Waéhin@%én'fﬁr ﬁh&,
purpose, has been provided. .
‘ With the kinds of searches that one presumes are required by good faith-and due

-diligence and more, with the directives and practice reflected in the attached Mberopol
record from the Lew Orleang JFK file, such records uhou.d have ‘been located and_provided '

or exéemptions claimed for them, Nelther has happened. The same conditions require there
to have been searches and searchlng slipse (Flleiln 141 in the N.0. JFK case. relating to.
jWalter) I recall no olnvle record of any such searching, no record of any nature, yro—
’:v1ded in response to any of my requeots or in any case in courte

I believe that unless there was 1ntent not to comply such records of searches must
exist and should have been provideds I appeal their deniale (If they are attached to your
" long averdue affidavit in the King case Lo course have no knolwdge of thats)
: I also believe that appeal is mcaningless, a mere occasional stretching of g rubber
- -gtamp, if reviéw on -appeal ‘ is without benefiite of the search records. Obviously, if no :
-search records are provided you have reason to believe that no- real search was madee

When I have provided proofs of the existence of other relevant records, as I have,
while I am at a loss to unﬁerstand the extraordinéry delays in eny responses, particularly
with cases in court, I am not-at a loss when it comes to perceiving the nature of the
appeals machinery. Except withAregard to a relativly few replacements of a minuseule number
or words withheld from records.that were provided nothing has happened. |

BEven the records you indicated I would be receiving in your C.d. 75-1996 }estimony

have not reached nme. . '




