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To quin Shes from Harold Welsberg, King snd JFK assassination 2/27/80
THeOPin aposals
The FB. hze not foliowed the Departmenths and its own stendards and
dipsctives in processing the rocords relecse %o we in all my csses

¥hen we apoke yesterday 1 lsawmed that onoe sgain Vepariment counsel had kept
you wdnformed sbout what yvu should know, what had been withheld from you by the
Department snd the FBI, if you ave fo perfors your apreals funckion and if you were
to fill the role for which the Court involved you in C.de 75-1996,

I mentionsd two records, oncs pertinent #n each subject, and last night I located
tgo but mot the one T intended in the JVK case. I will locate and atiach it today.
The JFK record that is not the ene b0 widch 1 referved is, nonctheless, of signifiosnce
insofar as 1% gtates clesrly and unegquivocally what kind of pérsonal and national
security type information the FEl 4id mot withhold in historical cases andyas I des—
oribed it &n an apeal that I have slwesdy sent you or will be with this, is still
another moof that the FEI did not withhold pdor to FOIA what it sdsuses FOLL to
withhold. 4s the apreals court hae stated, FUIA is a disclosure, pot a withholding
wtatute.

You will not find any file designations on the King record I attech., This is
contrary to the FEl's roprescntalione is C.ie 751596, 4t then 1:formed the Court -
I shoild day mdeinformed the Uourt - thet all yeéords so% ©0 and are retriovable only
fron its central records, This is not sush & wecord. It is a reiord of the FOLaBA
Section. It was retrieved on discovery.

Discovery wos delapéd by two Pepartwment counsel, so long delayed thet ss a
precticel matter I did not obtain the rveforde of which the attached is part in time
to use them in teking depositions.

Please note that the legal Counsel memo is addressed Yo Uivil Division, widoh
withheld this infor,stion from ths Court to be able o represent contraxy to what it
stated to the Court.

The subjeet matter is a vase James Harl Ray filed in ‘ennessee, in 1978, Do not

confuse it with one he filed in Washington, later,



Seghmiing on pege 2 legal Wounssl mefers to ny U.ds 75-1956. In the mecond
paragaph oo pege D 4t refars to the Mletoriesl case detersinstien dn the first sentence
ani stated 1n the seoond sentencefliat "The DOJ waived privacy rights agelsst public
intorest.” (Marked in mavgln) |

48 you ure ayawe, kacwine thdo, and 1 &id participeie in cpnferenvestith Legsl
Counssl on the subjest, logal Coubsel and Civil Division coubined not only o withe
hold tids ianforsetion froo you and me - 3% dedonded the FBl's viclation of this
dirscive in all tie rvecoxd mrotessed In C.le 751996, 4s you mc&!’;, to do this it
sven violatod the Ypder of the Uoupt, that the naues of pubiic emplovess peri .
piclic fwwtisns, not be withheld. (The Order predsten the mrocessing of eny HUBEN
records tut wao vielated in the precessing of them.)

Hot knowing this, your review of the yecords, as processed, ied you to what in
one éfywt?}’&:mm;rﬁumfm $o ag & tendtaiive conalusionz that those
records reqmire reprocessing. (in & other oue of Hmmmmy thoss reports you stated,
after reviswing the Stimlation and the vecords processsed under 1%, tuat 47 I were
not satiefied,then thoy slso reguive reprocessing, I conld not have made it move
certain that I wee not and an not satdsfiod. Sow, howsver, you have tils additdons)
royuirement for wejvovessing, that the standawds and DG detersination of privasy
wsiver, werc violsted,)

The cost %5 the tax peyers and to uy cownsel and me of this violeMon of the
DO determination have besn enormous. sommmm the public, widch has been
dended twls amfomation for going ou fiwe years. |

Withhelding the informadion fwem the “ourt mey also have hed consegbsnees.

Howavey, the Court has pot mled on voops. Jou now heve no nesd for delsy until

at question wes resclveds I therefore ask thet you proceed with this reproceasing
imseciately and es rapldly em. ia ymm, Laciuding bath FEIHQ and W office
records end specificsliy iscluddng those that wore pot even included in PULA review,
I believe L oot Bhe mm;uiﬁ%m for exgaeﬁita& processing, I sliso believe that the

. : any
ege of this case requdres 4%, ~f vou heve vay questions or recuirve any proofs, nlcase ask,



The JFE vecond, 105389555008, is the subject of my &/26/80 appesl captionsd
"Eore restrictive disclosure attitude after enactment of FOL4j Frivecy; Hatiomal
Security.” 1 now provide that recerd, in fall, se provided %o ms. (I alsp ask a
review of the remsindng clascification elaims, perticularly with regsrd to whether or
a0t the withhe)d inforuation was within the mblic domain st the Hime it was withneld.)

4s a result of Director Hoover's disagreement with what the underlffings said
s enowous smount of truly sud desply tersonal inforsation was disclosed in the inferest
of the public recond. efove veginaing an uninterrupted direot gquoktion of the desw
éription of this iaforwation, as of thwer yuars grior $o FUL4A, I explain the signie
ficance of % it vegine, "Exampies of ks are stebements regavding 'va. Margueride
Osweldee.®

Those with whon Ure. Uswadd meedx sllegedly slept prdor to and after marrisge,
men $o whonm she was not married, are identified by neme, ss she also is. She is
described 88 = bed wother, as K irrational and in other uncomplimentary ways. she
iimwmwmnmdﬁﬁmwmfwamwm she married
R, hm/am of previous marvisge ave identified by vame.

The rost of this peesage, from the botiom of page six, is, "esciie maritul
difdicuities of Ruth Paine, Frz. faioe's mother adritting (sie) she wes & comsutist,
ips. Carol dyde suffering fyom a pensl ailment, sic. The FAublioaticn of the WPO
airtel of 11-15-65, 4a light of the current Congressionsl interesi in mail covers,
ould well result in oriticisn of the Post Office Depuriment and the loss of Post
Uffive Yepartecat mpa;mﬁm in highly delicate investigative techniques.”

» “enihan, who wrote this neme to the sssistent Diyector, Domestio Intelliigence,
for ¥r. dranigan, understated toc muche. That ete. covers virtuslly the entire Puine cnd
Hyde families, (Ruth Peine mes a fyde.) ALl their friends end business and professionsl
associates have no privecy, psrilewlarly not in allegaidons of political belisfs the
Fdl did not idive.

ihe so-called pail cover and 11=19-G3 matter peally épe what is pablie knowlsdge,

tie ¥Fil's Interseption and copying of Ise Zarvey Usweld's letter to the USSR €BhESNY e



Hrector Hoover®s ndwrititen ooment is, VI don't sBiem ahare your concerm
sboutbthese matters,” Tidsfinclades %he persosal discRosures and vae "national
securidy” vepresentation. (Uther of his gotments ars oblitsratsd i the consoring.
I pelieve thoy shwuld be watored in ihis historicsl case, perdicularly where what

remgins inddcates ho dissgresd with what b Wes oid.)

The gther record is aiisched %e my spoeal of 2/24/80 capbionsd, "Historgdal cese

standewls sbated by FI but nod sdberad $0.” This 10/22/75 HoDewsoit to Jenkine meso
bosre
pesms the initial of Thomas He Bressons gt ie from Section 183 of 62-109060 and should

%,

have s serial sumber highor thon whas s wisibls, 740,

Un page 2 it states that "The MIAPA 3 is of Hw opduion that we shwuld

wWikhold paterisl in this review only where ¥hwere is an chaolute, compelling reason

to 40 so.” and, "Furthes, it is considersd thet third mrby priwscy should be appifed

only <hore ¥he wstler is of o deoply persounal or intimete nsture and disclosure weuld
be clearly ussrranted]™

"Phis yeview,” while of Warren Commission records, alsc wes of records that ave
within wy cuwrvent cases. These standards were not observed in tnem. Hor was another
disvlocure policy stoted at the sawme podnt,wideh amounts b0 & (7)(D) wagwr for
aldy-souree infornotion fron confideniial zouross, "feliapbone toll recerds, previgusdy
withhslid on the besis et they wors cbtaised fron & eonfideniial seuTee,es” {Tuds
poliey also uas violated throughont the Sng records, but in purticular wheve the
Fil wented %o withhold what could be embarrassing o it.)

When you add the Atiomey Geimral's 5/5/Ti policy statesent %o tiis I belicve it
is dnevitanle that =11 inose JFK asssssisation retords, which were sronessed arter thad
statement aod thosedn the attschsonts %o $hie &ﬁmﬂm regEire Sauplete reprocessing
and thet tids is only becauss of the delibiately wreagful withholdings by the Fil, In

fa0t by the FOIBFA Section itseil.

shouid have beon proccssed long before nowe fron the sohedule I was givems &3 I then

worned you, it was apoarmnt thet dbe only reswirement for the long time specified by



the Filfs the time 4% Sakes to 5330 tho bame Lopmophrind Aujsetified witnhwléings

it made in the wderiying meconds - e tly the opsositc of ite Fine statemonts guoted
&x"ﬂ“&a

I ok for tids mprocesslng and for that of the indsx I have not yet meveived
beoaugs L have reccived fhe Lifer,ation thet the smeo wromeful withholdings ave
belng daplicated,

The Fii and i%s comesl wore on nodics ;:eie T e procassing of aay fleld office
ecord or the index.

The axewnt of mency the FIL hue malat wastod iu the delideraiely wrangful
processing of theee historicsl case rocovds is fantastice (Uf course, maving dene
wreng, Imgwingly, it then complaine that the cost of undelng ite dcliberate wrong
is teo great,)

as i lxfoymed you yessterdsy, Departeent counsel, who is of the somo Civil
Division that knows of ho privacy MESWES in Cede T5-1996, has alweady $41d he
“ourt that ¥£ all ths withholdings in the widerlying mooxds will be duplicated in and
slows down the processing of the abstracts. Vfhe tisc schedule he has laid out woudd
be greatly ssoeasive fros the UBI's own stetoments,) Because of #ids I herowith also
appeal the witalpldings fron the chetieets, owon thoug: net one hoe s providoed. The
statement of Vivil Division cowmsel 4: enovgh for tie sppeal.iobody can hope to Ive

because of
long enough o obtain and use the wecoxds of these historicsl cnsssfies the stouee
wallings and withholdings.fl went to do as such as L Caue

it is toc bed that mobody in the Departent with the power %0 €0 anyShing eives
a degn about theps deliberate sbuses of the act that ic intended to 1ot the pesls
inov what thelr government does, auses ’.:ha*% are more serigus twn aone o those
the Bepartmont proseoutes ot thers for comgdting. but if the “mmf did givelestuns

Miat}m %ﬁl&@tmmwmmmﬁmmtm»mﬁm to got the
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