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j 1 - Mr. Cdchran . 
fi. Attn: | Mr. Kilty. . 

. 2-Mr. Decker ~. | 
aan Attn: | Mr. Lenehan 
“— Attn: | Mr. Schweickhardt 

1 - Mr. Mintz - .- fer. 
1 - Mr. Biake. Date: November 22, 1976 Do 

Tor United States Attorney + [On HN, 
a District of Columbia Markey tL. agpern? 

rs ~ Pp Oe 
{ Attention: Assistant United States Attorfey ae 

John R. Dugan ee es 

. From: Assistant Director - Legal Counsel) 
-— - Federal Bureau of Investigation Oe 

| Subject: HAROLD WEISBERG v. UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT a oe 
OF JUSTICE, (U.S.D.C., De Co), 
CIVIL ACTION NO. 75-1996 . 

Pursuant to the Novamber 19, 1976, telephone |. 
conversation of Assistant United States Attorney (AUSA) | 
John R. Dugan and Special Agent (SA) Parle Thomas Blake |; 
of our Legal Counsel Division, enclosed herewith are -_ 
two sets of copies of documents, one of whic! 
furnished by Mr. Dugan to plaintiff in compl 
plaintiff's request for the °threa boxes of 

histobe \f - 
fance with 2/0 
indices" a 

referred to in an October 22, 1968, letter from the 5 *: 
-District Attorney General, Shelby County, Tennessee, 
to the Deputy Assistant Attorney General of the United 

a States Department of Justice Civil Rights Division . eigen 
(plaintif£'s Exhibit Ww -erelys, eg pees ey 109° ” REC-40 UY. 35 Finlf @/S7 oe 

[é 4 Lo . | Two boxes of abstracts marked, respectively, rs 
y “Index to James Earl Ray File, Patsy Gesell,|1 of 2” .°. one /% and "2 of 2," were recently located by a representative | £8 y2fl7 of the FSI, after an extensive search in response to ae 

a plaintiff's request, in possension of the tinited States oo 
: Department of Justice Civil Rights Division. ae 

Assec. Dir. abstracts contain brief descriptions of items of 
Pep. AD Adm. —_ evidence and/or the contents of original do nts“ sere nee per AP Ieee dealing with the FBI investigation into the ssassination) 7 - Adm. sov._. Of Dr. Martin Lurther King, Jr. (abbreviated| *mMurKINNOV 22-1976 
Rat. Alleire in FBI documents). Each abstract is headed by t 7 Fin. & Pers. —. a 

Gen. inv. " 

. font. 

inspection * 

intel, . 

nane of an individual or the description of an {tem of? mene, evidence and, since there is an alnhabetical| and oe . 
geographical breakdown ~.as well as a numerical break- Ee Letoater_| down regarding the "evidence" abstracts - there is : 

ee A LK _ “ENCLOSURE ON BULKY Ramp” |< o0o0- v 
ec. Mgnt, Y : te ; ro ve bret ee PrBNGLOP IPF _ SEE NOTE, PAGES FOUR AND FIVE \) *?: Training : (9) ; ff . . L : : 

, TELETYPE UNIT (_) ‘ Hi 8 NOV 2'1g Tey UG. BYE bf 
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“undted States Attorney. 800.0 89 oe aed 
{District of Columbia - 2.5508 0 fn nn 

it % 

ee ep Re 2M MPM es 

‘ eonsiderable duplication. However, every one of the... 

approximately 4500 abstracts, no matter how many | OTS pee 

times it appears in the boxes, is being furni hed =. ov ae es 

‘herewith, with the exception of two or three which, © ©. beg 
after deletions (further explained below) were made, 2.0.7.0" 

‘would be absolutely meaningless. “°° 0 eof tt 

Although these abstracts were apparently =... 

: prepared eight years ago by FBI clerical persqnnel ra 

ed re for the assistance of the Department of Justice, an 

mo be Tennessee State Prosecutors and the FBI in having: © ~+ 
immediate access to a summarization of the basic °: 

investigation conducted, we cannot attest to their. 

accuracy or completeness since the abstracts have + i, 

not been in the sole possession of the FBI through- °° 

out their existence. - 
ms t one 

Necessary excisions from these abstracts © 
os were made pursuant to exemptions (b) (7) (C) and - 

ra (b) (7) (D) of the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA)... : 

wp _ In many cases, it is not possible to tell from the ., 

rome fe “very Limited information contained in the abstract 

aap 2 1 Whether the release of a name would be an unwarranted,, ;. 

, - invasion of. personal. privacy or would identify a CE 

confidential source. In these instances a co servative = 
approach had to be utilized in excising the names and ® 
identifiable information. A fuller release can be Ce 

expected when the documents from which the abstracts °°: 

were drawn are processed. Only from the original 

documents which contain, for example, the complete | 

interview of the potential witness can it be wi 

Rb determined whether the information falls within . 

eels the (b) (7) (C) or (b) (7) (D) exemptions. In many = oo... 

ne cases it can then be ascertained that the material .— 

oar is already public knowledge or is not of such|a | - 
or personal nature that it cannot be released. All 

. individuals’ names and information furnished by these: 

. individuals were left in the abstracts where it is 
known to be public knowledge. | es ay 

x ta, 

“4 
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‘United States Attorney. Cope UB po 
District of Columbia a 
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In further explanation as to how these | | 

* we 
iy 

. * 
feo nape He. 3 

abstracts were processed and to explain what 
/ meant by a conservative approach which can 1 

“./ . a more complete release upon examination of 
ivy, fey . furnished : 

' In ‘the » typical: abatract vhich hypo 
- states, "John Smith furnished information co 
Jane Doe," the abstract received by plaintif 
we processed it would read, . furnished 
nation concerning on 

If at this. tine, plaintiff raceive 
names John Smith and Jane Doe, upon subseque 
examination of the original docurent from wh 
abstract was drawn, any personal information 
either Smith or Doe would have to bo withhel 
to exemption (b) (7) (C). By withholding Smi 
Doe's identity initially, upon review of the 
Gocument a more complete release can be made 

i" s personal information, no matter how sensitiv 
woot, these individuals could be released as long 

' ddentity ds not known. If the information c 
in the original document is not of a highly 
nature, both the identities of the individual 
the information about them can he released. 

The samo example applies for confit 
sources. If John Smith's name is initially 
in. tha abstracts and upon review of the orig 
Cocument it is determined he is a confidenti 

withheld pursuant to exemption (b) (7) (D). 
by withholding Smith's name initially, when 

~ would not tend to identify Smith can be rele 

- ) Plaintife's FOIA request of April 
concerning which the Court has ruled the att, 

. - 3 ~ 

original documents, the. . following example is\: 

then any information he furnished would have | Lieve 
However, ; 

original document is processed all infermation which | - 
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