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1l - Mr. Cochran
Attn: | Mr. Kilty
2 - Mr. Decker SR
Attn: | Mr. Lenehan

,“‘“;‘f' ‘ o Attn: | Mr. Schweickhardt
HE . : 1 - Mr. Mintz D
: 1 - Mr. Blake.
Date: November 22, 1976 | ;
_ To United States Attorney o . -

District of Colurbia -nAaﬁlbq ‘;l_y'flimnj

Attention: Assistant United States Attorﬁéy e
' John R, Dugan L S

. From: Assistant Director - Legal Counsel

- ‘ - Federal Bureau of Investigation R

| Subject: HAROLD WEISBERG v. UNITED STATES DEPARTMERT = .
OF JUSTICE' (U.S.D.C.. Do c." . . e e
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 Tﬁomas Blake ..
of our Legal Counsel Division, enclosed herewith are S A
two sets of coples of documents, one of which is to be - },, '
furnished by Mr. Dugan to plaintiff in compliance with ./
plaintiff's request for the "threae boxes of indices”
referred to in an October 22, 1968, letter from the .. . -
-District Attorney General, Shelby County, Tennessee, L
to the Deputy Assistant Attorney General of the United =

= S8tates Department of Justice Civil Rights Divieion .

‘g ¥ : oy |
(Plaintift's B0 REC-M0 vy zsral -G ISG
Two boxes of abstracts marked, respectively, .. =

"Index to James Earl Ray File, Patsy Gesell,|1l of 2"
: 76% and "2 of 2," were recently located by a representative
ff3 12f1 of the FBI, after an extensive search in responge to . .
. ‘ plaintiff's request, in possemsion of the tinited States s
‘ Department of Justice Civil Rights Division. Thesa = . =~ ..

asecon_  abstracts contain brief descriptions of ftems of '

pe-ADAin. . evidence and/or the contents of original do nts e —
l ‘:r$rn_—. dealing with the FBI investigation into the ssasqinatiom957_,
; pin.sev.  Of Dr. Martin Lurther King, Jr. (abbreviated 'MURKiNNOV{HFEVs’
; Pt Allaies in FBI documents). Fach abstract is headed by t
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nare of an individual or the description of an {tem of'*“'-n~u
evidence and, since there is an alphabeticalland R & ‘
geographical breakdown -.as well as a numerical break={ .

Liwney X down xagarding the “evidence" abstracts - there is . ; 
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. Very limited information contained in the abstract

} - pistrict of Columbia‘“g3'f?“~ﬂfh T”TYQi !

S

" ‘herewith, with the exception of two or three which, ="
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.. United States Attorney . PRe TR

elweas ) 1

" considerable duplication. However, every one (of ﬁhe;a-}",‘ .
approximately 4500 abstracts, no matter how many | R
times it appears in the boxes, is being furni

Y

hed™ . ¥ ™y ’

after deletions (further explained below) were made, .. .- S
“would be absolutely meaningless. =7- . - e

: Although these abstracts were apparently -
prepared eight years ago by FBI clerical personnel T
for the assistance of the Department of Justice, e
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 ‘iﬂ -
not been in the sole possession of the FBI through- Lo
out their existence. . '

Necessary excisions from these abstracts
were made pursuant to exemptions (b) (7) (C) and B
(b) (7) (D) of the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA)T ‘. :
In many cases, it is not possible to tell from the - |

whether the release of a name would be an unwarranted '
invasion of personal privacy or would identify a SR
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 e
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 o
deternined whether the information falls within
the (b) (7)(C) or (b)(7) (D) exemptions. In many - . .. . .. °
cases it can then be ascertained that the material

is already public knowledge or is not of such

personal nature that 1t cannot be released.
individuals' names and information furnished
individuals were left in the abstracts where
known to be public knowledge.. .,k . ' .- .-
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In further explanation as to how these =

abstracts were processed and to explain what
.. meant by a conservative approach which can 1
./ - a more complete release upon examination of

' ._.‘,.N, ': . furnishe(a t

- In the typical abstract which hypo
- states, "John Smith furnished information co
Jane Doe," the abstract received by plaintif
we processed it would read, "
nation concerning LA j
names John Smith and Jane Doe, upon subseque
examination of the original docurent from wh
ahstract was drawn, any personal i{information
either Smith or Doe would have to bo withhel
to exerption (b) (7)(C). By withholding Smi
Doo's identity initially, upon review of the
docurment a more complete raolease can be made
i personal information, no matter how sensitiv
Wt these individuals could be released as long
© identity is not known. If the information ¢

~in the original docurent is not of a highly

the information about them can he released.

sources. If John Smith's name i3 initially

Cocument it ig determined he is a confidenti

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

.f_would not tend to 1dentify Snith can be rele

- . Plaintiff's FOIA request of April
_concarning which the Court has rulod tha att
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original documents, the followinq example 13-4

nature, both the identities of the individual

The samo example applies for confis

then any Information he furnished would have|: et
Jiowever, .

original document is processed all information which s
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