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JL - Re Report to Court in T7-0692 and Attachment B B 7/6/78

I've read all. 1've annotated the legal-size copy, which I'1l have with the case
(legal) file if wo refer to &% later. Too many notations, too much reopetition of same
podnt, to go into them all, I'll comment on the Report anf Shaheen below. On the re-
processed 52 pp. (please let me know which appendix) a few commontst

Where what had been withhhld now is not withheld it becames clear that the erig.
withholding was not legitimate, I think this also can be a basis for attack on prément

withholdings.

M
("antrease called. Doing that affidavit now.)
'noatofthammymmrux'n':m.

proof of eitier law enforcement purpose or legit national securdty investigation. I'd

women in “ing's life. But not the as ooiates with whom he spoke, met and conforved,

Anl'BIdoaimtim,Iﬂﬂnkaoﬂmfwhum.uuﬂmaldmr'mmm.”

mmmmmmmutmﬁnthathmm.%wmtm.
whmittouldmthntmemtomﬂdhorﬂmmnm.

Hanypageahavamminﬂicnhd.Onmlmtedﬂmtithoriglmlnaﬁ:edu
exempt under GDS when there wa not a single record indicated as classified, It has no
source. The beginning and ending Serfales on it are 1992 and 2016, (¥ey ve HQ MIZ
Security file, 100-106670, 53.)

Some of the withheld inf mtawmmuuummmu
mtmNhliom.lihthemdhgofthaoponumutmcm. (I'd distinguish
batvamthanamorthsmhmglmandomrﬂﬁmmn!InmthI’dn&ethepmt
they are hiding the pames of hﬂnlatonatnﬂmﬂnnitiamohintham;
and there are some indictments, » WoTe goverup of those who oan talk,)

Me'u‘aam.p.a.nma‘mlmwmmmmam

thaomtmryhutl'mnotcha«:ung.mntwﬁwhmhmmlmmtmtmtomtb
oprosite, par. 2. He bases this exclusively on Shaheen's affidavit, which is not of firpte
person knowledga, (Hsdsotg.ﬂuhnthocmtthatuwtmwumofm
m;mmuwmptumuﬂmtmmwormnmﬂmmJ
mhatmmmmuunmmmm.umammfu

u.mmmmuﬂmammmw«wmtuummmcm

those who told him executo the affidavits?

. In 5 he says what is withh-1d would be an "ummrranted invasfion of persenal privacy,"
h%m#ﬂmﬂﬂghmbﬁo%ﬂﬂsnﬁlﬂsﬂtwoﬂdamtomm

be largely meaningless without a cpedible essuranes that nothing withheld 1o within the
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public domain., After all the internal reviews, ecp. those of CRD and OFR and after all

the FBI's p of rocomis snd ell the veviows of books and clipidngs (rewcrber the
OFf's bdbliography?) there should be someene in IJ or FBI who ought have some knowledge
of what 12 within the p.d.

He claims "no countervailing briwemsk vublic interest in,..disclosure." On what
Imowledgy or expertise? Thore is intense public interest, The AC has found the “ing
matter %o be an historical caso. There is a congréssional investigation, Etc, I'd say
he iz partl prin and is withholding to cover hls owm: ass for a whiicuashing OFR raport
that is already exposed as a coverup from the availsble records,

Yhat io wrong with the rolsaso of the "prefessional® pert of the couversations of
vhose w0 had them with “r, %ng? What kind of "personal mattups" have to be withheld?
(41s0 in par. 5.) He states the opiesite of the AC's policy statementm, 4 "profossional”
patter, in the vord he uses, "context," would be & discussion of who would preach the
wday sormon if Xing wore away. (The did withhold who would meet hinm when ke ruturred
fron Burope, And was covered by the press, usually, Privacy? Nensense,

I think that et several pointo ghey hove broadened Spdth's order and heve covered
themselves after the attack I made by a carcful wording of it.

The last sentence of Judge Smith's order says he can be overruled by another Court.

4a I read this the exclueive besis of support is Shahsen, who rises to claim some=
body told me, reat proof! I agree you should move to strike, with some ridicuje. Then
there remains no besis for eny of the itemiged withholdings, I'd also move for swanry
because the burden of proof has not been met, .

oy the rest must reallt be scared to dump it all on him - and for him to come
up wilh such flimay bones for his scarecrow affidavit!



