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dre Richard L. Juff, deting Liroctor 10/28/51
FOIRPA Wppeals

Depurtnont of Justice

Hashington, D.U. 20570

Dear ix, Huff,

You modled me a coygy of your letter of the 14th to my counsel but you delayed
mailing hin the original, the only cony with the five newly-dis:losed paszes of
records portuining to the assassination of Dre fing. As soon as he did get them he
made codan and sent them to me. They have just reached me. You have agnin succecded
in makdng 1t virtually iwpossible for me to conmunicate with my counsel ia tiue fox
him to do amything before the acheduled atatus eall.

Can it possible be that Heaganomics requires you to be so misorably cheap, with
a nere five msofmmﬁnﬂ(#anitbeﬂmtmmdfemt counsel continue to
feel entirely dmmne in violating the specific iustruction of the “ourt with regard
to this matber end pructise, a directive with which Yepartment counsel provdsed to
ablda?

Five yeers ago in this case the Jeparfont hug been atle to stall for moro than
five yeera the Department agreed to send me a separate copy of everything. I off'ered
to pay the cos®m, but the Yepartment ddd not accept my offer. It did send me evarytiing,
until Hr. Cola became gouncel. f"a then, un;uatcmll;y‘.dw thim egreement. “he
£88500s nore stalldng and move delays, mofe totally ummecoseary hardahips and costs
for uy counsel and we, and more iiterference in our limited ability to maks proper
end tizcely responsess

I had my counsel reise this in court when the “epartmont igmored my jrotests and
the judge did direct that I be sent a cooy of everything. Unly omce again it has not
hapvened.

I Desafiont couisel did not inform you, which b should have done, you still
have the long practise of your office and the knowledge of the menpbers of your ateff
who have been involved in this case, as well as your own records. There is no excuse
For yousviolation of the ngreement and the inatructions of the court.



Yau also contdnue to a-oid appeals I have filed, gpreals that include the one
peoord fron which you provide some of thy extensive withholdingsk that are and elwaye
were inpropere “his recomd is the so-called Yurphy report of the CRD, prepuratory to
tha OFIL investigations

Son: years ago tbo julgfe asked that “r. Shoa be involved ia this litdgation.

In an effort to facilitate cospliunce and to do what the judge desired, after meating
wlth fp, ohea L provided him witi en extensive amount of informsation, corefully decu=
mentod ap eala, Far the most pert these remain ontirely ignorode Whore ‘re Shea did
not iznors Ehaonmy forﬁmeﬂMtMM&deWW.%mmﬁ
of work inbolved in thbs for me is represented by the two file drawers these ap eals
£111. Whero these ap eals pertained to tidas Hurphy report you continue to ignoro theum,
apparently so you can pretend to havedone what the judge directods It ip o ZXREEX
false pretense, howevVers

I have read every word of these five pngene There is abeolutély notling in what
is no longer withheld that in any way or at any time justified anyf withholoing, MBINIEEX
whether under bl or 7¢ or D, Uhis slss appears to be largely true of what you continue
to witiheld, much of which is in the public domaine

Throvghout thio long litigation, made long by the Ugpawinent, L have m@larl,v
agired that sore offost ba mads to secewbudn what is pullic domain 50 that improper
withholdings be minlaized in this L.ipo:‘"';m: hictorical cases 1 hmve made offers to help
that were not accspteds 50, you contdnue to withhold what the Fifl iisclf devotod ftself
to leudng for many years, to tho press, to F3I pewns in the Congress and to private
persons. I detailed some of these efforts and soss of tuls nasty diminformation material
in my 1571 bock, "Freme-Up." That information and that leaking is not sminoewn and is
and for years has been within the public dowain, since srior to this litigation. In
addition, Hldis wsterisl Lecame lmown by leslkding Wy those to whon the FEIL diatributed
coples. Some, like the Congressional comdttees, nade some of the ipformetion public

by official action, not mere lsaldnge



One of the ivportant mattors on widch your office has not aoted im the FEI'p
abn@iute refusal to meke a proper search to conply wit: the Items of the request that
portaia to inforuation provided to other writors. The FAIMm has a long cerdies of 94
files portaimingfto the press and its leaks, includdng to the Congress. It also has
94 files on individual writerss Yot £b hao stoadfaatly refused to search them and you
how coutdnue to withhold the kind of information that the FII has not withheld for
nany years, including in this instant couse,

The Lifih withholding oa page 36 ia of the name of a newspaner to which the PAI
has 1aa.hx1|é'or years, the Washington Poste The FII has even disclosed i%s intercesaiona
with the Foot to ppmvent publication, My 1972 publication ineludes details pertaining
to ¢k Fost wnd the Fil's leakings intanded to ham Dr. Kinga

iy you at this late date would consider that the 70 clain im propesr and necessaxy
1 cannot begin to imagina, You cortainly cannot have nade any belancing test on this,
and the information is public in any event, oo why bother with wbihholding at all?
Bxcept to haasle me and the jJudge and pempetumte litigation the Decartment $tslée
forced,

4% tide late date, long after publicatdon of a book based on files (dsciosed by
the FEL, you centinus to withhold from me whet wes EiBloclogsd o tiis other wwiter
wiopa Look on what tue FIX did %o Yre Aug is not uacongenial to the présent FII
in that it rep-esensy that thoss m;xm:nl.l\,; for these abuses ave of the paat and in
other ghorteomings, including not using sowme of what & nade avellabis after it wae
disclosed to we in t is inskant cause. Cne such matter is still withhsld by wou, T+
is on puge 35 shat the seemingly proper clain is madefto 7D to withhold the nspe e 4he—
neme of the FEI's informere Whdle it is always possiblo that there were more then one,
Bhe identificakion of the SCIE -headguarters informer, the informer who slso flew to
menphio with “re Liug, has been kiown for yoors. He is identified as flarricon in the
book refumred tu above, David Carrow's "The FEL and Mastin Ium:a!?cm. Jr"

Uther dnlormers identified to him despite my an.eals from the withholdings from



we are ienphis Luformers Dr. Vasco Smith and his wife, laxine. Their file numbars,
discloged to Garrow and withheld fron me, abe 170=49 and 170~53. Still another
Vemphis informer identified to Garrow bu: not o me is filed as 170-46, He is
Jesse H. Tumor. (In Atlanta Janes Harvison was Inforser AT 1307-S.)

How you can now be pretendin: to comply with the judge's instructions, as you
do in your covering letter, while you continue to withhold fromfme and mako phoney
exomption claims for what you long ago disklosed to Garrow, whose book was out long
bdfore your lotter and had extensive modia attention evan before publication, I do
no/ understand, I remind you also that the FHI disclosed to CGarrow in more detail what
it had earlier disclosed to Edward Y. ipstein, "Fetore," its top-lobel SoWiet infomer
at the UN., This mchmt?"l-‘adom“ name and other identifierss. There also is the matter
of code name "Solo" and the Childs brothers, part of the justification of this ineredi-
ble FEL camoaign against Dre Ring, vith total withholding from me even after disciosure
to and mublication by Garrow.

In this case these things ere of enommous significence, of great historical
importance, and are also essential to a full and complete understanding of that informae-
tion &Lm not witihelds It is clear that the ©ile ruyjbers are vitel in evaluating
the information =tiributed to thoss high-level sources. (Dre. Smith wes head of the
Hemphis BRACPY, Harrlson worlced in SCIC headguarters. Turner also was head of the
Henphis NAACP,) F

4lso continuing to be withheld from me i€ information pertaining to Juy Richard
Keunedy, who married the former wife of Stanley Levison. e was & CIA informer, on
domesyic matters, quite improper. The CIA provided Eis informaticon to the Fil. To the
best of my recollection, my ap eals from inaction on referrals remair ignored. The CIA
made partial disclosure to me in separvate litigntion in which i4 withheld what is
diselozn: to and publiched by Carrows (His spocial paranoia, taken seriously, is that
Dr. King was Chicon financed and influenceda)



There is apparent but highly ia:\prnﬁ%%e in disclosing to Garrow what in
withheld from me. That purpose is to nake 1% appear to be masanshle that the FEI
had amplo reason for suspecting that “r. King wes under Commanist influcnce. By
identifying "Solo" and "Fedora" to Garrow the FBI fed him what naices its spurdous
claims seemp reasonable and, prodictably, he and the Fil received extensive public
attontion to those as ccts and them only. You(plursl) lmew very well that I would
not fall for that ldind of stuff eo it was and still remains withheld from moe

If there ever was a legltimate b1 clainm for these tricke it has not been tenanble
for years. It im'4fafter disclosuxe to Carrow and Epstedns (Ky carlisr appesls per-
tadning to what was disclosed to Epstein aleo raadn entirely ignorcd.)

In tids you are manipulating FOIA in an Orwellian menner, Yo control what is known
and believed. In roturn, aside for earlier bunelits to the FEL and the Department,
Garrow, who made no investigation of the King sasassingtion at all, is using bis
extensive nedia attention, doclucing coast-to-coast TV appmarances, ito endorse, without
gquestioning, the FEi's claimed smlution to the King assassinatione Garrow smopy gased
puch that is embarrassing to the FOI, What he disclosed on other matters is merely what
hed already been disclosed, jaszed up with detalls that are of no conscquence to the
FBI and elsborate footnoting thet also ien't enbermassing but epresls fo scholarse

There is the contdmdng question, was what remaine wiibheld within the public
domain? There is anple reason to believo that most if not all was and is.

It will reguire what I do not nov have time fox, word~for-tord comparisong ¢f the
different versions of this report to determine whet is now disclosed that had been
withheld, for you have taken a cony of tha record that was not provioualy procsased and
slth rogard to the exemptions clabmod pretand thet you used ths cory Hhat was dusclosed
earlier, But you did not do that.

Wyst 45 nov dleclosed on pege 3 and may have been withhwld initially is the fact
that records are kept outsido of Contrel focords, Example, tho statement that some

files are "presently held in ir. Deegan's offico," Many years after they were current



recoxds, eight years aft v “r. Ying was assassinated, a decade after my first requests,
and even after soveral Eom;msa*_mml investigationse Ubvidusly this lclud of information
ie not within any exon wion. The real reason for withholding it is the fact that it
confirms what ['ve 4old the judge all along, that records are withhold from searchers
and cen be loeated andfrocesseds If this had been disclosed earlier it would have been
moch moys difficult to pretend 4o a complote search without searching the files of those
31 divisdons that were involveds 4lso, you have now worn the judge oute

O page 30 you cledn 78 end also represent as wiclassified what is withheld follove
ing, "Wing was photographed by the FII in lLos dngsles with sn alde." If what follows
portains to $is the 0 olaim is Waselesse If it includes other information, such as
the allegation that Dre King assoclated with the wife of a dentist, only Ber name is
arrrdmiate fo_r the privocy claim,

*  DBoaring on ny allegation that the FOI is the tail thah rume the Lorerinent 4o

the disclosure on mugs 34 that FIl Dircotor Heover direotly vloiated ittormey Genﬁ'd
Kennedy's orders to destyoy this vile netezials "Hoover refuscd $o do tids and drected
that it be retained in a secure locntion. " This is precisely what + have alileged about
$he continued withhelding from ne of Anforcatdon that is kmowm 40 have oxisted and
camot properly have been destroyude

Wile 1t e not poosibls 4o bo certaming 10 wiat iy withheld on pege 356y pavagrpeh
2, follows slong with what is not withheld, fertaining to the award of the Hobol
prige to “», King, tie Fil's strong efforts against hin and the auaw awe Aisclosed
and hers ave not properly subject to the claia, indicated only as "e" but probably 7C.
(Originally this pareswylh wes closaifiods That clals is noandoneds 4t is clear tiat
the clain alwaye was a phoneye Notldug in it is classifiadle,)

Substantial guostions remsin about what continues to be withheld from these five
pages. U, Tider withholdizgs, perteindng to tho lute Stanley “evison, are the subject
of apweels that romain entirely ignored. S0 also are apreals pertaining to other withe

holdings of what is disclosed to others.



The attorney “sneral hinself has stated that this is an iuportent historical
case. Lhe Department has clained that it mekes maotirmum posoible disclosure while
in practise it does the opposites There is an enormous amount of information that
is witide the public dosaine It is @lear that public domain information has been
withheld throughout this long and costly litigation and remains withheld, XHERARIKEX
including in thds very small percentage of tho pages of the Hurphy report that you
claim to have reprocessode

Hot only must y.u know what is within the public domain in order to fill your
respongiidlitiea = in this case you have two file drawers of appeals which have a
Very great nunber of copies of pages of this public donain information that is
attoched vo thems Any examination of this information, attached to those appesls,
leaves it without doubt that the appealed withholdings were and because you continue
to 4imoro then are inproper. Eiiii; £OYVS NO urposes vther then hassling me, burdening
tis court and corvupting hisbory.

I havenld conferred with my lewyer about it but I imagine it would bo a helluve
thinaifua were to wheel an entire two-drawer file gabinet down to the court of
apreals. It would scon be gpparont timt mate-ial fscts at the least remain in dispute.
How the sppeals fuwction has bmommha. 10 a machine for withholding alse would
becoue apperiats

r
Sincerely,

Havold weisberg
2,37 Apologlos for the typiuge I an poquired te keez iy luogs elevabed and that

is avlomrd when tymag,.



U.S. Department of Justice
Office of Legal Policy

Washington, D.C. 20530

00T 14 1981
Mr. James H. Lesar
2101 L Street, N.W,
Suite 203 Re: AG/77-HD
Washington, D. C. 20037 RLH:JKF : ABM

Dear Mr. Lesar:

This is in further response to your request on behalf of
your client, Harold Weisberg, for records in the Office of
the Attorney General and Deputy Attorney General which pertain
to the assassination of Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.

As a result of the review of Document CVRTS #3 (refer to
former Director Shea's letter to you dated February 3, 1981,
in which fifty-three documents were released) under current
Executive Order 12065 as requested by Judge Green of the United
States District Court for the District of Columbia on September 8,
1981, certain portions of that memorandum have been declassified
and are, appropriate for release to your client. Five pages on
which this information appears are enclosed. Certain declassified
information in paragraph one on page 34 and paragraph one on page
36 is being withheld from your client pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
552(b)(7)(C) and (7)(D). These provisions pertain to information
contained in investigatory records, the release of which would
constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy and reveal
the identity of a confidential source. This information is not
appropriate for discretionary release.

Although I am aware that you already have filed suit
concerning this matter, I am required by law and Department
regulation to advise you that jydicial review of my action on
this appeal is available to your client in the United States
District Court for the judicial district in which he resides
or has his principal place of business, or in the District of
Columbia, which is also where the records sought are located.

Sincerely,

Jonathan C. Rose
Assistant Attorney General

By:
Richard L. Huff, Acting Director
Office of Privacy and Information Appeals
Enclosures

cc: Harold Weisberg
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pistol". However they had found evidence of the Bureau's cam-
paign against Dr. King and, through public testimony, have
already publicized that fact. On Monday, March 22, I read the
draft of the Committee's report dealing with this matter.(U}

It was obvious that existing staff and other workload
did not permit us to read all of the FBI's files that relate
to Dr. King, so it was determined to concentrate in three areas.
You satisfied yourself that the FBI's written reports of micro-
"~ phone surveillances (misurs) and telephone surveillances (tesurs)
were accurate by listening to selected tapes. ; :

(s

Turner read that e in order to determine whether there was
a legitimate basis for the FBI's security investigation of Dr.
King. Mr. Turner also read about the first half dozen sections
of the security investigation of Dr. King. I read those sec-
tions of the security investigation from where Mr. Turner left
off through February 1965, and from December 1967 through June
1968. I also read the first ten sections, as well as several
others randomly selected, of the assassination 1nvestigation.

In addition, I have read some of the Department's files and
several other Bureau documents relating to Dr. King, including
all which were held in either Mr. Hoover's Official and Confi-
dential files or those presently held in Mr. Deegan's office.

As already mentioned, I also read the draft report of the Church
Committee. (See attached Report Exhibit for an outline of that
report). No interviews were conducted by us. %u‘



with the notation, "not now".

King was photographed by the FBI

e

in Los Angeles with an aide
A

A proposal was made to try and stop Springfield (Mass.)
College and Yale University from awarding honorary degrees to
King. King's tax returns were analyzed. New York was told to
be alert to friction between two black leaders that might be
exploited to nmeutralize King. A proposal was made to Sullivan
_that all of King's writing be reviewed to identify Marxist or

Communist influence on him

In April 1964, Deloach briefed Senator Saltonstall (Mass.)
and Springfield College President Glenn Olds (now President
of Kent State University) about King in an unsuccessful effort
to prevent the awarding of an honorary degree. Also in April
Joseph Alsop published the article concerning King, communist
comnections, and Hoover's January testimony concerning communist
influence on racial matters. King responded by eriticizing the
Bureau's concern with communism and not with racial problems.CLﬁ




King was overheard talking with
in August and the Bureau memo of Baumgardner to
van contains comments such as, "...immoralit and prevarica-
tion..., ...'Hitlerite tactic!

LIA

b7¢C

uthority was given
quarters for a tesur at a New York City apartment where King
would be staying. He had tesurs placed on him at the Democra-

tic Convention in Atlantic City in August., Misurs were authorized
but not installed because of time problems. Electronic surveil-
lance of the Convention was wjdespread and the results were re-
ported to the White House. W

Attorney General Kennedy resigned in September and he
gave Courtney Evans the material about King's hotel activities
provided him on two earlier occasions by the FBI. Kemnedy did
not want the material in Department of Justice files and he
recommended that the FBI destroy it. Hoover refused to do so
and directed that it be retained in a secure location.(:LfS




Rights Act had been passed. He said that anted to b7C
meet with King. King said that the matter could be discussed

in a forthcoming meeting in New York and that, "...after the
election, it would be a new situation". The White House and -
Acting Attorney General were advised of this information. (V)

On November 6, 1964 dquarters sent a memo to Atlanta
p1? which indicated that was an FBI in-
formant. By November 10, the Bureau was concerned with King's

upcoming trip to Oslo to receive the Nobel

Information about King's communist connections
T; information —was classi-

fied TOP SECRET. w (R 1

©

On November 12 information was given to the
X () *in the hope that the paper would e e Kin
and prospective

Nothing happened.(_ VL

k7C

The State Department asked for security information about
King because of the Oslo trip. On November 13, in a memo to
the Deputy Assis ecreta the Bureau
discussed on

Also on the »
Legat in London was told to advise the U.S. Ambassadors to ;
England and Norway of King's background in an effort to fore-

stall embassy receptions for King.(v) = -oiiolT ST E L e

On November 16, 1964, a memo was prepared.which pulled
together recent information indicating "further- evidences of
the influences in high places which Martin Luther King, " ;-
and his associates are able to wield."” On the 18th, Hoover(v)

b7¢C
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On January 25, 1965, Atlanta requested a 90 day extension
of the misur on King's house. On the twenty-sixth, Sizoo advised
Sullivan he had authorized misurs of King for two days at a
hotel in New York because of the potential for developing intelli-
gence information. CU)

Selected memoranda between February 1965 and December
1967 indicated that the Bureau continued its campaign to discre-
dit and neutralize King. In February 1965 Atlanta was repri-
manded for not forwarding information about King quickly enough.
In February the Bureau proposed to seek Cardinal Spellman's help
in preventing the Davenport, Iowa Catholic Inter-racial Council
from giving King an award. Hoover said no. But in March, Gov.
Volpe of Massachusetts was briefed by the FBI about King's back-
ground in an effort to tone down "Martin Luther King Day". C U)

F. Early 1967-1968

. The primary concerns of the Bureau relating to Dr. King
at this time were his anti-Viet Nam statements and his planned
Washington Spring Project which later became the Poor People's
Campaign. On December 7, 1967 the Bureau alerted various field
offices and told them to develop ghetto informants, if they
had none, and to report weekly on plans for the Project. On
December 20, 1967 an updated monograph of King was prepared.
It contained mainly old information, adding to it.

(o

S statements

In Decemher 1967 King was preparing a taped series of
lectures for Canadian radio. The Director instructed the Legat
in Ottawa to determine who made the arrangements, including
financing, for the series. e justification was to find the
source of funds to finance a "new program... of massive civil
disobedience demonstrations which may result in riots". The
Director was referring to the Spring Project'in which King had
threatened continuing demonstrations,until Congress passed a
program designed to help blackleLf) .




Dear “in, 10/26/81

If I'd madled the enclosed carbon of my letter to Huff before today it would
hayo taken longer because sll of the local weckend mail, including mail to Frederick,
is sent automatically to “sltimore, where the ineffeciency is almosy unequalled.

I do got believe it can reach you in time for you to make any use of it at the
calondar call. However, I do want it in the case records. It also presents what
gan be new considerations to the new clerk.

You have done nothing about it, but Cole has yet to do what we got Yreen to tell
Mo to do, send coples to me. Buff also has abandoned the practise. which is how I
begin ny letter,

Whatever explains the long delay in the stuff reaching you, it could not have
been designed better to enable them to say that they had ment it while preventing
ny meldng any use at the scheduled calendar calls This has happened so often that
it camnot be discarded as improbable.

I+ doea not do much zood for me to prod you into getting Green to get them to
send things directly to me if you never even make a peep when they again never do ite
Tt is the kind of thing you could and szo ¥d have becn raising hell about.

There is end there can be no jistif:cation. '
If it happens onc moro time I'm g.ong to ignore it and all elsae
Sincerely,

Whyahnuldld.landltm?etogothmou@whatvedidinmaungthamsponaam
Cole's last that I am well aware you entirely ignored without any discussion of it
with me. '

p



