
To -min Sea fro :a Harold Welsher 	PA request 	 4/2),A.:9:) 
OPR 

In his 4/11/60 letter :Richard IL Rogers of the OiR states that DLit has ip-ztinent 

records in two different files: 

"...a irevdor. of inforation Act request filed on your behald by Nr. &LIMB H. 

Laser for the :.ate-ials of the ilartin Luther King Tasj forf..!co (which has bean the 

subject of lititption) and a letter of complaint filel by you against Special. kent 

Thomao Wiseman..." 

il0 states that by "correopondonce dated December 3, 1979, you requested copies 
of all reords in each of these files," and that with re -rd to the former item I 

have been given everything "not exempt or releasable as a matter of discretion " and 

that with regard to the latter, that information is exempt under PA., not stating 

Which provieicm. He them says that "as a matter of discretion, I have 2rooessed thin 

information" and hasliecide: that this file is exerlpt from mandatory relase." ES cites 

(b)(2),(b)(5), (b)(7)(C) and (b)(7)(D), then adds, "This information is not appropriate 

for discretionary release." 

With regard to the first matter, I appeal because oixac of the information withhcld 

is within the -public docaia an not subject to withholding a4 because uomo o: thu 

wit_ 1d information is ap,n'epriat© for release and is of public interest as it 

pertains to the Ling assassination, an it portaine to the performance of the FTII in 

its investigation of t is assasaiilation and as it pertains to the functioning of the 

JeR in its investi4ation of how the Fla functioned. There is ix.::nt public interest 

in all them and related matters. 

With regard to Si Wiseman, none of the exemptions el,Alled is appropriate. Ana if 

any allecntion of saw ivpropriety is laid a==minst an FilI SA, that alsot is of con-

siderable public interest becausn of the rosponsibilitie..; of PZ:SAs a::d the trust 

Lzpartml in theta, in this cane by the ill', the Department and the Court in litigation. 

Ther7J,  is greater than usual public interest because the litigation io FULA litigation, 

which is intandcd to let the people know uhat the Government does. 



One of the chargeo I vede is that SA Wipomen 	i7falsoly in C.a. 75-191J6. 

114ers attaches ny  complaint of 0/23/75. Howsvl-m, he doea not clein that my complaint 

is inaccurae. edoes not alleged that sa Wiseman did not swear falsely. Nor does ho 

allege that SA Wiseman withdrew an  falso affirmation. 

In fact SA Wiseman did swear falsely and on a number of material issues of fact. 

One aertaina to the non-exiatenco of recorde the exiatence of which is disclosed by 

thi.-1 files ha allegedly searehod. Another pertains to searches maile in rodponse to my 

request. he siioro to the makine of searches in ro.:.ponse to specific Itema of my 

request that in fact have riot yet been made* That his affirmation was untruthful is 

now established by his own and SA John Kilty'o deposition teetbaony in C. A.. 75-1996. 

any false awaartaglis a eozlous matter. False swearing to the material is a felony. 

for mere mortals if not for FTE 3As. 

It to the supposed narrow of the OR to provide internal policing. Failure of 

0.4 to informa me that my charges al unfnctual raises substantial questions about 

its performance of its official responsibilities. There now is a question an to whether 

or not it is a whitewashing rather than a policing agency. There also is substantial 

public interest in this. 

I also Ulesed that Xt Wiseman misueed ths processes of the Court to defame me. 

Thin is =loaded. 

Also undenied are my charges that he failed to porforn his public msponsibilitica 

by not complying with regulations in not providing me with an estimate of costs arilt 

any deposit required and that he used this as an excuse to stonewall. It may be that 

Hovers had a conflict of interest in e arcisinr any judgamaat on this natter. If 

he was formerly on your staff and in that capacity acted on the request in Josue then 

his r000rd ie identical with that of SA Wiseman and I attribute other offenses to }An, 

as without denial ' have in the past and in writing toJudge Tyler. 

Mr. Rozers rewrote ny request, which 1  protested innedintely. I r,2(nleated compliance 

with tho request as 1 mado its  not as the 	or Department would have preferred it. ;ie 

then wrote that I could have what had not been providedv.-.1 when I requested it I 



did not receive it. "0 did not provide tlu: required eatimate and when my lawyer gave 

written assumncos that I would pay he iiil:ears not to have communiated this to tho 

FL o2 Depart:lent counaol for both alleged/to the Court the exact opposite. Depnstmeot
 

counsel, then AU SA John Dugan also failed to corrolzlicate this information to the FbI, 

according to the FBI. 

BecLuso of these failin0 to performs official rosponaibilities, at least in 

lame measure, the Act was nemted and costly litigation ensued. There in considerable
 

public interest in thew matters also becauas there is considerable public interest 

in official compliance with the Aot and in officials not wasti,Ig public funds. 

Some of the records to which I refer do not ap)ear in the 	MIKIN filo, 

whz;ro they belong. This coincides with a rather large number of ulipo iadicatinc 

transfers of records iron that file, to 62-117290. I have found a reference to this 

file number that pertaina to r.lquents for all my FCIA requests. 

While r have no knowledge. of this particular file and cannot state =equivocally 

that records that eln be eLibarrassing wore transferred out of a file that was to be 

provided,' believe it in appropriate that you search to determine thie bowase those 

tranEcfrred records can be ?ortinent to both subjoct-mc.tter and Pa r::quests. Perhaps 

the easiest nt.,nner of coomotaining the facts of thono shiftiniAs or :.:,cords would be 

to connult the Fill's copies of the abstracts it has just provided to ac. You will find
 

this there. 

Er. Rogorre alpine to excri,tdons are dot valid and at ear to be another coat of 

02R whitewash. (b)(2) is not aeprooriate bocawo the matter is not "so? elf/" a porsonno
l 

matter. No ass had boon filed agvinst SA Aseman and the matter was outside C.A. 70-19
',6, 

ther_loro (b)(5) is not ap)licable. There is no question of privnoy, the (7)41) claim,
 

and OA 1iscaan was aolthor a confid=tial aouxto nor an only source, tILrefore (7)(0) 

is not ap.Topriate. 



The chantid 	ooriabraferred to on the woolooding pagp and thn Mei null-dia.:n:1 

after tic, chance, thaw linteNt in the last velum of abstracts, are: 

6142 - 454X4 
6189 -182X 
6193 - 197X 

6195 - 209X1 

6197 - 45416 

619E; - 45417 

6199 - 197X1 
6200 - 45415 
6201 - 454X10 
6202 - 209X2 
6203 - 209X3 
6207 - 209X 

6208 - 209X4 

6215 - 454:422 

6216 - 454724 

6219 - 243X 
6220 - 243X1 
6222 - 257X 

6224 - 257X1 

6220  - 257X2 

6227 - 257X3 
6231 - 257X5 
64/5 - 2:17X4 

t123.s shifting from the c my sittL tho LW' rtmnt asi3arod 	Court 

I would be prmtdod with a].! non-exvmpt MUM= roccre.l. 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

OFFICE OF PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20530 

APR 1 1 1980 

Mr. Harold Weisberg 
7627 Old Receiver Road 
Frederick, Maryland 21701 

Dear Mr. Weisberg: 

This is in final response to your Privacy Act request 
to this Office in which you seek records pertaining to 
yourself. 

As you were informed by Jerry A. Davis, Acting Counsel, 
on November 29, 1979, this Office has no records identifiable 
with you other than a Freedom of Information Act request filed 
on your behalf by Mr. James H. Lesar for the materials of the 
Martin Luther King Task Force (which has been the subject of 
litigation) and a letter of complaint filed by you against 
Special Agent Thomas Wiseman of the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation. By correspondence dated December 3, 1979, you 
requested copies of all records in each of these files. With 
respect to the King materials, you have been given access to 
everything which is not exempt or releasable as a matter of 
discretion. The information in the second file is exempt from 
release under the provisions of the Privacy Act. 5 U.S.C. 
552a. However, as a matter of discretion, I have processed 
this information under the Freedom of Information Act, 5 U.S.C. 
552. 28 C.F.R. 16.57. As a result of this review, I have 
decided that this file is exempt from mandatory release. 
5 U.S.C. 552(b)(2), (b)(5), (b)(7)(C) and (b)(7)(D). This 
information is not appropriate for discretionary release. 
(As requested, we are enclosing a copy of your original 
allegation of misconduct on the part of Special Agent 
Wiseman.) 

You may appeal from this denial within thirty days of 
your receipt of this letter by writing to the Associate 
Attorney General. Your letter should be addressed to the 
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attention of the Office of Privacy and Information Appeals. 
Both the letter and the envelope should be clearly marked 
"FREEDOM OF INFORMATION APPEAL" or "INFORMATION APPEAL". 
In the event you are dissatisfied with the results of any 
such appeal, judicial review will thereafter be available 
to you in the United States District Court for the judicial 
district in which you reside, or in which you have your 
principal place of business, or in the District of Columbia, 
which is also the location of the records you seek. 

Sincerely, 

RI HARD M. ROGER 
Deputy Counsel 


