Dear Jim, 5/25/81

In Cede 75-1996 and miher early in it I alleged that the FiI was using disclosures
and withholdings as part of its garesnanshiy rather thon 4n conformity with the Act and
that 1% was sucessfully mandpulating what the House apsassing committoe could know and
bolieve as well as what the “ours conld an® weulde I alse allzged that in shedoorse of
thesa %ﬁpula‘cor:r effords the FII waz withholddng frem its ecords wint was in the paperg,
even in its own disolosed clinidngs files. With regard to fufoimors, I stated thet tie
FBI did didslose them wiep 4% had poiitical objectives S0 gowve Ly Cisclosing thwn, It
did rot foar for thwm vien it could advance dis witicaiobj chovest by iden%ifying them.
These rafiers sre included In my appesls that still have not beaent acted on, save for Shea's
having testified that the FIT should not have withheld what 1t withheld. Tris, of course,
did net provide tho ptill withheld Inforntion. |

Examinetion of the table of contmnts alens of e HCA'o cport confivma &1 I alleged
in Ceds 751396 vith wagard $o %hose mattorne (xd-zit)

4dlnost a1l the phoney allegatious of conapivady withdn my appesls srs those with
which the ceucitbee was comcd.

Under e they go dute Jtoner o el and wiae I veporict to ths BJ acfer Stoner told
us about it, that the infomer, William Hugh Morvis, was trying ‘o entice inu into
racial violences (The partdsl disclosure is false, mrejudloial defames me dids:ith
vhat the FEL fabricated, and the truth enfiusl records remain withheld in the litigtion,)

Under 2 the repért hes two alleged Hemphis conspirecies, both of which I zeported in
my 1971 book and neither of which has rduimal cxedibility. The first 1s the CB broadeast,
whero the FII withfeld the name of 24 Hontedunico, the kid against whom no charges wore
over lald, the second Jolm McFerren. lcFerren actually crosses over into what HSCA lists
magwquaana conspiracy, its third separation,First under New Orleans is the late
Willian Sartor. (Also pertinent under 5, Birminghem, the FAI's infomer lorris Davis,
Wwho plagiarized soue of what #ns public dousin of the Sartor stuff.)

Second under New Yrleans is Reul Esquivel, who is the subject of a numbor of ny
appesls and about whon I also write in 1971, Fourthis Horuan Thomspon, where what Temains




withheld is signifigant and what is disclosed is entirely inadoquate, Next is Jules

Ricco Kinble, who also tried to thrust hinself into the Gerrison Tiasco, which was motty
public, I de not have a cdear mwcollection about the othor two and cannot state without
question that they arc within my specidic appeals. But I do knov that the information wns
Placed “n fh public donain by Juwws Foxrd Ray bafors I £1lod Cuie 75-1996, The tiird dsted
in Rezmnrd Rochen, the sixth Ranly Rosenson,

H3Caks fourth ciiyfiisted by ailegod conspirecies is Atlante. I do not not huve &
clear meoliccticn about vhether or mot erewy Edns lancastor is in my spscifie op esls, as
I bolieve #hc ls, tut thore is no yuestdon sbout the public Jdoafiin nedime of that misinfore
mation - she put it there. (Den't confuse here with Czazy dnnds, elso public douain, Edna
1d the one who claims James EarlRay is her 1lligitinsts aon.) My appsals porisining to
the other +wm, when the Filts ﬁszt&n‘!: to decaive and miaslead was quite aprarent with regard
to cne, amxo spocifiload Gﬁ-‘ﬁéﬁ.ll.‘zﬂ. Wie one whera the FIY a0 clearly wus dlading ganos is
the mattor of the bmthers% Leon Powell. The Robert Byron Watson matter is the
subject of Department ather than FBI withholdings and is, at the least, within my CRD
apreals that remain ignorede wabson and his wother saw to 1t thwt ihweir effget to got hin
off on tho ¢rug charges, the mmmm inspiration of the fabrications about a King conspiracy,
got wide public attentione

Two are ldsted under Blmmingivam. I have no clear recoliection of Walter Faddoxd buk
have very clear recollections of my Morris Davis appesls and the specificity ofmyaﬂ‘i—
@avits and their sccurmoy. It as quite clear with him that the FII was godag out of its
way to plant what it lnew was bad informadion on HSCA, I boliove fiot the FHI's desire 4o
hide this accounts br its withholdings md its failure to respond. ﬂere I remind you that
all field office informa%ion is with in the Stipulation and under it the FAI was reauwired
to respond after 11/1/77.

Loudsville is wwrts I have no recollection of Charles lee yell but an quite clear in
regard to the phoney Clifton “aind because I exposed hinm as a phoneywhen he Tirst went
public, before I filed C.A. 75=1996, and because after the committee was deceived aver
this and there was so nucy defamation in thx Congressional ‘ecom. I zave the lawyer who



representod the Louisville police wll he needed to obtain welief for them,

Thare are Lo;mmre. I have clear recollections pertainin: wwo two, Miamt an? William
Somersott and New York and Myron Biiletts Somersett also inchudes AT)onte and Billett was
in Columbus, ghio when he lauached Mis fabricetions,

I first published Somersett's story, wiich involves tho el=e dersesed Joserh Ademg
Hlteer, in 1967, § added detnil in 1971 Somersett was o selfedicalsced PRI $nformer who

Hilteorls
elso vorind for liind authoritics. The FHI itself disclosed Wktmets naro azd othey
information 4n Yhe meopds provided +o the Worren Commdncoion, Wo dimpleyad ia court soue
of the partinent wecoxds »rovided 4o af% of mdns and withhold fron wo, buh the I'ST
since has not provided a wingle rocerd ormnlacad & ningle peage fram whish thoroe is
improver withholding, often of what 1% made mudlie domsin. ‘
| Billott was the subjec of exbtensive news attention, for which }n anﬁgg:;d. Sceriprs
Howardwent are ever W fabrioation, aacoriing fo the FBI's ous fisclomptr of 1% files
of olipnlngs, ?ta o olipdnss, dicclosed, revesl that it withheld the public douaine I
gave the FUl a fov of its oun cliprings back, but it then aig nothing.

Bris voder pumnaryy heedd on the tebls of contonts only, seflscts 4he Suragy with
which I informed the Court, while it cas poing on, of the Fil's operations agnin the
comzittoe, the Court and me. There weve and yenmain withholdings for entirely improper
purposes, aanipamlation of wnt could and would bo lewwm L Delisved. Where the infomuaihon
is within the Stipuiation, as it f¢ with rogard to the listed Tield o lices, tho FBEI was
wader the obligation to respoud to what I wrote it. In all ceses it has failod to, to
tids day, whicli is a continuins violation of +he Stipnlotion,

Sincerely,



