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FUROL . tive Draotises Suboon 1tbeo 7627 014 Aecaliver foad, R 12

Ve Bovatn Frodorici, swie 21701
Hashington, D.C. 8/

Jear Cowisol,

It e emlawdwwwmmmnnp;eﬂoftuwm-anmntmyw
zy files and my wmany FOIA eases bold much oope e it. )

Smmmt!mammofymshﬁ‘mwmﬂtmmmgm.lmm
Zuaman bactifiod ha! been pete I vespondod Hat dhey have nots beom. I gaked for and
wor orecdsed a copy of the hewdiogs vhen prindsd bus 2 hove not recelwad it.

aite tha opomlic of the intent fo which low. Zumen Yestifiod has conidnned to
b the preciise ond sho ban mwsdded over 3, including even now devices for staliing
awl porpotuating nonecoepliamnoe,

Ume of her devicns In Cude 75=1996, whon ohe porsonally uwas hadling the cese,
weo t0 perevede the jdgs that ole and the Deprotismt reqdeed ny holp in my caso
agnlnet the Doparbunt md et I should bo 4ts consulient.

Trin roiited dn a o;medal kind of stalling, antdl I eculd couplete a 200-pago
eonsul bncy metwrendime Ones 1t wao couniobed it wno Whﬂ_‘wim. to be mploced
by othor stonewalldng,.

The "ganerous® feo I wgse $0 have beon pndd has not beon, nor have my oub-of-
nosket expensen.

A of tids and much more s in the mecord dn Clls T5=1906.

lozeever, fre, Sumen and her succesuor counsel, alse her subordinste, rpds onde
los: mimvmwoosatations to thad Vourd, en the tremseripts raflncts I have most of Shess,

doong thedy devices was the fildng of Imesdagly end Jeldberetely fulse affidovids.
When 1 rmowed hat ond for which the Civil Divisien is woponedble was flaosoly seomn
ad that thay wwed an wdrdicted co-conopizutor in the Zat Yrey caso, & vulnorable o,
for this, lustond of apologiming or withdrowing the affidavit they voved ingteni for
expunding and were oxitical of ry counsel and no for providing the Gourt with wlieputed
Srathe 4f%er B yeor that 22lac owenving has beon nedther withdrmm nor veplocod,

Wdle I don't v of agytidng alse an freson e Mro. Suon's tedak of wtomen-
remaiing o e cowst to lewe an POZA plalnZlifY act s the Yarertmvint's conoldent in
hla ceae amdnet 1t dn gwerel these ldads of pructisss, incluidng providing false
&lfldowity, continued %o toirtell ny FUIA sancr af'Ser lir, Soheffor and fhnm. Disees
Boalifiod to Ww muwet of dntordions i debersdnation to welmem Lwfor: woite Tho
weord of Shelr wbrotifulneas is aixem! nd and an paper,.

Tho reoiiin: cost wnd wasto are ot and newcoeplionce is the rooult,

Sdacerely,

Herold Wolaberg



7627 01d Receiver Road
Frederick, MD 21701
August 23, 1979

Quinlan J. Shea, Jr,
Director, FOIA/PA Appeals
Department of Justice
Washington, DC 20530 1

Re: King Assassination rmcords appeal
Flanders letter of B/21/79 to me and ita attachment
spurious "national securlty" claims and their consequencen

Dear Mr. Shea:

The inexact Flanders letter, which with its enclosure la attached, ataten that
"one document from the MURKIN files has been partly declarsilied” hy the wpart-
ment's Review Committee. Because I did not trust thins formulat [on® and hecause
it has been so very long since I requested a review of all the many claanilica=-
tion claims, I checked the original records provided in C.A. 75-1096, [ find
that the entire document was not withheld. Rather were there what it la now 4
apparent aré totally apurious claims to "national secutity." W
’ 1
\
I also attach the first page of the record as originally diacloaed. The only
declassification is on this page. All but the First gentence wns originally

withheld. |

Ty

Although ostensibly both versions are made from the same record in hh-%ﬂﬂél,‘i@
fact they are not identical. §

A
(]

As provided to me in early 1977, there was no clamaification stamp or other
classification indication. The worksheet makes only a (b)(1) claim, For the
entire record. This is to say that the "national security' claim was made Ffor L
an unclassified record, one not generated until 1976. At the time this record @ .
was created, the FBI was well past the point where it could aRpert ite Atock '
claim, that before FOIA it did not classify records because nobody ever saw them,
e

The record as just provided is classified both CONFIDENTTAL and SECRET without i

any compliance with the E.0. Neither declassification to Confidential nor up-
grading to Secret, whichever it may have been, is in compliance with the E.O.

The "Indefinite" claimed exemption from downgrading ia undated if one goes by

the right-hand stamp and of 10/26/78 if one gors by the same atnmp on the left
side. While information remains withheld, both classifical ion Alamps are excised,
leaving no classification but a persisting (b)(1) claim.

These are not the only indications that the FRI han uaed diffrrent copiea of the
same record, both from the same MURKIN File.

If the date on the right aide handwritten notat fon that in on the new copy only
is 1971, it is prior to the time the original record was provided tn me. If
the unclear date is 1976, it is of about the tlme rhe record wam pravided.

Noge of the notations on the bottom of the new vaeralon are on flhe nriginal one.

That both versions began with a copy that is identical in appnrent from examina-
tion of other added matter that lms nn both vernionns.
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1E tha elyht band notation is "DRC" and if that signifies '"Department Review
Commlttua," thon the of funse |8 even greater because it means that the Review
Committuw appiuvinl Cha withholding under "national security" claim of what has
no rulat bonahlp with the "nat lonal security” and clearly does not fall within
any othet wwompl lon of the Act. This has to have been more than three years

ago, not wow, hovgusu the dato cannot be 1979,

It iw only wn wkuminlog what ls withheld under this phony "national security"
clalm that the tull maynitude of what was parpetrated becomes apparent.

To understand Lhie more Eully, I refer you to Item 17 of my amended request.
It reuds:

ALl notes, wemorasnda, corraspondence or ipvestigative reports -
conut ftuting or purtainlng to any re-investigation ar aktempted re-
lovout lgution of the geeasslnation of br, King undertakepn in 1969 or .
uny | lme thureafter, and all documents sutting foarth fhe reasons or
guldaullnes For any suph re=lnvestigatlon, ;

The withheld content relutes to these relnves|igations, npt '"national security.'
More, in the very flrst sentonce of what was orlginally withheld, the Office

of Professional Responsibillty reinvestigation is described ae "a continuation
of the 'partial review' recently completed by the Civil Rights Division of the
Department under the direction of Assistant Attorney Genefdl J. Stanley
Pottinger.'" (emphasls addad)

At u tiwe whun | was 111 and not able to be in court, the Department represented
that the UPKR reinvestligation was not included within my request. The Department
prevailud in this represontstion. This required still another suit, C.A. 77-

- 0692. Bucauws of the wtate of my health, my counsel filed it in his name.

It is wpparen thul the Dopartment does not dispute that the CRD reinvestigation

_is within what the Department recognizes as my request because there has been
Y7 partial complianve with regard to CRD reinvestigation records.

"Thus there ls motive for the unjustifiable claim to "national security'" and the

appuruulﬁuuvluw Committee rubber-stamplng of it: to hide the fraud on the
court aml vn me in the mtsrepreuantatlonn made to mislead the court into ruling
that Lhe OPH reinvestigation is not within my request.

This is the FBL's own stulemont in what was withheld, that the OPR's work is
but "a contlnuation" of what the Department and the FBI admit is within my
request, thu CKD's reinvestiyation.

Bucuuws of the Fact thal the Two Lgﬂustiuatiuua were really one, the FBI states
in what wae originally wlihhold that it required no new directives to make
?uuurdu wvallable to the HINY.

This alwo, obviously, lu not o “national security' watfer, either "CONFIDENTIAL"
or "HECKET," and whethor o1 nnt wpproved by the clawnlFlecation review committee.

One of waveral remaining (hW10]) cluime Eollows. With tsgard to these I raise a

question | huve raised count luse times without response: is the FBI maklng
(b)(1) cluim Eor what ls within the publlc Jomaln? On a number of occasioms,
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aluo withoul response, | have provided prool that in fact the FBI does make
"nationul secw iLy" elaim for what is within the public domain. Not one of
these uppealy hus been acted upon and they go back to 1976.
Ihe previously withheld inlormation also states what is other than I was in-

Formed in C.A. 75-1996, that there are "informants who were not affofled symbol
numbers . "

It is, [ beliuvve, clear that the real reasons for the foregoing withholdings
from the record as originally provided were for the sole purpose of effectuating
fraudulent misrepresentation Lo the court and defrauding me. The claim to exemp-
tions is spurious and no other purpose was served by it.

It should also be appurent that another result, aside from continuing noncompli-
ance, du the wasted cost Lo all parties of the additional litigation required,
which was bulore a judge who lacked any personal knowledge of or background in
what was established in G.A. 75-1996.

"
What this just released Lnformation does not state is also within the public
domain = thut the CRD relnvost igation itself was o continuation of earlier
ones. This was published in o New York Times series of about January 1, 1976.

As [ have previously inforwed you in earlier uppeals that remain withput action,

John Crewdson, who by—lined those articles, was in touch with me {&¢ he researched

them and from this | knew he was provided with information by both the Department
and the FBI. Yot hpne of the Information provided to the Times then or on a
number of carlier 'ogcasions has been provided in response to Item 7 of my request
or other Itcms. (The apparent contrivance is that these records were not dupli-
cated in MURKIN filing. There is the continuing, steadfast refusal to search

any other files even though most of the Items of the request clearly are not
suitable for MURKIN filing. 1 have even specified where searches should have
been made and 1 provided file numbers, yet as recently as the second day of the
tiseman deposition of last month Department counsel and the FBI ‘were steadfast

in this refusal, in the face of proof of the relevance of the HQ 94 file.

¥

With regard to thigland all the great cost resulting from it, the Department
and the FBI represented to the court that there would and could be full compli-
gnce from MURKIN records only. The FBL knew this representation to be false.
}p anyone in the Department who read the request, beginning in 1975, this had

:fo be obvigus.

) -

'in addition, there is the continuing noncompliance with most Items that results.
v i B

As | havc'{nformed you on a number of occasions and in various earlier appeals,
what wus whithheld in the MURKIN processing was not withheld when other FBI per-
sonnel processed the OPR records in C.A. 77-0692. As recently as in an appeal

1 wrote only yesturday, | attached copies of the same records as processed in
both cawes. Awong other violations these show the deliberate violatiom of a
court order In C.A. 75-1996. 1n C.A. 75-1996 the FBI withheld and on appeal
you have nol ruplaced Information that was not withheld from the records pro-
vided In G A 17-00692, ;
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The originally withheld information about informers and the FBI's means of
identifying and not identifying them in its records appears to me to have

added point when considered with this morning's news story reporting what

Director Webster has informed the Edwards subcommittee.

[ doubt that Director Webster's report includes what is in many of my appeals,
the FBI's systematic disclosure to the recent House Select Committee on Assassi-
nations of the actual identifications of its informers. In each of a number of
cases, more than [ have called to your attention, the informer was known to have
provided only bad information, which would mislead the committee, or the most
prejudicial kind of information, which could be expected to and which in fact
did have the same effect. (There are several instances of the disclosure of the
names of Mafia informants.)

In this connection, there are the appeals on which you have not acted relating
to St. Louis informants. Richard Geppert is one of those who were disclosed to
the committee. Thereafter, in an effort to justify himself, he appeared on TV.
At the request of Department counsel, I provided my tape recording of this. I
am informed that Pepartment counsel provided it to you. Also in this connection
you have not acted on my last year's appeals relating to Oliver Patterson, or my
subsequent providing of the Susan Wadsworth privacy waiver, or the Byers matter
appeal.

All are reluvant and all are or are involved with informants. All these FBI
gamus in dlwclosing the identifications of its informers resulted in major
misloadlngw of the conmittee,

1 uleo note that this long-delayed partial disclosure of two days ago was delayed
until after the appeals brief was filed in what was C.A. 75-0692,

1 regard all of the foregoing as quite serious and as an appeal requiring prompt

|/ attention. IF as | believe the withholdings involve fraudulent misrepresenta-
tions, then in addition to the denial of my righte and those of the public
tl through me, at least one court was victimized. .

Sincerely,

g v oo f
{.:x{(i (__L{(Q L’L
ungold Weisberg
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UNTTED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION

WASHINGTON, D.C, 20535

August 21, 1979

Mr. Harold Weisberg
7627 01ld Receiver Road
Frederick, Maryland 21701

Dear Mcr. Weisberg:

Pursuant to a recent decision by the Department
Review Committee, one document from the Murkin files has
been pacLial}y declassified.

A copy of this document, reflecting the-cprrent
classification, is attached hereto. For your assistance,
this document is located in the main Murkin file, 44-38861,
section 87 between recorded serials 6121 and 6122.

Sincerely yours,

David G. Flanders, Chief

Freedom of Information-
Privacy Acts Branch

Records Management Division

Enclosurce

FBi/DoJd



S I, 1 - ¥r. J. B. Adems

- o e Mr. R. J. Gellsgher

. (Attn: J, S. Peelman)
Cbr, T. W, Lesvite (SEMRET 5/21/76 '2.2

ca

the Lepsrtient Tapk Force of the Off{ico of Pyofessional
! Fesponsibilicy (i)1) which is essipnes to reviev ouy past
tavestigetions rolating to Mertin Luther King, Jr. [

: 1 - Records Management ' 3om
) J. G, Leegan Division - -
bas ~ w1 = Lepal Counsel Division L‘
i . -
¥ 2 /) ' 1 - Mr. T. W. Leavitt SiE
: MAETIN LUD-'J_'H KING, Jk. 1= Mr, J. O, Ingrem 214
; -JIJ__. B e ool e 3 o % 1 - Mr, J. G, Deegan :.',
. eI 1 - Nr, J. T, Alchizer 15
:,.'.'.7"":‘ f';.SiJ 'i ' . : K i
. CIuzoiThs ;! )
T - PUI POSL: To advise the degree of access to our files glven 4 ;
- _E )

nTnte-
SR,

3 L. My

O i

1 SYRTPSIS: Correspondence from the Department indicetes thet ) \. ,";!ﬁ
A i the current revicv of our King investigetions by the OFE Task ‘_\_‘; ;
\;’ Force 48 8 continuation of the “partiel reviev' recently coa~' Y Vi
/' cludcd by thie Civil kights Division of the Department under ~
the directlion of Assistent sttorney General J, Stanley N #

tottingcg, Therefore, in sbsence of any information to the -

i;; contrary received from the Depertment to dete, personnel con-
gl ueting the OIR reviewv will have the same access to our files
, d et wes sfforded the Pottinger reviev growp. Under finstruc-
L -3 ons from the Attorney General the Pottinzer group vas sllovwed
7% O e to reviev vav flles pcrtalning to King, his femlly, relstives,
' friencs, assoclates end the Southern Christian Lesdership

i@Conference (SCIL) a8 well as files relating to COINTELPRO

ctionl. electronic survetlh.nce, 21l intelligence files and

’

s IV

A Aok : A\nfotmaut files will not ?5&

- £5Y be made available for reviev, ould be noted that current oV

,f EES reviev by the OFR Task Force will include cover peges of

8 ¥ G comminlcetions conteining identities of some Duresu conﬂdcn-g\&\ :

4 EE§ tial sources and informants who vere not sfferded symbol & b4
J ¥ pumbers at thet tige and individuels who expressed or implied d“ 5
j ’ confldcntielity.h’pgﬂl reviev commenced 5/10/76 in Room 4171 ¥
1, of the JLH Bul A : of wrﬁilesgertatnlng to
13 King's assassine Pi s . D S
' 100-106€70 (U Yoo 1y | or1 ey b ovEE . B
J\,‘ JiA: ‘dnﬂ"‘abfﬁb(m) b ! ;9, ; : [S_ RET @.
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- Memorandusm to Mr. T. W. Leavitt ' N Py, S0
he!: Martin luther King, Jr. ' woreyd

ELCOMMENDATION: For informatioa. CJ)

DEI‘J.II#r The Attorney Genersl has instructed the Office
cf rrofesstonsl Responsibility (OFL) of the Depsrtment

to conduct a reviev of our past investigations relating -

to Martin luther King, Jr. By letter dated 5/10/76,

Michael E. Bhalicen, Counsel of the CPL, definad the areas

of concern La the reviev which will include perusal of
all King relrted records in the Department, at FBIHQ .snd

in Bureau fleld offices. The reviev must be cozpleted
vforthwith" and is to answer the follovinz four questions:
(1) Ves'the FBI's investigstion of King's assassinetion
‘thorough and bonest?! (2) Is there sny evidence the F3I

was involved in the assasainetion? (3) Is there any new
‘evidence which hss come to the attention of the Lepartment
concernin; the sssassination? (4) Does the reletionship
betveen fhe Duresu and King call for criminel prosecu ions, .
disciplinary proceedings or other appropriste .ctto_n?t

U) 55 v oea

RO
& - 2 - - -_!\_lu.
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" outsad 4l tlm Pottinger reviev,

Memorandus to Mr. T! W. Leavitt KON i ) 2
Re; Martin Luther King, Jr. L S

PETAILS CONT INUED:

\ Attached to the above mentioned letter was a oopy
of a letter to Bhaheen from the Attorney Geperal t;tod 4/26/76,
outlining the previous review of the King matter the Civil
Rights Division and the basis on vhloh t AttorM{ General
decided to order a mors couplete revisw, In thim etter the
Attorney General indicated that the OPR review is a continuation’
of the "partial review" completed by the Civil Rights Division
under direction of Assistant Attorney Genaral J. Btanley

Binoe correspondence to date from the OPR has pot
dealt spepifionlly with file acoess by the OPR Task Foroe, it
18 oonoliided that persopnel conduoting the QPR peview will
have the Mume mcoess to our f1 tn that was suthorized at the

J)

v materinl/files demired h{ the Civil Rights
Division in its review were set forth in a letter from
Pottinger to the Director dated 12/4/75, In this letter
Pottinger indicated the Attoroey General had instructed his
Division to review all mctions taken by the FBI against King.
loa:--tod were all materials concerning King that were pro- ‘
vided to the Benate and House Select Committees on Intelligenoce;
all COINTELPRO proposals, sotions and results of actions} all
rogulntl, approvals and results, including tapes, transcripts
and lpgs of electronioc surveillances; all intelligence files;
and our oomplete file on the investigation of the gssassination
of King. This letter further stated that the Civil Rights
Division was interested “in reviewing every single item in
your files which relates in any way to Dr. King, his family,
friends, associates or BCLC,™ It is further poted that the
Attorpey General (letter dated 12/12/75) autborized Pottinger
personal access to tapes, transcripts of tapes and other
sepsitive information concerning Eing and bis case file, (‘-‘)

[} .
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Bemorandum to Mr, T, W, Leavit
bl Martin Luther linﬂ'. IJrI
2 A0

DETAILS CONTINUED;

’l i noted that the above outlined mocess will
allow the Ol to review all raw files in our investigation
of Ry, hi:luded will be cover pages of documents containing
the fdeniitles of some confidential sources and potential
Anformants who were not concealed by symbol pumbers according
to our polioy at the time, Cover pages will glso contain
identities of individuals who have furnished information to

UsS ol sl expressed or implied basis of confidentiality, This
review comnenced 6/10/76, in Room 4171 of the JLH Building
under the direction of Task Force lender Fred G, FYolsom, The
Tusmh Forve began reviewing files relating to our investigation
of king's assassination, (0) ’ .
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LTTTNHE. T. W, Leavite S - s/21/6T\
A T R LA oD T Bacords Management '~ b
M oa Yy, ® c. “‘..n . . b L o Div‘..loﬂ i
/f 1 = Legal Counsel Nivigy
o o s 1 - Hl‘. To w. u.vitt
/‘/) ; Mllll UHHLH ‘ING. JK. 1 - MI‘. J. 0. Iﬂarl-
ot 1l - Mr, J. G. Deegan
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.'.-\"."_‘.'::&;-‘," FURPOBR! ‘Te lse the degres of access to our files given
g the Lepsrtment Task Force of the Nffice of Professional

Rasponsibllicy (< FR) which 1s esaiined to review oyur past

laveetiyotions ralating to Martin Luther King, Jr.
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