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Hoeverber 22, 187¢

BARDLD WIISBERG V.

1l - Mr. Cochran
_ Attn: Mr. FKilty
éé/-“ﬁr. Decker
Véttn: Mr. Lenehan
Attn:
] - Mr. Mintz
1 - Mr. Blake

ted Ctates Attorney
trict of Colurbia

2zsiztant Urited States Attorney
‘John K. Dugan

ention:

tstant Directer - iegesl Counsal
eral Rurezu of In V?SLiQQtiQu

"I”Eu ETATES DIPAPTIINT
w ’NPPIC'“ ("QQIGJQC.' __). C )(
IL ACTION WO, 75-199¢

Pursuant to the Ecoverher 1%, 1°7¢, telephore

Date:
TOS Ord
cis
AT
¥rom: ABS
) - Fed
Subject:
or
cIv
snveraation
John R. Duoan

of our Legzl

of rgsiztant United feates Atteorrey (2UCT)
and Special Acent {(SA) Parle Thoias Elake
Counsel ivision, enclesed hercwith are

twe scte of conles of Socwwwnis, one of which is to be

forrished by

My, Ducan to plaintiff 4n cormliarcs wit.

piaintiff’s regquest for the “three boxes ef dnctices”

vyeforred ¢o 4

n ar Octoler 272, 1948, letter from the

Diastrict Attorney Gereral, Shelby County, Teinesses

to the Deputy
Etates Depart
{(plaintiff’'s

Twg
*Irdex €O Jar
and "2 of 2,"
of the PRI, a
plaintiff's 1
Departsent of
gbatyacts con
evidence and/
Cealing with
of Dr. Martin
in PLT docwg
pane of an io
evidence and,
geographical

éown regarding ¢he

PTB:rml
{9)

Agsistant Attorney General ef ihe Lni*
ment of Justice Civil Rights Division
Exhibit ¥).

boxes of abstracts marked, respectively,
es Tarl Ray Pile, Patay Cesell, 1 of 27
were rﬁher*lv located by & gepresentative
Frer an extensive gearch $n resronge to
equest, &n possessfon of the Urnited States
Justice Civil Richte Diviaior. These
+24n brief descriptions of f{ters of

'or the contents of original docurents

the FuI $¢nvestigation intec the a»s»ssination
Lurther Xing, Jr. {ahbreviated ™7 RRIXN

rts). Each abstract is headed by the
Aivisual or the descripticn of an {tex of
since there ia an alpﬁabetical and -
drearlovn ~ as vcll 25 & nu-2riczl break-
sevidence®” argstracts - there is

SEE NOTE, PAGES FOUR AND FIVE

Mr. Schweickhardt
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United States
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District of Cglumbia

considerable duplication.

approximately

Fowever, every one of the
4500 abstracts; no matter how many

times it appears in the bores, is being furnished
herewith, with the exception of two or three which,
after deletions (further explained below) were male,
would be ahbsolutely meanincless,

Although these abztracts were apparently'

.prepared eight years acgo by PBI clerical personnel
¢ for the azssistance of the Department of Justice,
-Tennessce Statle Prosecutors and the FEI in having
- dmrediate access tc a surmarization of the basic
" dnvesgtication

conducted, we cannot attest to their

accuracy or cormleteness since the akestracts have
not been in the sole possession of the FCI through-
out their existence. :

Wecessary excisions from these abstracts
were made pursuant ¢to exerptions (b) (7) {(C} and
{b) (7) {D} of the Preedom of Information Act (FOIA}.

In rnany cases,

it i3 not possible to tell frorm the

very lirited {nformation contained in the abstract
whether the release of a na-e would be an unwarranted
irvasion of personal privacy or wouléd identify a

cornfidential source.

approach had 4o be utiliged in excising the narmes and

{dentifiable information.
- expected when
were drawn are rrocessad.

A fuller release can be
the documents fror which the abstracts
Only frorm the original

Socusents which contain, for example, the corplete
interview of the potential witness can it be
deterrined whether the information €alls within

the (b} (7}.(C)

or (b} {7){D) exemptions. In many

cases it can then be ascertalned that the material

{8 already public knowledge or is not of guch a
personal naturie that it cannot be released, All
dndividuals’ nanes and information furnished by these
inGividuals were left in the abstracts where it is

known to be pu

blic knowledge.

In ¢hese instances a conservative
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Ir further explanation as to hov these
abstracts were processed and to erplain what 4is

meant by a ©o]
‘& more coxplete release uporn exzmination of the
oricinal docurents, the following exarple is

€urnizhed:

iservative approach which can lead ¢o

Ir the typiea2l abetract which hyrothetically

states, “John

Jane Doe,” the abstract received by plaintlff
it wounld read, "

we processed

tiorn concerning -

Srith fexrnished inforration CO1Ct“niﬁG
after

furnisheld {nfor-
®

IZ at this time, plaintiff recelvsd the

pameg Jchn 51
exa=ination of

f¢h 2nd Jane Doe, upon gubsecusnt
# ¢he oricinal docunent from wvhich the

arstract was ¢rawn, any peresonal information concerning

eitler 8rith
to exempticn
Doe's {Sentit
docurent a »o

personal infor

these indlvid
icdentity &z n»
ir tre origin
nature, both

¢he inforwatip

The
souyrces., If
in the abstira
document it 4
then any info
withheld yurs
by withholdin
original docu
woul? not ten

Pla
concerrning wh

or Doe would have to e withheld pursuant
(bY(7)(C)., By withholding Srith and

vy $nicially, upen review of the oricinal
re corplete release can be wede, as the
ration, no matter how gensitive, about
valz could be released &s long as their
ot ¥Ynown, If the inforzation contaired
21 docurent {8 not of & hichly perszonal
the 1dertities of the {ndividuals and

n about then can ba released.

saro exarple applies for confidential
Sohn Smith’s nawme s initially releassd
cts and uvpon revievw of the oricinal

e dcteriinod ke 42 a eonfidential source,
m-ation he furnished would have ¢o be
vant to exerpiion (b)Y (7) (D). Towever,

g Snith's nane initially, vhern the

~ent is proccszed all inforrmation which

@ to fdentify Srith can be released.

intiff's POIA recuest of Apnril 15, 1¢75,
ich ¢the Court has ruled ths attachad
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- abstracts are
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relevant and thus sudlect to éiscovery

Sirected tovard the adeguacy ©f ¢he PLI’s response

¢o the zeoues
©f ¢he MWURIIH
Zaboratory ex
attached bere
FURITIN fnvest
and €0 bring

211 abstracts
©or pot they T
For the same

applicable go
ahstracts whi

we will prepal
dotall ¢rha Qe
this bocores
ditigation,

BEnclosuras £

I - 2sgistant
Civil Divw
-~ Attas

Zy;

t, asked only for certain li{xite? aspects
investication, primarily results of

arinations and photocraphs. The adstracts

to, bhowever, cover all facets of ¢he - :
ication; 4n the Interest of £ull &i{sclesurse - -

Rhiiz 1Stication to {t3 logical conclusion, .~ =

are belng furnishad recarlless of whether "~
elato ¢o platntiff's April 15 regoest.

reasons, the ¥BI &8s walving all =
arch and reproduction faes for those

ch 4o Bot relate €0 the sublect matter -

-of plalntifi's FOIA peguests. - o

7

As also &imcussed by Mr, Bogar andé SA-Blaka,'..

re an affidavit Justifyinc 4n ¢reater
letions made froc these abstracts 4¢
pocessary in the future courze of this

2) -

Attorney General {Bne.)
£gim L. - e
hae Busman
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