5[%5,/% to Hr, HoCreight, conti

Bet rged when I made the indicated compsrisons of versions of 44
8861 it ap 2 werth doing the sam8 widh the remsining five ibems in
mar .ig_t{ achment A fm faﬂm to indicate the source of the files has mads this more

ffiould. I iwas mm e of them, The other nuzbers ave mot femilisr to me,

, i k"m' ﬁtvﬁmﬁgﬁaﬂr zeaning hes been Seclsssified,
Tonr weskubart e}a&u (?)*iﬁ} 4 "'Hote’ Declageifl

Exgept for the ohiiteration of the note and %&:s failure te Ssngel the ahs&ﬁmﬁm
on the vecord released o 26 @ M%Mmiﬁmﬁﬂlmm

1% sppears st thers wss > elassifiesidon entil after sy vequsst, indeed wntii
Wm%mm& courts It appears $hat oo May 18,1977 the record was classie
m&fﬁ : & $o be exespl from SD5 by 6049 and thet it was dow

~ ahn% the lsgiidsasy of $he use of 2la ‘
%m&wa’!ﬁw*f”, xwwwmmkm“e i"tm:zﬁw
several %iﬁam I beliove thst war iha relevant E.0.8 for pur
m of ﬁ: reqmt ﬁas,s and others iﬁze it are pet ol . yecords,
Your original slates on withhold g were both (8){1) and (7)(). This, wm gw
mel%mﬁa%%m‘ ias,. fr mﬁgm&ymﬁmm (1)1

.i

mhsmmﬁmmmmﬁmw iz b
s is o he many z rvmnvma@&uwn;;f % by

attended by mmﬁgw""
%hsﬁiﬁm}.& Mamﬁm?na
mmazam&u €%}

m S w  sald he Bad gone over sae  of
stisd that W”‘ “{;}(13 purrn

: ‘ Mg&?&f%%ﬁ%%ﬁmc

fter & Mmﬁmafam‘kmmmaism.”z sed

mqmﬁa& authorization mﬂ?ﬁi xpenss monay for infor
ere appears o have m m m

m%ﬁaa{vﬁﬁiim L8 18

Zmzr "X PLANAT 5 ;;f 'khe;‘k yeu provide dees ot use the predise langusge
of the mmtm Ié: m ”anf 2 ﬁm which is ewrrvently snd properly classified pursusnt
o BExeoutive Urder 11652 in the *kamst of ihe national &efm oy fovelgn ;pa}.iuy.* The
statute reads *a) specifically authorized under chiteria established by an Executive
 kept seered : ﬁefmarfmi@ pelicy and (B}
My Ty nss pureusnt to such Executive rder,®
Your aﬁwa%iw wa ﬁigxif m Yﬁz b&w eliminated the statutory veguiremsnt that
the recoxrd from the first was ifaﬂ properly classified” and substituted %mmﬂy...

lagsified” for it. Tou sise h& sliminated both “apecifeslly authordzed” mé %ﬁ&
Soriteria established by sn Zxseutive order.” (Thevs is slse the standard of 1
Wt the Tecord be kept secret whick you eliminste, )




If your staff uses the ¥BI ’smezﬁmgnf thsi&z@ﬁagaaf%he statute iuproper
withbolding, frustation of he Aot and enormpus wastes of time snd money i’ar the
Govermment, vequesters and the courds is &mvi%able. Tiis record, 157-9146-57 is a

¢ese in peint,

In your revision of the et you eliminete the distinction botween the two parts
of the statube. %aﬁaemﬁawtemem “foreign policy” part I do presume
$hadk neither the sanitation strike nor the filld offices invelve any consideration of
foreign policy. This reduces what can be applicable fo fin the interest of the natiosnal
gafense™ in your "m’:&mﬁm, w&ﬁ.ﬂh &g I have m, elininstes the reguirement
of the statute of "under criteris established...”

In even the FEI's revision m the det thers appsavrs to be no "pational defense”
congiderstion in the iﬂfﬁm r now veloased in the note. If you cen show me a:gy,
and T suggest this in perticulsr becsuse the question is bofove 2 court of law, I
esrteinly would like to m of aay lsgitinste "national defense® issue or questicn.

Thic wpises pn odditions] cuestion® did the FBI ever have any legitimate "national
defense™ purpose in emg&liag ny of the records within my requust or in the FEI's
smzstimtisn for By sctusl z m I beldeve not. I am awsre thet the lste Divector
Hoover was intemselg dedicated 4o covdain beliefs he held but I am nlso aware thet
the Deparineeh ané the mﬁa and T belisve the Fil's own witnesses before the Senate
Select Comnitine on Intelligenve all agresd that theve never was any legitimate
Fnptione]l msourity® susstion, The vecord appears to be quite slear that this wes a
contrivaghy which the FEL sp ‘;.vww&ﬁﬁmw&mmmm
ordinary ané extra-legal campaiss sgaian s Kng and what is often forgotien in
all of this,; 50 many other m.!kmﬁmwmtzwwwemw
the "national defense” with 1 ﬁ%waﬁtﬁemyi@wﬁaaﬁwaih&am&
Zwmamimaaywﬁaf Wi&mﬁiﬁ ty the FBI can provide. ibsent such proofs there
is no basis under the det for amy (b)(1) elaims in sny of these records.

iny clain %o (8)(D) requives the meting of the eziteris of the ict. In your

tion" you bsgin with the W@i%ﬁs&@wﬁaﬁy}mwm%mﬁﬁm

af %}i )s "invesiigatory fﬁ Mﬁi for lan enforesment parposes.” Your “axyimﬁm"

of (D) is not identical with ¥he language of the stabube. Your words are "reves
i&mﬁw of ;n individusl v&a has furnished informstion 3o the FBI under aenmeaﬁal
c&mms%sm:mminfm ﬁmfm@gﬁeﬂmﬁr%@m&nmmmtaw
mmmmmamm o accessible to the FBI by overd means.” The way the
Congress intendsd is "disc %&é &m%ity af & confidential souree amd, in the case of
& record compiled by a © law enforeement authority in the course of 2 criminsl
investigation, or by aay =y e%&natiﬁg & lasful national security inm}.iganﬂe
investigation, m&mxm nformation furnished ounly by the confidential source.”

Hare your rewrilting of the Lot is sxtensive. You have cenpledely sltersd the dct
in an effort to nzke it a@p&y%ﬁh&&i‘#&u&sm‘k apply te. 1 believe explanation is
mtmﬁmémiaaw%tmmmmmﬁapm % be so obvious, I &0 again
note, however, the sxtysordinary waste of iime and monmey thai resulis snd bas resulted,

%&rt}&a&ﬁ%%wi 323*} mm iawguireﬁfmﬁtﬂm&mﬁlfemem
purposs, There was no Iaxeﬂf pHent P g with regard o the sanitation sirvike or 4o
¥r, King er his 8CIL, But if - hasi been s law onforeement purpose for any of the
records conpiled 4o meet the 'kamaf the sot theve would also have had %o have been
* 2 eriminal investigation,” ‘,ﬁs was part of z politiecsl ratber than a grizinal in-
vestigation, The file mumber its#df indicates "recial matierse.”

Your withholding appsars %a be sutedde the provisiens of the 4ot on 511 counis.
%a%méawithhﬁémﬁﬁe e me@m&%mt@;}ﬁu&emmﬁmﬁ
your “explanaiicn.” It appears fo be an affort to meke the ict gpply Yo what it doss not
apply to. The logslity of aé:a the ¥BI was deing is slso a pertinent guestion. Your
rovigion of the Act appears also to be intended o make whsi was not legel activity
inte legsl activity. : ’




Hy reguest dees ineluds the sanitation sirike and other velsvant recovds relating %o
5 group calling iteelf the Invaders. The enplion on $his FEIHG toletype includes “sami~
fation workers stelle® and “racial matters.” It neither gtates nor suggests & law sanforce~
ment purposs or an authentich eﬁﬁénal investigation,
I have read all of the rocords provided relating Yo the sirike and the lmvaders. There
is mugh cross-over in contente Sot anly do these reSords bot reflect any lavw snforce-
sent purpose, they reflect the FEI's vrefuass) o do anything sboub lav violations withis
Pedaral jurdsdiction {ae the strile was mot) and i%s refussl $o srrest those who were
wanted on federsl charges when infurmanis identified snd located these who were wanted.
The reason is spparant in the records I have received snd resd: the FBI's interesis were
entlrely political and it desired these “wanted” peopheto be free as part of the F8l's
politiesl interosts,
I believe it is apvarent thet your claims fo sxemplion are contradiclery and in
additiony sre not senchioned By the language of the det, I therefors believs that you
have nmo zight wnder the det Imfa withheld what you anev releass to begln with and thet
you now have no right to withhold what you still oblitersie.
it the ssme Hinme I respe t the right to withhold the iémr&ifieaﬁian cxf the informe
aatm&f%wmm,w&amﬁtyfwwﬁ@ there is no logal ssugtion, The withe
“helding of anything slse is, 1 beldieve, iluppf@per snd I am appesling. all other withholdings,
The conceston sboub withholding the identiffcation doos not mean $hat 1 believe the

Aot engbles this. 48 2 m}. mﬁﬁer 1 do not contest it becsuse of the possidvle
ConSenuaNCes.

Tne next record you list|im Attschuent 4 iz "157-1002~356- source notsdion sfter
pavagragh 3. Because you distiose nothing about the seurse this cen be misleading,

Your present claim is io ($)(3) only. Originally vou msde np such claim at all.
Ton nla:«‘.m& ia}(’i) and {’h};fe} N

viginally the endize "sgurce notation” was withheld by obliteraiion. What you

have released aoW reads ”&:m I is: \obliterated) (Hew Orieans Pivisien).” I see no
basis for what you heve now 3 1&»&%%%@@% I slso see no applicadilidy
of either of the smpﬁia&g originally ¢laimed. Thds also is not exseptional. With
regard o (b)(2), a5 sy exam mtim you may chose to make will disclose; (b2} was
used often in sahﬁt:.tusiaa fo {7){D). Tule contioned, even intensified, after your
analyst told me that you should mot be using (8){2} at all, with which I agvee.({Your
revisions of the Ack with regerd %o this exexpiion elisinate the controliing word
"mmi. "} In go eass have T seen a record thatd meets the standard "relsted

Tn this case while the source may be a human beine the langusge does not eliminate
other pessibilities. _‘_i; could have becn s newspsper. In confext there does not appear o
be any need for confidentislily although feor other reasons that may be possible, The
informetion itself is not ponfidential. & veportew, even for s publiestion ﬁw Fil aid
pot iike, is publisly imown ps a reporter.

nee again the content iz politissl snd not directiy related to the santtation strike.
The mtez-ia of the iet do not sppear o be apriicsble,

iginelly provided to me this record was not clsssitied. The copy you provide

now und s*'a%ez is mow declaszified wos clnspificd after my recuest snd after the original
cony was provided. What maes this even more interssiing is thet the date of cisssificstion
was gevargl monihs prior to 3 zzrgim me this record, two months to the day if I pead
the pertly obscured noiation egrrectlys In turn this would seen to indicate what I have
slresfy compleinsd gbout o the ?zz witheut veaponse and I believe called to the abtention
of tus Jourt e a vielation of the stipulations sought 143 t%m FBL.

On duly 30 or 31 1977 2040 clswified this rvecord Gonfide ‘




afion do not appear on the copy origisally provideds™ip-
| gffices Adviced by Routing smis} af, after which is

&i’ 9.3.1 of this from the original withholding to the
: mm%aw::%wmgimwm%ﬁ
sbout private eltizens’ political beliefs o other
and ‘the elaims to axmim.

‘ reta original records of Attachment 4 under the file
mmmhawms&. It the mmaﬁharfﬁem&ermdywmﬂ% them I may be
able $o provide you and the Uivil Division with information similar to the foregoing.

: Tl [;,,.’f 3 (wm @Bs not appear to be a “emphis designation
fmm my recolleetion &f %he ok e ords provided) you stede "third and fourth
source notations after paragraph 3;" Your exemption olaim is now ()(7)(D).

There is nothing ﬁa ﬁis% nguish these "notations™ from the two precedding them.
411 read, with numbers ¢ “ﬁm Source = (obliterated.” If originally both
%W-"m*ﬁ‘mﬁhw ”mﬁm‘zﬁa; this would soem to be faronk.
If this is not what you mean ﬂ!m aamg new Bas been disclosed.

I do zot yecall thie vecord in partienlar. T have seen many Yike 3%, In 21l cases
mmmmwsmrm WMMs’emﬁimmmmﬁmmmzén
mtmll tﬁaiaszﬂs:imnéwm they wers classified. I slso sse mo basis for eny

I.# would be belpful a1l 2 £ you would plesse provide me with copiss of this
and the #wo following records 5& %he;zr were aﬁgimliy rovided to me beczuse I recall
no suck claszifications snd b sam the claes ation on this was of 5-16<77, aller
wn@manﬁmm&mﬂmr Mm%mmém ded to mes The date, I
note, of the original record %he éay before I, Xing was killed,

Tnis may have some relsvance in what also may be ap ascidentsl error in your BEE
listed record, i§?~§2‘1§4"§- Tou misdste 1% on the worksheet by & full year, from 1969
t@ f%ﬁwwﬁmﬂam els ssmmmby 9 on 5-20~77 and GUS exempiion claimed,
3 raad Peclassi: 5 . 2333 rv 572.3/7;’

Without the originel eopy of 1?@-&@5?“12*- *subject’s pame® meams nothing to me hecause
you do net provide it now. This ﬂs&mﬁl&s&fm by 6049 on 5-20-77, with @08
exemption elaimed, itm&a ssified by 2335 on ¥ay 23; 1978. The totaiity of elimination
after "Subject® in the ¢ aa;y also elimonate the subject matter as distdnguiched
from the persen who is *zmh;}ee " The subjeet netler appears o relste to the "Poor
Peoples Campaign” as of more than thres months after Dr. King was killed, as of 7/11/68.

isck 3 }iﬁﬁm%.@ﬂ}ﬁa@&??@am&%&a;ﬁ’i?mym
nds me, you widsy privacy clsim for a rundowm hotel
in Memphis, the Ve ben,I recall wwsm%maml.}%aammbamraw
as three differemt cities on page 2, I do not believe it is poseible for disclosure of
any eity to enable i&%nﬁﬁaa tion of the soures, That the source wes aot zn informant
appears to be indiested by "NID uﬁmmswm%mhyaﬁm&”mw
dogive conteciing subject i‘ar rther developmeat gs a BRI

The obliterations en f:}w third page are not explained. It stetes J3 was declassified
on 5/23/77 by 6049 but it bears : 50 clessification mekings et ail,

The LEK attached to ihe o aammasmmwhmm%mﬁsa *¥on-
fidsntial’ $nasmuch ss the sow aﬁzizm therein should not be revealed, becauss the
wnawthorized disclosure of sour '& identity could be injurious o the nationsl defense,"

"Hotionsl defenss” sursc dees cover everything, but is this within the E.0.7

But mmmk apgzieé ﬁm%kk&% is attached to what you mew provide, as
stated sbove becny 1a ion sprears on it. In aéaﬁim, the subjeet appesars
%o have been identified %o the ﬁaw Select Comnittes on 4sssusinations,This appears nat
%o have been tmﬁemm m*h regard ta the undependable, in ihis case "pith whom insuffy

8x zm@ taa%a elaaaﬁienﬁaa
spreading poldtical izafamﬁ&: .




eia&t mmm Been made %@ dets

sppavent hough an effort to mis-
conosd wst. Es;mmz if tha m&m 3id not vegin with
tie veched was ealled to its attention by the FEL.

Tn what I wrote yesherday 1 indicated my reasons for laying other work sside %o
writs you prompily aboub Atbachment 4. In grder tc be able to get #hig in the morning
miw%tymmﬁﬁr.hsarmﬁﬁhaméwﬁw the Civil Divisicn can kmew prompily
E}zw%haﬂ to get up quite garly. 1 will resusc revien of the pther Attechments when

Of course I also want to register the appesl as prompily as passi‘:xle and I ghall,
including cepies. I do hope Yo will consider what - z have written in time %o be able
to respond to any questions tha % may b ked 4 aing @f the aypaal, The
ﬁaparmzzt rnes indicated its ip ;




