
Aecess~ right to - whether possible, can relief be granted. 

In the N,chols Suit, C.A. T-4761, the government argued that it could not 

  

comply with a similar request because "There is no suggestion that the family 

_representativesk _ has consented...and, _accordingly, the Archivist has not authority to- 

produee the articles enumerated in the certificate". But when Plaintiff in the 

instant action supplied the Archivist with letters from the Said family 

representative saying he ie ft this entirely up to the érohivist, the Archivist 

ately refused and fete 3 no res ppStise to the said i Letters. 

This is not to say that the Archivist requires  Peniigeloe from anyone to make 

public information available to the satiate, andere § exis tine lew and remilation, for ins 

does not. But it is to say that the government Semrercives ohertever: ‘expediency it thinks it 

can : BBE away with to deny the public : access 5 to thepublic' s information and has ‘done 7 

so ) with Pliantiff. Here the "gexexnment Defendants argued one ways ‘When the Plaintiff in 

this instant action overcame that objection, e even thoug it was a . spurious “objection, 

the government exercised its raw power and refused access to the Plaintiéé, ignoring its — 

own axgum reason in Nichols and acting contrary to it. 

    

 


