¢ -rIBrd;part of\Argument Fols what Lois has

) III Deﬁendants bltatlon>, or relllng it llke it Isn't

In any proeeedlnﬂ, to a degree the Judge becomes the creature of’captlva of the

R U S R v”“_m_n,_ci_rrnv.", : S
lltlgants and is dLOLHddﬂt upon the 1ntegr1ty of their wordg, citations of law, authorltg

and most of all fact W1+h regard to motlon° llke tho se of plaintifi's and deienadnts

| now befor~ thls Lourt it seems to plalﬂtlfi thdt this is more than usually true

because SO much depends upon the representaions of what is fact and what the law

and regulatlons are, pdrtlcularlj as they aadress the questlong is there anJ genulne

>‘1ssue as to any macerlal faetz With both sides allegmng there is ﬁé%wéﬁa'éééhwéiaiéiﬁg“”
that it is 3 of his | tion that there is not “the Court is thus confronted

“with choices of which %o belicve or to decide to believe neither and set a hearing,
Tond

~ The disparity between the litigants may adversely influence the Vourt to lean
& ,

ﬁSEeMHééViIfmoﬁ"fEé”giveﬁ“word'of defendants becquse of their high station in both

““overnment and national 1ife.  Relatively speaking; the defendants are of omimemt

' posttion and plaintiff is unkmown, perhaps regarded as iconoctastor off=beat because

of—thesubject-of his interest; the intensity with -which—he pursues-it;and the—passion—
———————1i%t-engenders in-him; often reflected in his manner -of expression, The-choice here -is-——-

o] Lo

— ~between- +those-—-ef-high -statimon and . Knoqnaﬂd the uAknOWh,—hetucen hish statlon -and—tew,
f
o Detween . Covernment and-all its.majesty and power and a-single stranger Wakugn To the ..

“M"wﬂmmmméourtmandmofmnowspecialuimportance‘to;it.“.m_._ S

oo lMost of all, before a Court of law, is this disparity marked when on the one side

counsel is the United States Department of Justice and the United States Attorney and m 7h

. _an ordinary man trying to act as his own lawyer, ouly too aware of the maxim mhgmix

) hazxngzazfzmkxﬁmzxaxaixzntxx that he who has hrmSelf for a client has a fool for a client.
o Plalﬂulff is @vare that_fyef mere l“ngth of pralntlfr s wvresentation may"tend tomﬁekgIme
nlm as a"foo%‘m?or the nxxk amouno 01 work‘ﬁhereln represented espe01a11y to»e‘?ee Of,unm_
no| means éﬁé 1nlluence, is cons1aerable. The Lourt may wonder th a nobody would exert
; ) thls great effort WhV he consider it worth such effort or even if it is a ratlonal
E thlng to do, Unly by redd1n5 all these words can the bourt formvan 1ndepeedent oplnlon,

0

-t

i,



" been addressed and to be able to spare the Court needless repetitions

—-ran,
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and plaintiff is aware that even if the Court has an interest in the subject matter,

—the-folume of these words can be a severe burden upon -the Court. Plaintiff has heard,

~whether or-not rightly, that the Lourt is not required to read the various papers

presented. to it and thet brevity is therefor its own merit. Perhaps when the opposing

- counsel in this instant case are so markedly unequal, on the one side all the legal

_brains sad resources and capabilities of ti most powerful government in history,

2

- bearlng with them the full accreditation of the highest federal reputatlon 1n th@ law,

olos

» gnq__ on the other & non-lawyer, a mere minor IEXIYEREERX Scrivener, may the—SREEX

~volume alone be an insurmountable liability to plaintiff,

But it is precisely these u'nequalities, plus ‘the regard plaintiff has f or the

subject matter,s 18?15% ]%ﬁe J_ntegrlty of SO(,lcty, that :meels him to take this

tlme, makc th:Ls L,OS‘tlj efiort If plaintiff is to prevall as he believes he should

and mus t fact and law belng as he, not those who represbnt the exalted tell thls

Yourt, the onl y way he @n overcome these 11ab111 ties is by running the rlsk of

m a mountaln of words in the hope that the bourt will beek to mine the gem of truth

There is no way in “which olalntlfz can surmount his hanulcaps except by making

e Compl“te a record as is within his capability. This he attempts. lp that end, he
defendants!

here»uth addresses the integrity of e Tepresentations o?’fact law and regulation,

hoging thet with ne time for rovew hs mad 1s sh il e recall what has already

~ Moreovery plaintiff had laid serious charges against defendants and their counsel,

m-ﬁé from ‘simple omission (whlch toua Court of 1aw plaintift regards as a culpable—

~thing 16 it is, as plaintiff believes ,‘“d"e“libéfate")‘;"'throu‘gh"omi'ssi'on'“bha‘t"amoun‘bs-"' to—

“deliberate misrepresentation; deception of ~the-Court; an-attempt to-defraud -plaintiff, ——

o an(iiﬁfalse swearing that can-constitute perjurys+ Because-these-are the—most -serious ..
~—charges;-it-is-incumbent upon-plaintiff to-put this Court-in-a-position to mske independer
—assessment-of- the--eredibility of g¥ defendants' presentation to this Court as well as

%-wdef endants' -intent. Therefore, .in what follows /plaintiff will compare what defendants'

s ~-
i .did.v.r,e.pre.seni:...j:o‘_..this.«caurt‘lvw,itl“l_..theﬁ. sources cited(and tie meanings givenBALLfT
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| insert on.\g promptness.

‘ The language of H. Rept 9 addresses the meaning of the law and the intent of’ the

Yongress on just this point:
", ..if a request for information is denied by an agency subordinate the person
ummukinguthe<request“is«eniiiled,toupromptmreview‘ﬁél. R
Neither a three-month delay nor a delay of threc weeks after the filing of a
T T A S

coﬁplaint meet this requirement,
This requirement is emphasized in the Attorney General's Memorandum, where it is-

quoted on page 28, and by the added Lnfiguage of this Memorandum,"Every effort should be
made to avoid opoumbering the applicant's path with procedural obstacles..."(p.24)e

e will b gen i apanid vindin defernBonde 0 pggudiCars.

s b ot 2 - e R
- S - .
/
| - "
/




insert on I3 1 length appeal

g

~ There are 12 paragraphs in plaintiff's appeal, Of these, nine refer to requests

" made and refused. Obviohsly, such selection and extremely limited quotation of it cannot—--

pbs”éi‘b‘ly'bé' faithful to it, least of in & representation of the "Hatefial facts as

= ‘tOWhi—Ch theve 18 110 ‘g‘énuiﬁé""'rsgue""';" e e e e oo oo et o et e e e et 2
| -
7 ! == T e e e = e
I . (,~ S . N B ~ . _ B - -
|
)
j : S S e s e e R
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710&1‘
Fi- (?@E/g 81ngie statement in defendants' Motion 15 ctual and truthfulnébolkb% ¢4b“”%
c ﬁ?’ dans” |, jwvmw‘/l’,/j WW’J aI» ¥ 3o

) The first papers in ~support of the Motion is ldbelled as a "Statement of Material
“qu§9ts as to which There is Ho Genuine Issue," Aside from its laok of faithfulness and

fldellty, thls representatlon omlts, to the p01nt of deoe1v1ﬂg the Court what 1s most
y 1 11
matcrldl The 1aw 1mposes a ourden on plalntlff ax beg1£7w1th requestlng the puollc
1nformatlon, then, if denied, making appesgl, and S0 forth becauee thzs statement of
' DR thWWM? - :
the "materlal facts" makes 1no rewerenoeqto the arduous eflorts repreeented in pldlﬂtlfr s

requests, pldlntlff prosents a summary of them to the Court Aside from verbal requests

g01ng back to the first of November, 1966 in thdt case made to the uhen—Arch1v1st in

person, these requests, beglnnlng with December l 1969, R R it i i €]

and the rclaulvely few responses, some months 1ong in belng made, tObal 25° Of these,

plalntlff' latters to the Government total 16 Of the overnmentsAuine'ietters,

oan four were Jrltten prlor to the flllng oi the complalnt. r"he 51ng1e one 3ﬁ“p1aiﬁtif%fé

: letters quotcd w azkmnkx """ e =

e 3 """'aé“f;aaaats are so unfaithful with that letter they even misdate it), One of defendants’

~ani ™

" letters only is quotated. Its slefserving character becomes obvious when it is rcecalled
that there was no respiﬁse of any kind to plaintiff's appeal under the law until this

“Iéttery written about three Hornths after the corskmssy

‘appeal was made and not until

~ 2L days after the complaint was filed.That single one of defendants' lettersis a
~falsity, as previously set forth; and is the gxwswe grossest misrepresentation-of =m¥mrykki
'weverythiﬁg,-the~previous~eorrespondencewoﬂﬂbothwsideSMaﬁdwthewappeal~to»which it pretends-

-~~—~ree‘»peﬂse~~and»--pretends—--non—re-j—ec-tion:,~j he-obvious-purpose -of the latter dishimesty .
! P

-mbeing~eitherntowdeoeive.thiswﬁourtmorwin defraud plaintiff., Clearly, this Court was in
..-‘ L. (w Y ( C
- themmlnd of the authorg or authors of that misrepresentation. This is no 1ess_grevou8.n

_..an erense because the law A )__a,na_a]lw_ else relevant stipulate promptness in
tNi Bar 34 e yous mbwplifily and

i v
handling appeals, as ‘heretofore cited, Ior is it less éreveuseto quoteﬁout of context,
A

:S

_to make the words quoted appear to mean other _than what that actually say and mean

by OmISolO fiof the relevant, ~which is whau here ‘was done.

ne flrot such omission bldee from bhlS Lourt the fact thab olalntlfl had actually
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appealed earlier and, in effect, on serveral occasions. The Archivist's personal acknowled-

| gem dgement of this has already been guoted, Plaintiff's formal appeal of “Yune 20, 1960,

~was, then edited to accomplish two d:ceptions which amount to frauds: to make it appear
that plaintiff had requested and been refused less than is the case} and that he
_ had been given access to this public onformation, which is false.

_ Thus, the first editing of plalntlff' pJeal to uhlS Lourt ends w1th three aots,?%,;

) . 1o fo 2t i 4
eliminati@gl; thit the truth of wi ch hdo dlready been quote from tha ﬁrch1v1st's 1ptter.
", e anticipating *hdt these requests would be rejected, I asked that if rejected,
T U be Torwarded o you ‘as my appeal under'gour regulations gs a necessary prereguisite
to 1nvok1ng of 5 U S 5520..

i Plalntlfi also antlclpated delaj in handllng his dppeal, so he 1ﬂformed defendants
of what theJ also omit, that if therec was no response within a reasonable tlmexﬂn
plalntlff would be forced to prOCLGd w1th flllng hlu complalnt He submmtq to bhlS
bourt that afuer dll the other delays, hlo Wdltlng two mon*hs to Ille thls ins tant

action is v1dence that he soubnt o dVOLd it dnd gave deiendantsvmorp thdn amplw tlme
4m1n¢y2 b -tk A ‘ o

- j - - T e -
- | The editing of the second quotation is designed to make t# appear that plaintiff's
] "’"”””gééﬁggtg”wéfé’g}gﬁféa;} (X 4s defendants presented it to this Bourt, it
— [ .
- "I have been provided . . . copies of photographs of some of the President's
. fauenis < s s ¢
; B e e

"7 The “omissions say the opposite, that rather than plaintiff's request being

20 Wit Thgsn wwwyg;;/;,w

“compliled with he was given nothing of anJ“vaIue"aﬁé=those_cnky‘copxes -of—the

“TTpictures. The first-omission reads;"-with-utterly meaningless",the -seeond; "those - -

e ~-"show1ﬁgmn0 detaily-nothing but- gorew_erw%heseﬂn4$he~magh&£iea$ien~efwwhichwwasmimpossible)

e The first-omission is. designed to-lend an-gir.of truthfulness. to defendants'

.

e cOHtTiVed.-claim- that plaintiff had not exahusted his "avilable" adh.msr,ratlx(e
ISR p&&?&ﬂ&&b&llil@ﬁ. the second to make it appear that he had been supunlied eI requested
) bMTﬂMTAW{

o —Whereas he had been déniformly and undeviatingly refused and rejected. The relevance of
4\

. this misrepresentation of what plaintiff actually wrote and said is clear in defendants'




' + JII-5

false representations of bcinﬁ entitled to judgement in their favor because they
claimed to have complied with the 1avi,i%ﬁat "there is no genuine issue as to any material
~ fact." Could this have been.. claimed %o vhis Court without denying it the ppoof af
SR S 4 ooy e s e - - sptrasrirn: - g -~ - LT M’{Z
the f]ﬁsity of both claims, by cditing correspondeace request as they were to 2dit law
}a"ndr&’,uiatlons, o

""The intent to deckéve and defraud is made more Clear ‘Efith"'ééi’@cfi"ve”'qu'otafi’g\’n' of the

. “”"d’élé‘yéd"‘fé’s‘“p‘d'ri‘ﬁ’e"‘,”"wh‘i'ch' hides from the Court twa things: th: tplaintiff's requests for-
”“cooples of what wes withheld wes m.thout deviation regected;am‘ “that this-r

R At T fprst
——-the-appeal -was not nade/until 21 days after-filing the complaints This- 1nte:ﬂt s
m N Afendiandn !
e R ane i ThEkEREREEedel endants -language -on - page six-of  theds "Hemorandum-in Support", - .

e "Nothwithdtanding the. response OI:AICh:LVes to phaintiff's requests, he alleges in
the complalnt'“

It is a mﬁzno-}.ﬁbi%%f%ﬁg%?ggeﬁrm% regard to who made t]rgleﬂre-s-pﬂnn*sé quoted m{_&;t

- N——)v;;s?lo_t "the Archives" but the m GSA Director of Public Affairs) What is ‘deception

_ " is the quoting of a self-gerving, ex post facto letter written so long after filing of
" the complaint, hiding his fact from the Court, and telling the Court that "Nothithstandin

“the regplmse", plaintiff then filed the C’diﬁpl‘éih"c;"Tﬁ'&a’jcmi"s”;“ making it seem that not until™

\Sefw davaty 24 ~

after receipt of ‘the— misquoted and misrepresented Letter of responde did plaimtiff file

/’szA /7
Tetter

~the complaint, which actuslly was filed 21 days merkimeisciis

awwy before -

SO ,.“_Was..‘_ﬁrritten;_._ e e

'''''' ——This-deception is-extended on the same- page; EIRIWIWE

-in-ecarrying-the misrepresenta—-

———————tion-of--the--date of -the-rejeetion of- -appeal -further,—with the-cddim-that certain of -
W wha’t -are- -repres’,ented -as-plaintiff's requests-were "disposed of by GSA" in this leiter..

P
e M TN Jiisleading the Court on the dates ).tbis,_ spurious claim would not have been dared. _

o That it is false in and of itself is not as serious as the misrepresefitation of the =

__relationship of _the #mimeixiI R pRsIHE xkwxxke claim to what was "disposed of"

%o the date of £ iling the instant complaint. No such @& "disposal" was possible after

filing of the complaint ) short of compliance, which there hag never been.
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\ The misrepresentation in the GSA September 17, 1970 letter reflecting plaintiff's

requests and of if at fhiémﬁéihf; éspeciéiiy in the mééhiﬁéviﬂféffédbfb.fhgﬁibﬁgwfihal-"

quotatlon, ‘has already be adundantly exposed, It refuses plaintiff's requests save for

" the one made written acknolwedge’ of what is hidden in the acknow—

| ledgement, that despite all the coutrary representations to this Court, exactly ~what
" plaintiff asked and was refused was done for the Columbia Boradcasting System. (The
gy Mwbing
"Itém 5" referenceff Thils kjlu#cﬁ'Leiéiﬁg'of'schmalz'éﬁd'gbfé"iE”ﬁﬁf”thé“faW"méfériEI““'"””

~ Py there s further deception'practisedwupon-andmhidden"fromwthi%/éourtxy"m~~«ww'w

~this-phrasing hides-it prom- tﬂe-GouruoBut-the -mere -existence of -this CBS film mRxwhakx
arlof  coranC be frentel aud [luol”
—YXEEREE-———is-total-disproof- of - the spurious.- clalqsthaﬁdwhat plaintiff asks is prevented

——by-the family contract, which thus, plaintiff again emphasizes, seeks to place the onus

j——of-suppression._on the family. .

. Among the other things edited out to mislead this Court is plaintiff's statement,

Thus,

"I was denied copies" 0£Hwbatmwas_sgugh%§mq_Nthewﬁail?¥?m9iwﬁiﬁ??x“???N¥?§??P%°n_PFHUWWMW

__the appeal of~the Motion and its aduenda to either admit this or assume the burden of

pwoof and prove such denlal 1s proper dna authorlzed under law and regulatlon,{§%€

ggggslte : — L L e,
bs&ag the case.) The providing of copies mK is requlred by both ldw dnd rcgulat1<

There 1s an edltlng LhaE 1s rcleVdnt beCauob of thg requlr cment of the 1aw thdt

requests be for 1dent1flablb records"a Thus pl 11t1ff's lpttAr is made by edltlng to

read,

RECEUSTR

) - "It is the onlj such photograph in the Arohlves of which I have knowledge o« » @
iﬂasked -for-it-or-an-entargement” etCqe e - R e S

—+ There werec-and-are other photograghs. of which pkimk plaintiff knew and of which he

R did. request-copies, What was edited out of the consideration of this Qourt makes that clea
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In addition to the foregoing, there is nothing in def egﬁants "STATEMENT OF MATERIAL

- FACTS AS TO WHICH H}Rhlb ‘NO GUNVINL ISSUE™ about which there is "mo genuine issue". |
= & 5
© The Tirst'is false in that it does not reflect what plaintitf sée'ks'an}i“iffffféd -
preseiting what he does seek, He does not seek to make his own photogrpahs, as previously
- proven with direct quotation ofifthe requests and he does seek what is Tk here hidden
from the ¥ourt, copiés of the existing pictures.

7 The second repeats this ‘misrepresentation, T T T e

- The third, likethe—second; could be- honestly represented to the *Uouriﬁtheuft S

“but-it-is nots It repeats-again what-is not-true; that——

-plaintiff wants the artieles rather than-pietures and that-these "artieles-are-on
! _— S )
—deposit by virtue of-an agreement-dated Uctober 29, 1966." . Title only was transferred
.o ythf:u;day, -in a_dubious agrecment, and the "articles" were earlier and had been on .

2 ,__d_.eﬁgsiﬂt. by virtue of a suppressed "Memorandum of Transfer" dated 18 months earlier.

,___lMoreover, the "articles" are off icial evidence of an ofiicial function of Government,

_ the President's Commission. =~

. The ‘two remaining number paragrpahs have already been dealt with,

There is genuine disagreement as” their is genuine msrepresentatibﬂf/éﬂkzﬂz*‘ )
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Defendants’
morandum oi Bo:.ntb an Authorities™

“This is an exceedingly selective. quotatio, misquotation and omission of the
““known’ and relevant - law,amsxrsn pegulations and other claimed authorities.
"Preliminary Statecment".
- Defendants' ovening words are, "Plaintifi, 311‘1 author..." Yet when plaintiff made

-~ +this simple statement of fact in his complaint, fact well kmown ho defendaiite, gnd theiv

~counsel, mkh&x&aﬁk&xmyxmmxfmaxﬁﬂaﬁmhx@ammﬁx in whau x,hav stylea their

- "Answer", this appears:

"2, Defendants are without mowledge or 1nIormatlon SUfllCldnt to form a bellef as

to the truth of the allegations..." . o

- Ié th_lshay appear as a minor point and minor criticism, on several-counts it is

“ not "The first count is the truthfulmess of defendants'-and their counsel and what
" emds oredence this Court has basis for giving their words-to-it. In a lengthy and detailed
i} éff‘i}iéﬁ"c’ - tach@e d—ts Promintiff's Motion for-Summary Judgement, plaintiff set forth
" just how wWell and""f‘or'-howﬂ;ong- both defendants and their counsel in particular, at both
- the Department - of Justice and-in the office of the Jnited States attorney, it—wes well

Anaw
“kaowsr that plalntlib is-an-author, So,. they here admit the falsity of their "Answer"

f “lnnrn

“But there was pi3 - Rfendants clain there is validity to the

-~ family agreeme;nt.,,,...,which_.%}_é%gS_§_, to_ those with proper credentials, dE@IimusiOx
éeserlbedas”Any serious. Schol_a:;[:‘gr“j__nvestlgatoli Of mat'ters relating to the death of

_--,th.e,.lat,a_.thesidgni,__igr._ purposes relevant to his study thereof i Thus, a'_x:pxmxmaxx

an obgectlve can be attributed to tha ll'll ulal falsehood to this bourt another llnk

)

_in the chain of official suppress:Lon, an att@mpt to prbtend that plalntlfi‘ dld not to

_defendants' know%get the clalmed requ:Lrements of this said cxontract. “
;- The misrepresentation in the words that follow, lleglng thar what plaintiff seeks
_in _u?:gb instant actlon is thal, under the law he wants "to examine “and phot(;gf;;)ﬂ: at

h.ls _expense, ce Y"tdll’l 1tems of clothlng WOT by ’rhe, Pres:.ae,nt lgs been dealt w1th o

pa-r‘b Elr%t, thls eliminates again from thc Court's consniera’uon plalntlli s flI‘%t
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L?d

request for copies of the exlstlng photogrgahs. Second whenfpldlntlff was
‘denled permission to view-not to hanale— %ﬁe garments, which are official ev1aence,
- he changed bhlS request to other than is herevrepresentedr Hhx Plalntrfi.never asked to
, take ﬂis own pictures, never asked to be his own photogrpaher; never sskedkpermission‘to
\hringwhis own photographer‘to‘take éﬁ"%héséqﬁiéfuféémféémhiég'éhé record'set torthwsbove>
is beymnu equlvocatlon and it is entlrelv con81st nt w1th pfdctlSL and reﬂuiatlons. Plaln—
tiff as{eu ‘that defendants take these plctures for hlm, and the onlv "examrnatlon"’

"~ required under thes¢ conditions is only what is sufficient to direct the taking of pictures
'L*OMWWM/\/-

~and which are or may not bé necesss to plaintiff's’ stuﬂy and 1nvest1gatlon.--
4\ ; VLMjo pi )
T T lMorcover, the sénse i‘n'i-fhich/‘{'exsidiﬁe'"' = here empleyed makes it appear that
“plaintiff has the desire or intent of handTing the garments, a misrepresontation B

—earried further in:ﬂﬁxdefendants”'Exhihit‘ﬁ;”as‘outlined“éhove;“to'méke"it”eﬁpeér‘thst""'

—Pplaintift's interest-is morbid;"the'insyiting"1anguage“of“thiS“affidavit'héihé"(p;@) )

h}f:vwﬁer~the~purpose~of‘satisfyingwwpersunal curiosity-tather +than for researeh“purpoSesﬁ;”“”"“
MHE%igswas,bracketednwithwth§7§5§§5§§§§75astyminuendo;”any-research'purposes-hEﬁggz have
-in mind". (Bmphasis added)e . . ...
—Af there is_any fact about this particular srchive. of which the affiant was -
_entitled to have no doubt, it is the extent and seriousness of plaintiff's research .
__..%@_....QPJ_C(PJ@Y‘?_S'Aﬁ@i@.@@@ el who draftefij this tricky language with which to attempt. to.
et

_Prejudice the Court had read the aforesig

correspondence, they also could have been

w1thout any qoubt dnd hdd to have been maklng Cons01ous mlSrePf??%@?@??QQWQP@MEr§JUdi9iﬁLwwm“_

Statements' - S S o ot e e s s s

} Thc contcntlons tnat follow are ﬁahoer, fdlse an comtradictoryo The first_is that

plalntlff "has falled to exhaust those admlnlstratlve remedles anllable ~to him". » That

A - o et NS ——

plalntlff did eXhaust hlmself in thlo exhaustlng is already establlshed The truth 1s uhat

”deiendants first 1gnored pralntlff's less formal ap)eals, then ignored his formal

poeal for three months, then fa1led to comply with their own regulatlons,ﬁés of now for

about ‘an addrumonal flve months. These require that "1f the denial 1sﬂ~dstd1ned the

‘matter will be swbuitted prnmn.tly...to the A5 sistant Adlmnln"trator for hdlﬂln;@stratlon,
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- (Emphasis added)
}  whose ruling thereon will be furnished in wrltlng to the pereon re:

_-w .Q;:.A-_M h’ (w ‘ e = oo bt ——— - E S SPp— e S ——
ﬂh&-‘t—-d:ei:eﬁu‘a,(lts ere LLaW such written Yrpnling!” ag w

fucstlng tﬂe rccords"

own re gu*atlons, is qulte epe01flc (p 6) It amounts to 1'

nse and the sanction of the

Eourr for themn to v1olate their own regulations by-fthe simple expedient of not making

g rullng "Absent" this "ruling thereone plaintiff fails, first 40 state a claim

" onder 57.5,0- snd,mecend fo estalTEen B haa srbausted, gritiabe eamimateative
‘ | The plain and_sfaple fact is that nonc of this is in any f;ngy"'uﬁ;ia; fh‘;'i'nfiaeaee ”o&_a
* coritfbl of yoae beoldes def endaﬂtswo» uvcrythlef;:.]éimntlﬁ can do he hae done and as -
"~ sef forth, has gone much further her cither Taw oF Toilatiomremeirer

— ” ‘I‘h»«//‘)L wevted secm,(to be contradiction here with the wordlng of the i" blOl’l, "that

~ he states a claim upon which relief cannot be granted”, Here it is said xwat

SN S e e e e e e e e e e e e e e
only that plintiff"is not entitled to the relief he seeks'" because he allegedly has
_____ { )V__

"falied to ehaust those administrative remédiés available to Wim"™, which xR means that

~this relief is available upon the exhausting of those remedies,” “HMoreover, as has been
" shown, the Department of Justice "‘gage‘ exgactly this “relief" and defendants themselves —

“gaveexactly this—"relief' to-another, -the -Co}umbia-Boradcasting Systemg— -
= The -second-is-phrased in this-prejudieial--and unwarranted manners —- -

e e — 12-the-refusal- - ofi defendants to ~permit plaintiff fo do what he desires

- ——Tegarding these articles is an exercise of discretion committed to the defendants by sée

e.Statute and an agreement” with the family,

e The intent to_prejudice here is transparent, "Do what he desires"? Again, this
olhe

. /. in consistent with ey such inuendos already cited, all intended to mislead the Gourt

>

into the /éliif' that &é%g& has illicit purposes or poses some jeopardy to the safety

~of the garments. Plalntlff "desires" no more than pho"cogrgihs, those existing and those

he ~asks 13{-9 madl&for hm Any contrary representatlon 13 da.llbera te deceptlon.

‘ Where tho neanlng of thc statuue and contrdct are adaressed further by del endants,

i s e T :
to the degree plaln'tlfi may not/ ho w111 Thls is also true oI the th:er contentlon,
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"3) the articles which plaintiff secks to examine are not 'records' as contemplated by

) Congress to be within the purv1ew of 5 U.S.C. 552 " Here, stlll dga;l.n, plalutlff must
SR MW S

reeord thgt hlS burposes arg not to have the artlcles or in the sense used, to "examlne"

them. Hls request is for photogrpahs, no more, snd on th:Ls GE8#EmZ score he dgaln/alluges
B L«//wf"élw //dw/aa R S T /&WM7 Lepe
the intent to deceive, [y ALend ' L ath o all j7 ﬁ% b/&ama

) C%/ﬂ% Defendants' "TI: Pertlnent Statutes dIld Regulatlons

- T Statutes -rand regulatlons are also quoted )fy deIenda_nts in "KII Argum nt"m 1n

~ subsections A,:ﬂ& ?énd C. In subsection B, the famlly oontract is quoted as th‘lIl?‘ them‘
~effect of both law"arid“reguiétion. Herc plaintiff addresses these citations in theip
i o order of” a Jedr/j

< - = J

First FTwhat "The Public Information Act"™ i allegedly provides:

T ’”‘(a) (3) . . . each agency, on request for identifiable records f}{de in

e acco:c'dance with published rules

- « o shall mske the records promptly available to
@y any person. On complaint, the district court . . . has _Hurisdiction to enjoin the

' agency fron withholding agencv records and to order the production of any agency

J } __. Xecords improperly wi thheld . . %"\

(b) This section does not apply to mstters that are —

(3) specifically eAempt from dlsclosure by statute o o @ 5 U.S.C.552,
Pub "L.90-23 [Emphasis” adde@d" LN

~Just what is alleged to be "specifically emempt from disclosure by statute ™

B— ﬁet““s‘ta}:’e‘cd'b“ t is emplied. Nothing plaintiff sSceks has™such specific statutory
| IS E y

exemption, The law does provide mime specific exemptions; each @&fined with care,
‘ A —_

- ——Llefendants do-not- claim- exemption undevany one- of—-themy——————
s P Y

—Howover, this-citation would- appear-to-confront-defendants with a- certain-—looseness

in language Aif not outright -discrepancy. Here.- the-language -of the- lgwglv:n.ng Fhig-——

¢ ,,.).,.__(.ZQEI.'.(Z_Jmiei.dc,ti.oﬂ is admitted. But.in their "Answer" _defeaadan:ts.,.._unde,r__'fSegond,.Ad.@.j;@nse.'!,.,_.

alleged quite the opposite, denying the Jurisdiction of this Court,.

v m«*f[7 -7 uvf :
. The full language of thlo _provision is not so long it could not have been. quoted
defevidpnts’

. in full on that C.Q.l}.r%t.s..._,,__.I_J?Z__th?_,}/ourt, cau ignore the adding of wrong emphasis, what was
)
; omitted may be 1nformat1ve.

The A???@MP.%,_MW hetvas quoted is, "(a) Bach agency shall make available to the

pubdic informatpon as follows:", Thus, this section of the law really says that
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no par,
”“Théfé“ié”né”laW“tth exempts such photographs from-disclosure: There-isno-law—

"prOVldlng'tha* Warwen Commisgion evidence may not be photographed: There -is no law

vin chding Wi g i st ond,

saying that clothing -cannot be- photographedo>”here is no law saying-that-donations-to -

A

~mthe}Governmen%~may"ﬂot~be-phetographed,-@he»1awnunder~whieh-thiswdenationpwas-mademuw

~~hqsﬁngy§%ovisioni~And~the%e~iS«a~Gontractuundervthat law, the said contract specifically

WN§QOVldlng that photographs will be made..Perhaps these things account for the total

“Mabsence of any.explanation of the claim to tzﬁigiempt¢on provided by 5 U.S.C. 552,
S “wEartlcularly with the busden of proof on defendants under 5 U.S.C. 552 ig the mere
asszartlon of the exemption at best dublous, It also helps explain the continuous
) ”_miérepresentation of what defendants have refused plaintifi, which _is no more than
- photographs, and photographs are included §£S&££5323lzv}n all d%i%?}tlonb Qﬁniygggrds".>>d
. S . . o .
)



e e et e e e g e e e e w - ] 3 i
séeks, photographs, 7there can_remeds no genuine issue as to.any material fact, the

~thisofficial-evidence-as-something other than what it is and hence, somehow, immune.
,@ d«&maw‘t‘ﬂk/-/ wi etk ke A—

<f5asdefen ants-claim, the contract is valid, then none of the conslderatlons are

—as irrelevante

LLL-12

il o b htdiny o5, fprmeriin.

puk| its purpgse#F to provide for information to be made available to the publicj Tne
( 0

~~emphasis-added tends-to-distort this to those who do not read the entire section.

-~ The third-extision deletes the proof that is contrary to the pretense of the

N
~"answer'- and-declares that. ﬁ this €Gourt does have juwisdiction,

—The fourth includes this language, which should not have beun om::.t bed' .
. Mand the burden of proof is on the agency to sustain its action...?

. A _relevant provision not cited and tf“n(ill’lb to sup: )ort tll\, bellel that quotdtlon was

_selective and reeEswiaEs the en; )has:Ls adde d anfalthiully is what 1mmedlately follows the

_J,J_stlnc of the exemptions,

"(C)mhlb section does not authorize the withholding of information or llmlt uhe
availability of records to the public, -except as specifieslly stated in this sectior

" Defendants next eitation is of 44 B.S:Cs 3301, Again, false emphasis. added and

eppecially inl the comtext of the distortion by the adiing of flfise empahasis are
‘ hore

“tle excisions significants As-quoted by-defendants, this is what 44 U.3.C. 3301 says:
1 ' )

Mg used in—this-chapter, 'records' -includes all books, paper, maps, photographs,
or other documentary materisls . . . Library and museum material made or acquired

—— -~ —and-preserved- solely for reference Kihudel or exhibit ”}i))urposes . + o are not

included." \

While t it would seem that this waekx acknowledgement,

Tdden by We-false

" emphasis, that the Eégal defimition of “"records"™ specifically-includes what plaintiff -

et

T purpose of the distortion by -emphasis-and-the -con’é\nt of what is removed from the

Dufendinto’

“gonsideration of the-Court-should be-recorded. Bee purpose is simple: to misidentify

—relevant, for. .‘tha,;ﬁ%tract, except as _quoted above, limits use to scholarsh_lp and

WM NS

by7

—investigation. These/mfphasis ig to what is precluded a_nd theraore deceptlve as well

" SO - T R

__Where delendants seek to make d_fferent ‘use o thls 1dentlcal prov:leon and

wtherf;| identifying it other than as 44 U S C 3'3’01 . ca].llng lt "Sectlon 1 of the Act

__of July 7, 1943, 57 Stat. 380", whau is here omlt ted is included. 'Ehe relevance of the
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words of Sectiom 3301 as they define records and Hence in this instant action do not

. __.Tequire the addition of emphasis. What was omitted/reads: B
V’.’.’(,/_W/().__ .2 Tegardless of physical form or characteristics, made or recorded by an agency
LdW“ﬁﬂa of the United States Government under Federal law or in# counriection with the
o . transcation of public business and preserved or appropriate for preservation by that
agency or its legitimate successor as evidence of the organization, functions,
policies, de€isions, procedures, operations or other activities of the Government
- or because of the informational value of data in them, "

- Nothing could possibly better describe as "records" what pleintiff seeks, which

appéars to have been enough reason for deletion in uotation. Bhese even defines the

p/ i ﬁ/m%m - St o 2liinndid,
T T clothing (@s Mrecords;” beginning with the—besimmine of the-alimine on, "regardless

1

~—of physical form or characteristics:™
: ~~~~-Defendant5wsecond-citationhis-prefaced'by“these‘words:“

"Akthough the-Public Informatien Act does not-specifically-defirethe word——
'records', predkcessor legislation within the ken of the 90th Congress did,"
B B O
~“What defendants did not desire to trouble this Court with is what the Attorney
e Sy, P / S
General's Memorandum says on this point, and=dhed is ( P.23) that
4 = "in connsction with the teeatment of official records by She lationsl ARZAZIESZ
.Archives, Congress defines the term"  ° = .

. end then the citation of what, after publication of this Iﬁlemo.randum)be,qom@_ o

A4 U500 3301, e

fhus, in pretending a non-existant exemption on the fictitious grownd that the

photographs plaintiff seeks are

ot record, defendants edited their quotatiop Qf ?he_Mhm'"

law in what seems like a transparent misrepresentation and deception,

Ald, by e#limination of the relevant reference to the Attorney General's Meporandum,
(2wt Dttt (et tepds * o stifd o ﬁ.&L/ﬂaﬁmchwaWXw@&)
i also eliminated was what also appears at that point in it:

"availability shall include the right to a copys.."

which is precisely what defendants deny plaintiff, copies, copies of photogqgfhs

been all plaintiff seeks.

Bl _Based upon thke carving of the law to make it seem that what plaintiff seeks is not
fo

deféﬁééﬁfémfgiiéﬁw;mﬁgdiétéiyw&ifﬁ équélly selective citiern and eding o

records,

44 U.5.C.2107 and 2108 (o), The sisnificance of defendants' withholding from the Gourt

the quite specific provisions of section of this same law, 2901,
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it o

8963, which defines ,Reoords as'ikmx relating to defendants and includes precisely
e
T what plaintift seeks-and -directs-the-providing o£~copiesmthereo§jhas ¥*® already been cited
~What here'i3wwithheld~from the-Court with regard to section 2107 is what is

relevant because of #E claim that the family contract is valid and binding, and that is

. “Lbii—f'1aﬂr¢u¢Z¢Au44@Wy
- tHe Ymmmiikimms "restrictions afreeable to the sdministrator as to their use". The
L

- econtract provides that access be granted to certain persons, the definition including

~plaintiff. Without citing this provision of the comtract, I (1)(b), this quotation
amounts tora”misquotaﬁiqazuforﬁit.hasf?%fﬁréﬁéﬁg,difectlY opposite that sought to be

imparted to ite

__What is eliminated from section 2108 (c) is the authorization to thy Administrator

to "eyercise" with respect to such deposits "all the functions and responsibilities

otherw1se vesbed 1n hlm pertdlnlng to Eederal records or other documentary materials

1n hlu cuotody or under hlb control." the, agaln, perfectly fits the ofrlclal—ev1dence

-

descrlvulon of that of Wthh plalntlff seeks copies, One other sentence w1tn that from

Wthh the foreg01ng is quoted also preceeds the selectlve quotatlon of thls sectlon by

de;enqants. That stlpul ates that the Admlnletrator "shall take steps to secure to the

Government as far as PBSqule thv rlght to have contlnuous and oermanent possession

of the materialso" This s 1ot to suggest that the Government has disposed of them, but

1t is relevant in terms of the ‘executive order of two days later, requiring that all of

th@ ev1dence aBout t.c assassination be kept together as a unit, under the Axxkilk o
I he >p1r1t of the law if also “sugzested by the next (d) language, which S

~ authorizes the Adwinistrator o "cooperate ﬁi‘tﬁ""b‘f""a“s"gis*t‘tﬂ“"“any"“"‘quaftif Ted—

‘individual to further or conduct Study or research in such depositss
"~ But there is nothing sought that is contrary to the restrictions—of-the-contract,y—

“were it to be vaiid, Tor that requesires-access—toplaintiff;-henee-the-only purposes .

“of the Toregoing citations by defendants-are-not-these-pretendede

“{What next follows-is—reference-to -the-published rules promulgated by the .

: wmﬂdminisirxtor;-again.eaflier,d@alt”with,gmhesemare,presented_t@mthis"Court_asrthe.
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"Significant portions of GSA regulations". In the light of what plaintifl has earlier
WD gyl al

~-quoted/ff thesewreguiaticns,~and~their~r@quirem@nt»ofmaccessuand»couying, including. the

~duplicating of ex1st1ng PXELUXE photographs and the making of those that do. not exist, .

A1l reference to the

Al
".thaéf%ould seem to be a somewhat_exhuberanf_descripulQN
<) L 7

=

[
calculated to carry the misrepresentation of the-non—

definition oi? .records" further and to perpetuate thﬁ mlsrepresentatlon of the
provisions of the famlly contractq

,// Anpeals w1th1n GSA" is quoted from theoe ragulatlons, without any explanatlon

belnv ﬂduu, thus for the dpnarent and false purpose of pxeieuéiﬂgzthat pLdlntlfl did

not make the appeall requlred by this regulatlon wh¢ch he did,.

Llfew1se is theru no rel@vance to th: next quotatlon from these x&xmxﬁ
e

rpgulatlons, "Donated Hlstorlcal Materlals, w1th the cuated pdrts saylng onlj that

publlc use" is rpstrlcted by>"dll condltlons"bpeé;%iéa by the uonor.oo“ Tﬁié,ﬁ'“m
‘again, is withoutr[elucidatéon, which can, perhaps, best be explained by the repetition
T of the donor's stipulation of access to those like plaintifi under T (1)(b).
"“Thé”purpbsé'iﬁéiﬁdiﬁg"ifééivéh%”éiﬁé££6£ém6§"£é§ﬁia£idhé”énd'eiiminéfiﬁg'%he”féiéVéﬁf
"'éﬁameﬁtifling‘thié"%hé'"sighifiCéﬁ%“”Paf%'BTWEHEMEgéﬁié%iéﬁé,”aii without explanation

‘ M
“"f&“%Ed”ébhff;”éﬁéﬁ”fhéhiﬁélﬁéiéﬁmﬁf”ﬁﬁéf means the opposite of the meanig sought to be
4

" imparted by earlier misrepresentations, is§ not inconsistent with the intent to misinform —

“théﬁCburt“and“deny"plaintiff“hiswrights. It isconsistent with plaintiffts serious— — - —

—— accusations; s e s e et et e s b et e s ——r— e e e v N S G S
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= P8 Defendants! "Argument",
~~fhis section is divided- intothree parts;Meach“%éth"é“Iéftéf”idéﬁtifiéatién.”‘”’

o AN alleges~"glaintiff-Has F-iled to Exhaust~the'Availabie“ﬁdministrative’Remedies";”
//

-— This might better have bee titled "Orwe l LOT71", for=rrSme st na—ea et
Fret W Y 4D . v W bt Dot Mv?‘
) appealfhat—+hE un

unexplained quotdtlontfmom

g yon-the. preceeding pa%%)speclf 5,80 appeal -

bond timpealtond ualh Sutund 5 a&ca s The b uet
_order to false iIEEEfT_*TﬁfL to exhaust administrative remé&‘?

- labelled "appeal" and in the Torm or an appeal,

5

W0 carefully described as other than plaintiff 's appeal. The intent to deceive and

misrepresent begins with the opening general refercncgwjp_phgmpgggiygment;of the regula-—

Cotird
tlons and "proceaures to be followed when a/reques . opWaS denled. At no point ig z3%40_
B 1A Gid bbtd,t%Zﬂléff
ngliied_in_this—geﬁf* that plalntlff dld appeal. Pehhaps 1t is the sincere official

_ devotlon to oeriectlné this mlsrepr@scnuatlon that led to the misdating of plalntlfi s A
e v . HuﬂwtaﬁéhbbJ £ . T B

was actually made June 20, The %eegl/f; refereed to

T~ as no more than g casual "letter", the consistent reference to tt, fres—§;aéﬁ%:f§
- ’ S awiﬂl/q@ze-m@)"w .

w1th thu mlsrepre%entatlons ] mlslntplpretatlons and om1381on5dlraady cited from both

oo - W s i

the apveal and 1ts reJectlon therc can be k&bide doubt of delendanto intent.

| Even the coqyéusion of this section hides the fact of plaintiff's studious and
) m~_é£féfﬁiivébﬁﬁiﬁéﬂéé”ﬁi%hmfﬁéhf&éﬁintlons, saylng not that there had been an appe l

“and/ it haa been denied but that "here has been no denldl of pldlntlfi's quuests

| contained in his letter of June 20, 1970", w‘nr'ﬁi"'c in litselfYis false.

eqwirenent imposed npon defindants. that the appeal be Fforwarded promptly to

| ‘the'Assistant Administrator for Administration and his dbligation to rulc in writing is

qubféd'af’fﬁié“pdjﬁ',W?ithfa"Wﬁ&ng sense imparted to it, ThXt this 3s somehow Plaintiff's

“doin and fault and “there fore,<hgcause plaintift was denisd Y rights, he failed to

"““exhaust“hism"avaiiable“*remedies;”Truiy," weiIian:“Sﬁ“thé?é_Wili”Bé“ﬂb'dBﬁb%j”ﬁIéihfiff“"

T —again quotes the~1anguag9mof"the'house“ﬂeport;“as” e “asTany of the velevant ditations:

mﬂo..thewpersonfmakingnthenrequest is~eﬁtitie&”to~prompt Tebiw by the head of ‘the agenc
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L

If defiendants believed this to be the case, their first response to plaintiff's
A -
;
) complaint rather thdn the 1nv1tution to the unneces sary hearj@get their "Answep:bwas/
would have be en &, motion to dismiss on the ground the issue was moot ﬂH.il#AbwftdhfuL0i

x{now:Lnb that pldlntlff did ap)eal deiendents later (p.6), 1nvoke another provision
Whe @t

_ of th(se unexplained regulations on page four, That\is the requirement 1mposed by th\ir
S N _ < N

regulations upon defendants,

‘ "If uh@ denial is sustained the matter WIll be submitted promptly xx by the
et Director of Information to the Assistant Aaministrator for Administration, whose ‘
ruling thereon will be furnished in writing to the person requesting the records.”

"~ As quoted on page six, two things are omitted. first is-the requirement of
'Wprdeessing“the’appeal*within~the agency, that-isy that-$he-Director of Information. of
e ; L . P . .
”“WWGSA“WIll"send“It-to~the<&s31stant Administrator-af for Administration; and. second,
-"mthat“this-wéé&»be~donem"promptly", Consistent with these omissions snd ke fefendants'
—-Wbmn_fallure ‘bo-comply with their own regulations, is the deliberate misrepresentation of

_mw_m_i_lmmwhai_this“means.wltuis‘madevtowappear as plaintiff's fault, It is actually alleged,

i )—albeit with less _heavy,—_handedll.es,s,,. that because defendants violated their own regulations

—to.deny plaintiffhis rights under them, rgEMwifs "Plaintiff Has Failed to/Exhaust

) the Available (sic) Administrative Remc@ies.”"

,h_EQllowiugwt@e“editedunotatiou‘from the regulations, where the responsibilities

A4l
__imposed up detendants and the requirement tnau thLJ act promptly" are eliminated

_ this s section concludes w1th the strinvinf together ot Several ialsehoodsg Having

deceived thls Court witn the false pretense that plalntiff did not apoeal defendants

here perpetrate further deception in dlleging "there has been no denial", To this

they add that because the Assistant Administrator foi Administration Just dldn t do what

) the regulations require of nlm, "plaintiff fails, first to state a c&aim under 5 U.o.C

SV > SSUUTUNS SR— o= —

552 and, second, to establish he has exheusted aveilable admlnistrative remedies;;>M“.mww

ths is pure Orwell. But 1t need not rest on dclendents attempt to deceive alone,'u

If derendants had supolied a Single one of tho pictures plalntiff requested in all those

| 27;931_
J

I letters, Tepeated in e , is there any doubt that defendants would -
Rt e o 5 changro ’“7 ,/'

§ have given this Bourt c copies of the overing letters or a transcript Olfplalﬂulf

st s Pl il iihperor Loi aeneds,
| de P 1% £7 Eﬁiﬁﬁad ﬁZ%&yb( e wig 4/€7£Z/&¥9
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Yet all this deception is not enough for defendants. They also misrepresent

the law. The law 1mposes the burden of proof upon defendsnts ; not plaintiffe—It— -
T Tis not, under th/law, “incumbent upon plaintiff "to establlsh he-has- e)ehﬂus’sed -available
Wlﬂ"
“'ad.mifilst”x'atlve remedies," It is incumbent upon defendants thd.'t -they- de-—&s,

& ) ~#nd they -do not; because it is not sos e

Y .
) B, e
_ ) - . S

) - . . . N B




- ;{gW%
plaintiff's requests for copies of the existing pictures that weme—denied,”
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"B" is titled, "Defendants' reIusa.l to Permit Examination afid Photogrwflhlng of

tﬂe AI@lcles is a Dlscretlonar\{txct Created by btatute and Agreement With the Dohors."

.Begvl‘nd 1;15- wlth“thls-misreeresentatlon almost aﬂ. is 1rrelevant 8414 contrlved to apoeaf
v legl ulmateo All the 01tat10ns of wh at superficially seems relevant and authoritativeﬂ :
is not. The title is the misrepresentation that is %eigned to mislead the Ogurs.
~The misuse of "Exeminetion" has already been exposed. Plaintiff neither asked mor

~wantfto toy with such ‘grim evidence, "Phofographing” here is misused as/>ar11er,

"Whgﬁ&e'iﬁ was more explicitly buj not less false and repeatedly alleged that plaintiff =~

perde
- vants to do the photographing, The Tacts are clear and set forth above. PIaintiff has

in~the sense here used by derendants not asked what they §ay. He has asked, as misued,

—pseudo=scholarly-citations » 1s specified by both regulation and the contracty —

——Purthef gearing on defendants' intent to mislead-the Gourt -is 'the“piggge“‘ﬂrat‘ T

—done for another, the Columbia Booadcasting System, so that even if -these were. Bis ciSaR

valid citations of plaintiff's requests and of. regulations,cantract, ete, they -are -
_ireclevant because defendants have already established practise contrary to the .
n

representation here made,

Moreover, this cannot address and doss not mention the gquestion of defEmdamioy

R

Hefe aualn there 1s the sugg estlon tha‘, thc faml 1s the cag_s‘e__ef; the_sqppresslpn_

called’:m;;denlal.( a.nd thls sectlon 1s h( avy on that Bu* the 1ea]:1ty 1~that the_”_“__‘ )
| faruly 1tself xmpﬁjca stlpulated "access" to those desuﬂ:lbed in a malmerwsc_)wclos_el_y -
flttlng plalntlff 's qualification that the poult is shunned by defenda_ntsa Tne ____1
exe;npt:o;l is "te _p;-ever:t >unrd1gnlfv1~edmor sensatlonal use." As has been seen, deiendants
-r_a:Ls"ew helther ’chls pogmt nor that of plalntlff 's meetlng the defln:Lt:Lon., They feel

safer hlntlng at L,he fzm deceptlon. i&.nowulg that the burden of proof ms upon then

and not maklng cla:m that dbl Ilaant is not quallfled for access or that he will make

here; for no more than the- taking of "photog‘fgﬁhs to suit his needs. This, despite all the

—What-plaintiff really asked, not-what is here -misrepresented-as -his requests;—was———



- pleintiff would use these p

’“éépéblé”bf’éuCH“bisﬁéé"éﬁ6ﬁ1d”éiéﬁihé%é“éﬁ&ﬁdéﬁib

'werEaﬁt.\ﬁééiéfmSuch reference to the alleged pTOViSiOHS Of the

\>those who would not accept plalntlff'
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undignified use of the evidence he seeks, there is a lac& of genulneness is

selectlve quotatlon that amounte to mlsrepresonuatlou of the cantra¢¢ The

1nference of 1ntend1n pre udlClal misuse does not appear to be without
g preg P

e contract by

s relterated challenges to ohOW elther that

pictures in such a fashion or even that those he asked were

on tnls score,

 And entirely opposite the description of "proscriptions” of the contract (p.7),

“aside from the "access" s

““%ﬁg"purposes"iS”tb“beViae"'fbfm"m“” o

| S
/
- o
- .
[
|
? )
i )
| ]
| S
1

access" stipulated in'I (1)(b), section VI specifies that one of

Use" of the described matorial, official evidence,

R S A— e S S = -
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If consistenty is a virtue, defendants can lay claim to being virtuous. In the
jm last sectlon they persist 1n5&l(ctmve mlsquotatlon, albeit not too dmaginatively,
"he Kemnedy Clothing is not a 'record! within the meaning of 5 U.5.C. 5527, they
entitle this part. They oevln with an even more bobtailed version of 44 U.S .S. 3301,
iiggégzﬁlnj:u;zxxisﬁﬁaa thus.‘

'...spec¢flcally indicates 'Library and museum material « « o acquired and preserved
~solely for reference . . ; ~are not included" in the definition of 'records’,

_ fhotographs are not of _this character, Nor, for that matter, are the objects of .

official evidence of which plaintiff seeks

are determined to foist off such an interpretation. Wi Fr—Fall e

—
fhe citation of a few of thﬁxc%r?f?llyt@%1¢ﬁ€¢npxeyi§iqnswikl Himn this design,
now ver, in even tha;ﬁ&nn4ugx&aﬁ&ged ver31on, the 1anﬂuage 7/ the sgatute

prebludeb honnst use of such 1ncompat1blc words ad_"sp801flclally 1nd10ates Eefe‘ pants

i . s —
L afercel
version requ1res for 1tsqpl;icability thuL thls e#&éeﬁee (uhlch 15 not what PldLﬂtlif

seefs, Dhotogﬁgéhs belng thdt) must have been "acqulred and greserved solely for

refercnoe , Which the contract negates, It simply isn't urue, ﬂ/{;él
B . ecetie]
. . ] I ~ B -

ThTﬁ ilrot llstlng of what 1s’encompasoed by "records” doesn't 1§alcate but says
‘ﬁﬁﬂééégraphs";‘”his is followed by 1anguage tha*léaééﬁfégééé-th@vorlwlnalb of the
‘“éﬁi&éncé,h feéafaiééé Sf’ﬁhyéi;éiuéé;ﬁ éfmghéfgéteristiés;"r‘v> | B |
TWhat was Mé_iinﬂl-i-ﬁé‘fedw ;f%éf""?'}é%e'géﬁéé"i"g'"é;éﬁ";;fé" categorically refuted 'by " %ii; o

cdntract, and since only two words are 1nvoleed the ddmlnatlng con31derdt10n was not

" likely space. Those two words are o exhlbltlon"° %ultb clﬁarlw, the garments were
y v

" not | "received) by an agency of the United States “overnment¥ .,.oolbly for refercnce or

exhibition purposes, both being specifically bamned in the contract, None of the rest

ofint s/ section, alreéady cited, Is congenial to detendants' dis tortions and misrepresenta—
certfer -
tlomsy While plaintiff does not seek” the clothing, wanting only pictures of—$het evidence

%~~~~--~—the~ianguage of" thlsmstamuziilagiS'not “Inany sense define the clothing itself as not

ecordsk/ g;rtlcularly

5 1t iz official evidence "madeor

—————-Peeeived-by-an ageﬂcy~ofwthe~Uhited~StateS“hovernmentminméonnectioﬂ withthe transaction

_“Qfmpublic.business,andwpreservedw@rnapprepriate~fer~@feservation by -thatagency oritg— —

SVLl o1 e 0T 6q1ui rtTors rpuE R vIaLs; trons—ot s F50 ot AN e
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//""\ legitimate successor as evidence of tY

TREPEST. S——

Q/organ¢z<itlon functions, policies, procedures

operatlons, or Otﬂdr actlntles oi *h\ UOVCI’H&@’YL or because of tha; informational

“value of data in them."

A1l of this preceeds the out—of‘—context ihsnxfuage bs«glrmlng "llbrafy aﬂd museumn

_. ateniat. o il wr (il Mfpidants,

.2" o -
CThi pasoafre is quoted in the Att uorney General's Inemorandu.é«? i

P 'zﬁiicé)"c'zixﬁx‘znﬁzﬁg’:‘iﬁ&é@éﬁ&M@Mkﬁiaﬁhﬁﬁksmmﬂmy@xﬁxzmz&zxzkwdmg

T "Et-is-evident from-the legislative history of Public—Law-89=~487- upon-—- tne-~concept =
| mmmed that availability shall include the right to a copy, eEha‘c the term 'records!

——in-subseetion (e) does not-inelude-objeets or-articles-such as -strueturesy;—furniture,
j paintings, scul*ure, three-dimensional models, vehicles, equipment, mxmygxzxd
b ~-whatever their. ‘historic value- or value as- -evidence, - L

SN . S ———

Obv1oubly, the photographs are not "objects" within this deflnltlon. Nor, for thdt

mat?ber, is the clolh}hing., R e S e e e A A e

| Now, what this provision can fairly be interpreted as covering is such things as
- the White House, the Ivo Jima statue, Géorge Washington's desk, General Pershing's

autémoblle, or the first spdce capsule. Hosﬁ of these does pI;intlff seek, however, )

———-This -appears te be the basis for -the -allegation of -lack-of-jurisdiction-in-the-

"Answpr.f.',,.,.i‘dr -defendants here aggue, for all the world as though pla,lntlfi‘ did.- ask

_._____.M.W_._for the White House, or General Pershing's car, or the FragxafxE Two Jima statué, that

s Jii_-_._,_@i’c_;t_k_f photographs plaintiff seeks but the clothing is a structure, furniture, _painting,

~N
. sculpture, thregféimen$;op§lwmqégf;vaghiglﬁﬁinguipmantﬁmg@nghgﬁ_;twismfghy;qmii

the, photographs are "not such'records' which this court has Jurisdiction to compel the

defendants to produce or not withhold."
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-Having the word of defendants and their eminent counsel, the Department of Justice,
N\

J that photographs are bulidozers, whlon is at leaet as blnalnv legal1y as tﬂat cabbages

are king§ plaintift respectfully ugxeots this euhs9étlon mlght more aptly have been

titled "The Lincoln Memorial is not a 'record! within 5 U.5.C. 552

However, it seems nonetheless apgroprla to call 2= the atbentlon of the éourt ;5

' the descrlptloa of the doﬂatlon fr01 the LOuhraCt Lomplalnt Exhrblts A and F and now

defendants' Exhlblt 3 as part of Dr. Rhoads ai)’daVlt ‘%, 12) The descrlpuloﬂu tne Gourt

w1l1 note, is not of a Jacket a 5h1rt and a tle bu

"Llothlng and persondl eifects oi the 1ato lrL31dent 1dent1f1ed by the fOllOWlng
__exhibit numbers relating to the President's Commission on the Assassination of Presi-
dent Kennedy:

_Commission Eghibits Nos. 393,%94.395. S
FBI Exhibit Nos. €26,C27,C28, €30, C33, C34, €35, C364" —

This is no move the description of mementos than of bulldomers, —~—

' The Depgrtment of Justice has anothér way of inform ing this Court more ~—~ T

~ honestly whether the abovestabulated exiivbits are, Within the meaning of the Tlaw, —
; J q :
)w“nﬂrecords" ~The Attorney General . 1seued(§xecut1ve Order of October 31, 1966

(Complalnt Exhibit E). The third parsgraph describes what is to become part of

. "the _entire body of evidence":

S S
"The items acquired kexskm®m¥® hercunder are more partlcularly descrlbed in
““the‘appendlx annexed-to-and made a-part-oif this-notice - e

n ﬂVwWWY“(’)(/
---~~On—p&ge 43971 of- that -issue of the Heer Federal Reglsteﬁiiaoears-nnmm

.....m,.,.,__j_.,-._u;ng.z__o..‘emﬂbi_t__mg_, ,.c.ge;;..m €28,-C30,-C33-36" foliowed by the description

Llothlng and-.personal effects of President Kennedy,"

S ‘.n_--..._@.ﬁ__Thj_s“,._..as_,.plieﬂou:ily,, noted, superceded the family contract by twp days.

... If the photographs of this evidence that plaintiff seeks _could ever have been

. ) _covered by the deszéri,nt,i_gngqf,_..s:_ﬁ_rzq@zse.g__,__f}%l.z._.nitl.%.lf%a,.._?;?hicleSa.,i%,‘ﬂ.ipmen‘c and the

like, as assuredly it never could, the Attorney General himself took any possibility

_avay by executive _order on October 71, 1966 On tha* daue the items of the coutraCu

bew e Rl dahebior i e, Moo S
_Wwexre/’ t oi the "entlre body oi ev1¢ence", the records of the Preeldent's Commlsblon.

btored at the &atlondl Archlves, they are there rewulred +o be avallable to those who

qualify, of whom plaintiff is one,
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——

What plaintiff believes the foregoing itemization =& of all of

~ def éndéntsi' citations and comparing them 'w_rith what they pretend to quote with Fidelity &
B és “there any other manrer in which 'c"i'tatton is permitted to a federal court?#/and
- what they allege to interpret faithfully ("is any other kind acceptable or proper to a
federal "C'our't?%}& “with a few additions of what was smoothly omitted from the considerztio
~of this Court {andcan it-be believed that the Department of Justice does —not-know-the —
‘""“law':;-'i't“-administers‘?j} -ddek - show ~-t~ha1§mhere- is no-single-fair; ~~hffas-t~--er-eof&ple-te—-w-v-‘4----»-
:--reoi-tation ~of/-»—anyv -single- provision of -any law or -re-g,ula»tionn cited-to-this courty

- -+ -there-is not.-a single fair or honest interpretation. of any of _the laws or regulations

~cited to this Courty . .., .. 4 o
A ’ whet
| /?ﬁere was. considerable omission from mnmueratlon of this Court e t’dﬂx

*_relevant law and regulations.,

_Plaintiff, a writer, not a lawyer, believes that when it is the function &f the

} __Dg_]ggr_tment of &%%%%&%to assure all Kﬁ%&%ﬁ%ﬁ f all l,hClI‘ rlghts.,_ one gf__t_k_le _Inclst -

. mbas:Lc of ‘which }ws”t_l_lat to publlc :Lnformatloﬂ, w1thout th:Lcn the rlgh S beotoweq 1ntne_
1xfst Amend_ment "o‘f ‘severely restricted, such transparent tamperlng \,Jlth thb 1aw and
SO« obvious an attempt to nulllfj 1t (bJ Nno means an 1soldted case under 5 H 5eCa 552)

represents a consclous effort to defraud plaintiff and deceive this Court.

With no 3111gle excsuptlh;n, all dbfenadnts 01tatlon§,mln thélr ‘;nslters"c;_ complet;mwwm

forh, esteblish that, ss l;i;lnt;}f allegef, the;';";;l; w question as to_any
";nzagteridl‘ f:—aﬁc_:t» snd_he;s cntltled to Juuéement in hJ.s rax;t)r as -avmaut;r of 1aw.>ww o




