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finally had to go $o Justioe to get tham, when you were with me.
eyt all ovigizals in a chvenclegienl file. I smmet find i%. 1
sisluld er stelen. Af0er I got 4his all Sogether fur you I'11 ey %o thisk

: vary Qleay yeosllestion of it frem tjs tine it grow Voo
was $a o Gouk beow eme with the Aees «lip Weilt-dn,

foooaglete file of IS 45 ladelled eapies, Viat follews and
aad will have with me come frem 1%,

ropnrd %0 uy voquaet for tie Agnk Nowvemlar 1966 pyees relense X beliew the eapy
% of July 10,1967 &s fuivdy Snterpretencd sa mesning in thet ons ense

twwpios the law. The vossen 4 that sy iaitial request, refexsed 4o in that letter,

to the offestive date of the law,

roquonte of sariiew dote, these cepiss leave 20 doubt that

I was welng 4o law o $hen was the Jewctine.

My sorrespndence with Justies on 1t, fyem this file of ceples, begn vith ny reeefpt
of Asting Avoddvied Horbert ingel's Septemdar 11,1968 rejestion. His last peragraph in fast
inveles the law and the Sevlevant fuwetigaterp-file emmptien.

On Sepbemder 14 I wrete Atteunsy “snmel €iaak, I eite the Angel letter and is
referving ne 46 Justion. Under date of Novewher 7 Frod Vinsen S vesponded. % wasn met
& Tosppaae. It ves stonewalling. I sedd Whis in sy Nevenber 2 letter, In it I emmalude
with the allegation of “wiolatien of law snd yveguiation.” I fellow this with the reguest
"“that you putitne to me Sheee sbeps I must tale to samyy 4t forwd $n the presexided
samer. That is ay intentien.”

Vinsen's stanp-dated oviginal cavbon does net respense be this. Pated 12/10/68.

I agpeaied %0 M again wnder date of Dessnber 17. I theve cunelude,” "If you deny
this request snd if eny speesisl Zowns or Jagers aze yequired wader the applicedle law,l
ask you te send than %5 wo with instyustions for carxying this further. 4
W%Mhmm&m iy = I
ossld net got the or e regulations,

As wounl, thay igmoved it and I ande ansthey, wguccessful offert with the Arehives.
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fingseprint (t0p page 2) "I¢ seeus to be Lmvme o Jweper withhelding. I ask yeu for a
othey reguenie.

On Naveh 5, having given the sew adninistratien time o Whe over, I remmwd this
1n & tweegags lotter %o Mitahell. Wiils 1% ney Vo argeed otheruise, I belisve e langmee
of uy pooi¥inete parugregh &5 in the osmtent of the Aet, "Ny puyess iz vviting is %
stk of By goverment wint it has Supeeperly denied we.*

Wdle tie csrvegpendenss with Oviminal iz sissing from ¥his fils, uy Jume 2,1969
letter sitatnates sy doubt I was iwveidag the Aet. I repuat the Matory of the requeste

*ia whish I sasled for asuess
Hom te nferes...” I fullew with ny iatent £s thave s 2ot velmbexy empiiance vith what
I eallad “roquests,” in these worda, "if neccsniay I want t0 ixwies the lawe that eatitle
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I would hope y:-u wpuld, too.”

After referring to my "specific requests for specific information” I asked that
wif I am refused this information, I r.spectfully request citation of the authority
unde# which you refuse it." I{ thie is not specific enough what follows ias

"I also ask that you provide me wiw formg and instructions I will need to
sawyaika seck to obtain this informstion *the'Freedon of Information' law. It is
my intention to invoke the provisiens of this law, if necessary.” I belleve this can
refer to nothinmy but the svit I ultizately filed.

I then again protested their rever having glven me their regulations and forme in
these words,"Hay I ¢sll to vour attentiocn thet I have, in the past, saked the Govern=
ment for the means of utilizing this law without having been so equdpped? I do not
think thic wae the intent of Congrees in enacting the law."

In the pesultimate parapreph, apparently heving forgotten I had alrecdy done it,
1 included the King materual in this way:"Among thesc unansvered requests roferred to
above is ths evidsnce presented in court in England. I would like to broaden that to
include that used in Hemphis, directly and indirectly, ir. the case of James Earl Ray."

‘I have a_.other copy of uy 4/23 to deleher clipped to thia because i believe the
language in it clearly refers to the Act, "1 asked fmx of you certain uaterial to which
i believe i am entitled." I can think of nothing other than the act that entitled we to 1t.)

My 6/2 opons by saying oy earlier requests to iu# had been referwed to Criminal,
whick is why I wrote Delohsie

I thibk the foregoing, if incomplete, makes cleaer that 1 wes wsiug tue act, which
I then called the law, snd specifieally with the King records. It slso makes it clear
that through this period I had not received any copies of the IW's special regulationa
and forms &nd that . made repeated requests for them. Under these cirousstances i do not
believe that my not using the forms they refused %o gupply a ter repeated sequests can
be used to argue that I was not making the roquents undar the Act. T aloo beliegwe that
my bope to avedd litigation is clear, tooc.

Hy firet 1570 record io this file is of Rolapp's cali in which he told wc they
ignore the AG's mewo on the Acte

Ngte in this comnvction the first paragraph of the poor carben of my letter to
iieindinest. ..s best i oan mske the dabe out it is 4 5/10/70:“...y0ur vogulations do not
require the filing of a D116 formess"”

when Rolapp wrote me 9/2> and said "it is necessary" when i respondea on g/26 1 said
e could "require it" I aswed “does the Lepariment make this requirement universell” I
find no response to any ol these questions, no dephhl. Then I explain one of my objectioms,
"Using this form mskes me feel it will be ncoessery to go to cowrt. That, 1 assure you,

T would like to avoide tenee my initdal suggestion that we dispense with the unnec~
easary forumalities, "

However, where they required that i use the forms I did. Thus when KE Gerald ‘ines
reguired it 2/22/T efter I wiole a vequest of 2/17, I did that but again raised the
questior of it belng mandatory. 1 agsin explained that "I find the whole concept that a
citigen must use legal force to obtain public information from his government incone
sostent with the theory or our society and governaent. "

Un January 4 I asked for coples of the lists of the records they hed released,
expliaining thet those from the Archives were mesningless. In this ease ileindienst old
not require a W-118 form. He merely ruled that such lists are not cobered by FUias "The
question presented in your letter is no. ono of obtaining information undsr the f'recaon
of Lnforuation Act.” It is my recoilection that the original Act was specific on tuis,
n§ way. He actusll sald this maant they would be cuiduciing my research for me if they
provided the lists!
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ey sy be of we e the J0W.
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sut 1 den's B 0 fetter 3u which T hed 20 cmiginals, Whiek lesis w0 %0 elieve
et Sett alne d54 not Dave £t for the baeukdom e

Hastily,



