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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

MARK A. ALLEN, H
Plaintiff,
v. Civil Action No. 81-2543

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, ET AL.,

Defendants

PLAINTIFF'S OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANT CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE
AGENCY'S MOTION FOR 'PARTIAL SUMMARY JUDGMENT AS TO FEE
WAIVER DENIAL AND REPLY TO CIA'S OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFF'S
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT AS TO WAIVER OF COPYING COSTS

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

The facts pertinent to the CIA's cross motion for summary
judgment on the fee waiver issue were set forth in the Statement
of the Case section found at pages 1-7 of the Memorandum of Points
and Authorities in Support of Plaintiff's Motion for Partial Sum-
mafy Judgment As To Waiver of Copying Costs previously filed with
the Court. To avoid needless repetition, that section is incorpo-
rated herein by reference, as are the Declaration of Mark A. Allen
("Allen Declaration”) and the attachments which were submitted

with plaintiff's motion.

ARGUMENT

I. THE CIA IS NOT ENTITLED TO SUMMARY JUDGMENT ON THE FEE
WAIVER ISSUE AS A MATTER OF LAW




In moving for summary judgment on the fee waiver issue, the

CIA argues that it properly determined, in light of the informa-
tion available to it, that the release of the documents sought by

plaintiff Mark A. Allen ("Allen") would not primarily benefit the
| general public. Memorandum of Points and Atthorities in Support
of Defendant Central Intelligence Agency's Motion for Partial Sum-
mary Judgment and in Opposition to Plaintiff's Motion for Summary

Judgment As to Waiver of Copying Costs (hereafter "Defendant's
Memorandum") at 12. The CIA advances two reasons why its decision
fo deny the fee waiver was correct. Each of these contentions is

addressed in detail below.

A. Ability and Intent to Disseminate

* The CIA asserts that Allen provided it "with no information
concerning his fee waiver requést, other than his bare assertion
of his conducting 'scholarly research concerning the work of the
[HSCA],' which would allow the CIA to conclude that he would dis-
seminate the.information to the public." Specifically, the CIA
claims that:

Mr. Allen gave no details whatsoever concern-
ing his intent to disseminate or his ability
to disseminate any released material to the
public. Therefore, the CIA had no reason to
believe that any requested material would even
-be disseminated to the public in general or to
any group in particular.

Defendant's Memorandum at 13.



It muet be noted, however, that the administrative record
is devoid of any evidence that the CIA considered this factor in
reaching its fee waiver determination. In initially denying
Allen's request for a waiver, the CIA gave three reasons. Two
involved its supposition that the volume of information on the
Kennedy assassination already in the public domain means that no
significant benefit will inure to the public from any further re-
leases. The third was the irrelevant alleged "fact" that "the
House of Representatives has indicated to this Agency .its judgment
that such material need not be publicly released without its prior
written concurrence." Allen Declaration, Exhibit 8. Not only did
the CIA's initial denial fail to cife ability and intent to dis-
seminate as factors bearing on its decision to deny a fee waiver,
but it did so even thouéh Allen had specifically invited the CIA
to contact him if it needed any additional information of the fee
waiver issue. BSee Allen Declaration, Exhibit 5.

In appealing the CIA's initial fee waiver denial, Allen
addressed each of the reasons given by the CIA for denying his re-—
quest. Inasmuch as the CIA had not mentioned ability and intent
to disseminate information as grounds for the denial, he did not
provide direct information bearing on these matters. He did so
indirectly, however, by submitting with his appeal a copy of a
major stofy in the May 26, 1981 issue of the Washington Post which
identified him as a Kennedy assassination researcher and quoted

him. See Allen Declaration, Exhibit 9.



In denyingAAllen’s fee waiver appeal, the CIA repeated the
same three reasons it had advanced initially. It gave no indica-
tion that ability and intent to diéseminated were factors which
had.affected its negative decision in any degree whatsoever. See
Allen Declaration, Exhibit 11.

In short, there is no support in the record for the CIA's
claim that it considered these factors against Allen. The CIA
simply relies on the post hoc argument of counsel on this point.
This is, however, an inadmissible basis for sustaining agency .
action: "[Wle cannot 'accept appellate counsel's post hoc
rationalization for agency action'; for an agency's order must be
upheld , if at all, on the same basis articulated in the orde: by

the agency istelf.'" Federal Power Comm'n v. Texaco, 417 U.S. 380,

3 97 (1974) (quoting Burlington Truck Lines v. United States, 371

U.S. 156, 168-169 (1962)).

Fellner v. Department of Justice, No. 75-C-430 (W.D. Wis.

April 28, 1976), involved a Department of Justice fee waiver
denial that claimed to have considered the relevant criteria but
that " [did] nof make clear which of these varying standards [had]
actually been épplied <« . ." Id., slip op. at 8. (A copy of
this opinion is appended to plaintiff's motion for partial summary
judgment as Attachment 2.) Because of this defect, the district
court considered the fee waiver denial inadequate. In the in-
stant case, this flaw is even more glaring, since there is nothing

at all in the administrative record to suggest that the CIA con-



sidered the dissemination criteria it now advances as grounds for
properly having rejected Allen's fee waiver request.

If the CIA actually did rely on these criteria, it did so
without informing Allen, thereby failing to comply with the pro-
cedural requirements of Section 552 (a) (6) (A) of the Freedom of
Information Act, which specifically requires agencies denying
'FOIA requests to explain their reasons.l/ Moreover, it also

thereby violated the rudiments of fair informal administrative

procedure. See, e.g., Goss v. Lopez, 419 U.S. 565 (1975) (in some

circumstances due process does not require trial procedure but

forbids resolving a question of adjudicative fact against a party
without first allowing him to respond informally to a summary of
adverse evidence), and the discussion of the "Goss Principle" in

Davis, Administrative Law Treatise (1982 Supplement), Chapter 13:

Fair Informal Procedure. If the CIA did in fact base its fee wai-
ver decision at least in part on the dissemination criteria, it
was required to advise Allen of this so he could informally respond
to it in his appeal of the initial fee waiver denial.

Contrary to the CIA's belated claim that it "had no reason
tb believe any requested material would even be disseminated to the

public in general or to any group in particular," Defendant's Memo-

1/ This provision applies to fee waiver requests, as well as to
requests for records. See Bonine, Public-Interest Fee Waivers
Under the.Freedom of Information Act, 1981 Duke Law Journal
213, 235-236 (1981). '




randum at 13, Allen's interest in disseminating information on

the assassination of President Kennedy to the public was well-
known to the Agency, as is evidenced by the fact that he earlier
had.sued it for disclosure of a key CIA document concerning the
activities of Lee Harvey Oswald in Mexico City prior to the assas-—

sination. During the course of that lawsuit, Allen v. Central

Intelligence Agency, Civil Action No. 78-1743, Allen's expert
2/

knowledge on this subject  and his dissemination of information

obtained from the CIA to other Warren Commission critics became

3/ .
known to the Agency. Thus, the CIA's argument concerning Allen's
ability and intent to disseminate is untenable factually as well

as legally.

B. Volume of Information Already Public

The CIA's second reason why its decision to deny the fee
waiver is correct is its claim fhat it considered "the vast amount
of information already available to the public on the subject of
the assassination of President Kennedy and the fact that the HSCA

had, 'with the publication of its voluminous report and findings,

2/ In Allen v. Central Intelligence Agency, 636 F.2d 1287, 1289
(D.C.Cir. 1980), the Court of Appeals stated: "Mark Allen
has for a number of years engaged in extensive research con-
cerning the murder of President Kennedy." The Court cited a
statement to this effect in Allen's appeal brief which was
never challenged by the CIA.

3/ For example, affidavits on file in that lawsuit show that he
made CIA Document 509-803 available to Warren Commission
critics Harold Weisberg and Paul Hoch. This representation is
made on the basis of the undersigned counsel's personal
knowledge of the file in Civil Action No. 78-1743.



FOIA requests. The court held, however, that "[alny such per-
ceived obiigation is irrelevant to the purposes of § 552(a) (4) (a) ."
Civil Action No. 76-700, slip op. at 2 (D.D.C. Jan. 10, 1977) (ap-
pended as Attachment 1A to plaintiff's ﬁotion for partial summéry
judgment). (For a discussion of cost in fee waiver determinations,

see Bonine, Public-Interest Fee Waivers Under the Freedom of Infor-

mation Act, 1981 Duke Law Journal 213, 250-255.)

There are numerous other defects with this alleged ground
for denying Allen's fee waiver request. There is nothing in the
administrative record to indicate how the CIA arrived at its opinién
that the HSCA had determined through publication of its report and
findings "what information concerning thé assassination . . . was
éignificant enough to warrant the expenditure of public funds. . . ."
Although the CIA attacks the affidavit of Professor Blakey contra-
dicting this claim, it has adduced no Rule 56 (e) evidence in sup-
port its speculation on this matter.é/ Even if the HSCA had made
such a determination, it would irrelevant because, among other
reasons, the focus of this lawsuit includes information bearing
not only upon the assassination itself and upon the pérformance of

government agencies in investigating it, but also upon the per-

. formance of the HSCA and the agencies asked to cooperate with it.

4/ The evidentiary objections which defedant has lodged in
opposition to plaintiff's motion for partial summary judgment
(see Part I(A) of Defendant's Memorandum), apply equally, if
not more so, to defendant's cross motion. The CIA has failed
to submit any Rule 56 (e) materials in support of its motion;
even an elementary affidavit identifying the administrative
record and attesting to the genuineness of the reasons alleged-
ly advanced in making the fee waiver determination is absent.



As Allen pointed out in his appeal letter, the HSCA's alleged
determination, had such in fact been made, would not have covered
the CIA's own internal memorandum on the HSCA's: investigation, and
this is an important segment of the records being sought by him.
See Allen Declaration, Exhibit 9.

Additionélly, the CIA's records show that the HSCA never
examined much of the material which is within the scope of this
litigation. For example, a CIA memorandum which the CIA produced
during this litigation describes a visit which HSCA's Chief Counsel
and Staff Director made to CIA Headquarters on April 27, 1979 to
examine Agency held material requested by the HSCA and to designate
that portion of it to be sequestered. With regard to Category
la, the CIA memo states:

Files reviewed by HSCA staff members fill nine
four-drawer safes. The files include the Lee
Harvey OSWALD 201, which fills two four-drawer

safes. OSWALD's 201 file was not completely re-
viewed by HSCA staff members.

(Emphasis added) With respect to Category lb, the CIA memo

states:

Classified material, from Agency holdings, re-
quested by the HSCA, which staff members had not
reviewed (for one reason or another). [Comment:
Files not reviewed by HSCA staff members fill al-
most four four-drawer safes.

(Emphasis added) (A copy of the CIA's memorandum is attached

hereto as Exhibit 1.)
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Thus, according to the CIA's own records, the HSCA failed

to review almost 16 file drawers of records requested by it plus

portions of Oswald's 201 file. Obviously, the alleged HSCA publi-
cation decision cannot have inélude materials not reviewed by it.
Equally obvious, records requested by the HSCA bﬁt not reviewed
by it could prove to be of major significance in evaluating its
performance.

This disclosure of the existence of a vast amount of materi-
als said to have been requested by the HSCA but not reviewed by
it is markedly'at variance with the CIA's reliance on suppositions
that everything of significant value to the public already has been
released or published by the HSCA. It clearly raises a question
as to the adequacy of the CIA's factfinding procedure. Therefore,
if this Court is unable to grant plaintiff's motion for paftial
summary judgment on the administrative record as it now stands,
it should conduct a de novo review of the CIA'é fee waiver denial.

Citizens to Preserve Overton Park v. Volpe, 401 U.S. 402 (1971) (de

novo review is authorized when the action is adjudicatory in na-

ture and the agency factfinding procedures are inadequate).

C. CIA Failed to Make Public Benefit Determination

In Eudey, supra, Judge Aubrey Robinson held that in deciding
a fee waiver, "the issue to be considered by the agency is whether
furnishing the information will primarily benefit the public at

large or whether any benefit will inure primarily to the specific
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individual requesting the documents." 478 F. Supp. at 1177.
The CIA failed to make this determination. Not only does this
defect defeat the CIA's motion for partial summary judgmenﬁ, it
renders its decision arbitrary and capricious and thus requires

judgment in Allen's favor on the fee waiver issue.

ITI. THIS COURT SHOULD NOT REMAND THE FEE WAIVER ISSUE TO THE
CIA

The CIA suggests that if this Court denies its motion, "the

proper course would be to remand the fee waiver issue to the CIA

. . . ." BAllen contends that such a remand is both unwise and
unnecessary. The reasons against fee waiver remands have been
well stated by Prof. Bonine:

When courts allow after-the-fact explanations
--whether they be post hoc rationalizations of
counsel, post hoc affidavits of decision makers
(often prepared by counsel), or post hoc state-
ments after a remand to the agency--they encourage
poor administration in the agency at the time of
its initial and appellate decisions. The cost of
further administrative and judicial proceedings is
likely to be many times greater than the cost of
simply waiving the fees. Moreover, remand
frustrates the need of many requestors to obtain
documents quickly. A judicial policy of automatic
waiver whenever an agency's decision contains in-
adequate reasons would ultimately improve the
quality of all fee-waiver decisions, whether liti-
gated or not. 1In essence, such a policy would put
the burden of the agency to provide adequate rea-
-sons for its decision and would allow the agency
to carry its burden only at the time it acts.

Bonine, Public Interest Fee Waivers Under the Freedom of Information

Act, 1981 Duke Law Journal 213, 237-238.
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Plaintiff has patiently waited more than three years to
begin recéiving the documents he has regquested. Because of the
volume of documents covered by the scope of his request, it will
undoubtedly be several more years before compliance with his re-
quest is achieved. Allen and the American public on whose behalf
he acts should not be required to wait any longer for the release
of these important records to commence. In light of the gross
defects in the CIA's treatment of his fee waiver request, it would
be most salutory for this Court to decide the now, without allowing
the CIA to reconsider a decision‘that was obviously wrongly made

to begin with.

CONCLUSION

For the reasons set forth above, this Court should deny
the CIA's motion for partial summary judgment on the fee waiver
issue and grant plaintiff's motion instead. Alternatively, it

should hold an evidentiary hearing at which the fee waiver issue

would be considered de novo.

Respectfully submitted,

Vs . Trar

JMMES H. LESAR

00 Wilson Blvd., Sulte 900
rlington, Va. 22209
Phone: 276-0404

Attorney for Plaintiff
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I have this 13th day of February,
1984, mailed a copy of the foregoing Plaintiff's Opposition to
Defendant Central Intelligence Agency's Motion for Partial Summary
Judgment As To Fee Waiver Denial and Reply to CIA's Opposition to
Plaintiff's Motion for Summary Judgment As To Waiver of Copying
Costs to Mr. Stephen E. Hart, Civil Division, Room 3744, U.S.
Department of Jﬁstice, Washington, b.C. 20530, and Steve Ross,

General Counsel to the Clerk, U.S. House of Representatives,

/ H. LEFSAR UV

Washington, D.C. 20515.
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: o -Civil Action’ No. '81-2543 -

. MEXMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD - - I el

$UBJECT: G.‘Rchert Blakey s viszt tc-CIA Headquarters on e

27 Aprll 1979 _ _ s -

1. on 27 Aprll 1979, Mr. G. Robert Blakev, Chief Ccunsel

- and Staff Director of the House Select Cormmittee on Assassina .:

tions (ESCA),.  visited CIA Headquarters. The purpose o¥f - -
his visit was two-fold: {a) to examine Agency held material
requested by the HESCA in conjunction with its investigation
inta the assassination of President John F. Kennedy; and

(b) to designate that portlon of Agency held naterzal to

be. sequestered. | N o s - n',:

2. Mr. Slakey examined only that materfal heza ' -
l« He apparently did not go elsewhere within the |
Agéency, ) -

b to examine their holdings. -

-. He- stayed for about an hour; however, he spent only twenty or"

thirty minutes discussing and examlnzng the contents of some _
fifteen safes of Agency material held in . _A_recapitulaf;

_ tlon of hls remarks follows.

' general categorles of material. - R N R
Ly _‘ ce metet— ;'g‘..__-.u-u-r}. At cE] WJ“:t. ,-'w Q(\_O e o .—p.‘ .o Q -\‘)..‘-O_. s .- -_‘:';:'..‘.L“
__"!‘: el LR IR ryete gy s . CISmsaee e b .":E';‘_" -
.wﬂe'n.x:-catecorz la:. Class;fled materzal, frem.Agency : s

. . . . - - - Y - . . R
o —~ce .\ c. “&"‘.. e ol

3. Cateqcrles of materzal to be secueseere&° My, -
Blakey descriked. the Agency-HSCA record as ccmprLSLng three N

“holdirngs, -requested by the HSCA, which EsSCA staff
.members reviewed in Agency Feadgquarters. [Pcmment-
.?'Piles reviewed by HSCA staff members £ill nine four-
. ' drawexr safes. The files include the Lee Harvey
L OSWALD 201, which £ills two four-drawer safes. .
. OSWALD's 201 f£ile was not comnletely IEVIEhEd by ] _
C ',',HSCA staf members ] _ L A A
L Catecory lb~ c1a551f1ed materval _rrcm Agency B
. holdings, zequested by the HSCA, which staff ﬂembers
.~ . had not reviewed (for cne reason or another). - R
-gHQIComnent- Files not reviewed by HSCA staff members fil}
i almost four four-drawer safes. An Inventoxry in the form'
- . of an index card file of files not reviewed as well ‘
...as of files raviewed by the HSCA is available.]

RN RIPCERE 2

-

*
‘-
-
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Category 2: Material generated by the HSCA from
.Agency classified holdings made available to the HSCA
" 4in respcnse to the latter's request. NB: Mr.. Blakey
.. stated that he considered this material to be the .
property of the BSCA and, therefore, not releasable. .
. to the public or other unauthorized personnel ‘undex
- 7 the provisions of the Freedom of Information Ack. - °
" .[Corm=n%: This material fills almost two four-drawer
- - safes. An inventory has been completed of the material -
e tnrnea over to the Agency by the BSCA.I - , .

T Categorz,3° C1ass;f1ed-correspondence excharged _
* between this Agency and the HSCA. [Comment: Classified
correspondence includes all classified letters exchanced
with the ESCA, errata sheets (pointing out inaccurate-
quotations, document citations, etec., in ESCA draft-
repoxrts ~—— classified and unclasslfled), copies of
letters, support;ng documents (oxr coples of documents
- . . . passed to the ESCA for use in executi-e sSessions or
obtaining depositions from Agency employees, either':
retired or presently emplcved,.a‘d logs held in OLC
) Regzstry, as well as in other Agency components,
T l. " Mr. Blakey was-quite concerned that
. " -copies of errata sheets (prepared primarily by DO)
- . should not become part of the publxc record.]

4. Catecorles of material to be destrcved- Of that -
matsrial turned over by the HSCA to the CIA, Mr. Blakey stated
that &Sz fcllowing . types of material could be destroyed:
Typewriter ribbons, stenographic notes, and cassettes
(recordings of interviews, depositions, ett.).. He asked that
misceliianeocus drafts and notes (Unclassified) based upon
Agency: material shourld be held wzth other Category y
mahetzal. "t LS OSEL L L LSl

a8 e

S0
- , .o PR - ‘.. .
; -£- l\..x ’_,- ~ = '. ." ‘: '-‘""“"L v 2 '-‘:.-la '.-" -2 - T ey pre
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pd

”i*"S. ‘Memorandum of Agreement*i Mr. Blakay svggested that the
Agency prepare a memorandum (or letter) of agrenment vhich

would set forth,. in general terms, the Agency's proposal

as to the handling of the material to be sequestered. His
signatures cn the memorandum (or letter) would denote his

—te

agreoment - : ST e T U Lol AL Ll
: R R -“nftzbﬁﬁgkywﬁ: ffuf¢<-’ f‘:.vué ,éﬁ ""Z’Tr
- -I

——el . - ~
s -~

: 6. Hr Blakey was tcld that in order to carry cut HSca's
desire that the three categories of material be held in sealed
-and secquestered storage, the Agency proposed to make a photce-
grapbxc record of each official Agency document made ava-lable
to the ESCA in response to the latter's specific reguest.
[Corrzent: It wculd not be necessary o oHotog*aoh cepiles of
_SDQCZflC doc;ments which had already been ccoled bv Xerox oxr .
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. other means before being made available to the HSCA for its-

.- -review. Copies already made could be included in the Agency--

HSCA recora, thus_savzng the Agency'some time ana'mcney 1 .

7. - pon comnletion of ‘the ‘task of. photographlng Agency
held documents, the £ilm of Categories la and 1b (excluding .
. those documents already conled by Xerox or other means), EBSCA ,
generated materials (Category 2), and Agency-HSCA correspondence
“(Category 3) lncludlng all material (or copies thereof) .held
in . iwill be prepared for sequestsred.

'_-storage.- Such mater;al ‘will be sealed- and either turned over

to the Archivist of the United States or held in Agency Archives.
In either case, access to this material will be allowed only -
after fifty years, according to Mr. BLakey, or o Members of
Congress act_ng in an off;czal capac;ty. ‘ -

‘8. a draft'memorandum settlng for~h in -eneral terms
the categories mentioned above and the Agency’s tentative
proposal has been forwarded to the Office of General Counsel.
Inasmuch as other Agency components are involved, the 0OGC’
w111 consult W1th these components. at a later date.

9. Added the- Mr. Blakey lnformed the undersigned that
- he was passing the HSCA reports to the GPO. in three days -
~which would mean 30 April and indicated further that th- galley -
proofs ‘would possibly not be available for at least thrze )
weeks, possibly more. -Since he will, according to his own
statements, read the proofs before they are sent to the

Agency, we can poss;:ly expect the_galley prcofs somet;me Ln
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. . Dear ﬁr. Blakey: . : o - o .

:fhiée categories of material be held in sealed ana secrecatea

: The purpose of thzs letter is to set Torth, in general
terms, the Agency's proposal.ds to-the dispésition of three.
categories of material related to the investzgatzon by the -
Fouse Select Cormittee on Assassinations (HSCA) into the .. =
death of President Jolin F. Kennedy. Your signature on this . _
letter w:ll 1ndzcate your agreenent w1th the Acency's procosai._

A4 .-‘._.. -‘ PO
. s «

: The three categorles of materlal to. be aoaressea are as .
fcllox : . i . : -

. . . .
-~ . . - .so - -

'.:'. - 'a-” Category la- Classlfled magerzal from
' Agency holdings, regquested by the hSCA, hhlch
~.° BSCA staff.neﬂbers rev;ewed .

- .

_'-Category 1b~ Classzfzed material from Agency
" holdings, requasted by the PSCA, but whlch
HSCA staff nenbers diad not review.

® - e
- .

b. Category 2. Jdaterial generated by ghe Esca }

. : from Agency classified holdings made available

. . . to the HSCA in response to the latter's -
‘request.” (NOTE:. This BSCa' material is con—
sidered by the HSCA-2s its property and
- ~therefore not" releasable to the public under .
e the Freedom of Information Act.. An inventoxy -
of this. material race;ved £rom HSCA has been

o completed.< LT N L e -
- '. -- .--.‘; ._ “ g- ‘e ;.—‘.' -‘.‘ J . e g . g ..) - -:
- e T T T A - "“”%~¢~-‘fa.i3¢
o Cagegory 3 Classm;led correspondence . . - B
L J.._,exchanged between this Agency and the HscA.
T r— S e N feesin, ay Mlt’!? e “_”-)‘.~ - . .e . .',‘ '..‘k:.‘,;.

'_- |-’ . ’sw*g 1-
.y pre- SR ar e ‘ "‘*""M\’O B AR TR N ST YR oS . ...- ‘_v‘_g

: The HSCA has indicated its 6351re that copies of these

storage to ensure the presarva;zon of all relevant® records.

. pertaining to the phase of the investication involving this .

Agency. -In orcder to accommodate the HSCA, but also leave
its own records. accessible for routine purposes, the Agency
preoposes that a photographﬂc-cccy be made of each off;czal
Agency document made a2vailable in response to a scec1~1c -
request by the HSCA (Category la and lb)- - ST -l

. - . o, . . -_
. .
. - -

L Unon ccroletzon of the tasx Of photocraph ing the .7 °

.
ape

»
R

Category la and 1b documents, those copies -(Catsgory 1), the

_ BSCA generated materials kased upon Agency material
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT .COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

MARK A. ALLEN,

Plaitiff,
v. Civil Action No. 81-2543

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, ET AL.,

Defendants

PLAINTIFF'S RULE 1-9(h) STATEMENT

Pursuant to Local Rule l—9(h); plaintiff makes the follow-
ing statement. In support of its motion for partial summary judg-
ment the CIA makes certain contentions which Allen believes do not
presént genuine issues because of their irrelevance and/or lack
of evidentiary basis. Should the Court believe otherwise, Allen
disputes these contentions, which would thus render the CIA's
motion inappropriate for summary judgment. These disputed con-
tentions are:

1. Whether the CIA "had no reason to believe that
any requested material would even be disseminated to the public
in general or to any group in particular."

2. Whether the HSCA had, with the publication of its
report and findings, made a determination as to what information
concerning the assassination of President Kennedy was significant
enough to warrant the expenditure of public funds to release in
printed form.

Respectfully submitted,



2

%MES H. LESAR
1000 Wilson Blvd., Suite 900
Arlington, Va. 22209

Phone: 276-0404

Attorney for Plaintiff

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

' I hereby certify that I have this 13th day of February,
1984, mailed a copy of the foregoing Plaintiff's Rule 1-9 (h)
Statement to Mr. Stephen E. Hart, Esg., Civil Division, Room 3744,
U.S. Department of Justice, Washington, D.C. 20530, and Mr.
Steve Ross, Esg., General Counsel to the Clerk, U.S. House of
Representatives, Washington, D.C, 20515.

Do V. Doazr

/ JAMES H. LESA 4



UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

MARK A. ALLEN,
Plaintiff,

Ve

Civil Action No. 81-2543

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, FET AL.,

Defendants

ORDER

Upon consideration of defendant Central Intelligence Agency's
motion for partial summary judgment as to fee waiver denial, plain-

tiff's opposition thereto, and the entire record herein, it is by

this Court this day of ' , 1984, hereby
ORDERFD, that the CIA's motion for partial summary judgment

as to fee wiaver denial be, and hereby is, DENIED.

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE



made a determination as to what information concerning the assas-
sination of President Kennedy was significant enough to warrant
the expenditure of public funds to release in printed form.'" De-
fendant's Memorandum af 12, citing Allen Declaration, Exhibit 8.
This ground is invalid because it improperly defers to an
alleged congressional decision and thus fails to exercise the in-
dependent discretion required of the CIA by the statute. It is
also invalid because it is "based on a factor that is not con-

trolling under the terms of the statute." Eudey v. Central

Intelligence Agency, 475 F. Supp. 1175 (D.D.C. 1979). 1Indeed, it
incorporates two such impermissible factors. First, it suggests
that because of the volume of information on the Kennedy assassi-
nation already in the public domain, few significant documents
will be released. This, however, is akin to the argument advanced
by the CIA in Eudey and forcefully rejected by the court:

The statute does not permit a consideration of

how many documents will ultimately be released.

The court notes, moreover, that a single document

may, in the present context, substantially enrich

the public domain.
Id. at 1177. 1In fact, the Eudey court even suggested that knowledge
of "the absence of documents . . . may itself benefit the public
by shedding light on the subject of Plaintiff's research." 1Id.

Second, this ground also suggests that cost is a pertinent

consideration and one which figured in the CIA's determination.

The CIA advanced this rationale in Fitzgibbon v. CIA, stating that

it felt an obligation to the public to collect fees for processing



