To wdn Shes froii harold veisberg, King: od hannedy assafsmn&t:.m records 6/28/79
and .rivacy Act rocuests appeals rclabing to
Referrals
"ational u(,curit'y" claimg
Withholaing of existing records becausc *wv:‘i.d;mé sous @8 "substantial
compl?. mwo." v
This auplifies my prior appeals with factual rather thank legal citation of the ~
arieels court's wo, 7=1391, decided tids past “enday,
With regard to referrals (page 16)"an agency may tuke ten sxtra days in responding
to a docurent request when it must consuli with an originating agency on whether a
requested docuremt siould be releassaed. uﬁ the agency that received the init‘l.al
FOIA request retsins roanonaibility for producing the document.®
Thip ic precisoly what L have stated in many prior appeals, save for the number
of days. There sve recomis that have been withhheld for wore than a year ou the ground
that they weve meferved, jneludine within W dnd in all uy cases.
Wou'd you please let me know when I can nw expect coupliance and the production
of these very uany withh.ld records?
While there are many iliustrations of withholding dn the alleged clainm of what
i3 callied #substantial coupliance” and I moan this auplification to apuly to all, I
illustrate with the King case, in which the FI knowingly withheld what it lmew 1t
sdght not witiﬂ*bl’d and in which it reiused to seaych files it knew it should scarch,
Bgsentially its argument was it had given we some records and replacing those in wiich
it had withheld i.properly and searching other files was not necessary and would make
a wastefd cost of its initial luproprioties. I infommed the FEL o a regular and timely
baala (also other couponents) of the lupropriety of the withholdings and of the files
roquired to be searched in compliance, which is much more than is. required of a requosters
In discusaton of Exemption 5 claims on page 16 this decision holds that oban with sube
stantial co-plisnce othor existing records must be provided. _
Bere again, espocially with the requests of mors than a decade ago and a case in
court since 1975, when uy ! now expect compliance or mction on ny appezil's that may lead

to conpliancs?



Frow whgle parage:s she $o whole papes to antire documonts therc has becn exteneive
withholding under claid. to "natioual decurity.” iy apreals have included that parts
were reasonubl; muirvonlles Even th- cates st gedial nuubers have been withhled
under clain to "naticasl security.” In sddktion t0 the numerous exmrples 1 have pro-
vided I will be pioviiing OTC, The rccordn are copieds I have not bean able to get
Yo thems bndor tids spuriocus claim the public domadn has alse been witihled and I have
Arovided you with the content of sowe of the classified rc oords, even those stamped
"fop becmt." I was uble to do this pr- cisely because the information has been in’ the
Public domain for years. Buch information, obviously, ig "reasonnbly Begrogable," as is
other reasonably segrugable informmtson that does not require classifieation of any
kind. My position on thi:.‘:. is affirmed in this deecision on pezefXE 11,

These relate to major parts of what interesteme for oy own work as well as far

ascuring a full and accurate historical record in the public role i must serve and they
are involved in all my cases as well as ny PA requests,

Given the age of the requests involved, the most r cent bedwj of about 1975 snd
the fect of cases now in court I believe expecting vroupt action and prompt coﬂpnanoe
is not expecting too muche Because thero aye cases in court I alic when 1 uay expect |

action on the appeals and thereaftor compliance,



