R*. 12. Frederiok, H’do 2’701
4/28/718

Editor, News Hedia and the lLew

Reporters Committes for Freedom of the Presa
1750 Penna., Ave., NW

w&mmp DCCO

Dear Biisor,

4s it relates to me, your p. 19 story in the April iseus to close to totally
ingccurate. The insccurales also make it unfair. Had you made any effort to cheok
the faots you'd have imown better than you wrote.

It 1a no insignificent accomplishmont to be unfalr to the Government, especially
the FBI, in FOIA matters but you succeeded.

Bad you called my lawyer or me, and we have both wasted too much time going to
your offices and writing letters you never answewdd, youlhave known the faot. If you
had spoken to §leorge “ardner, who wride an accurate story, at the least you would not
have been unfair.

"First, the Pederal Bureau of Investigation gave a writer (sic) a free copy of the
more than 80,000 documents reglsassi (eic) on the Honnedy assassination, but charged the
wire pervices and other news groups $9,000 ,.."

In this you say that voluntarily if not also arbdtrarily the FEI just gave to any
writer othor than you of the self-proclaimed journalistic nobility whet 1% viclously
and unfairly soaked you for.

Not s0. I sued, with much more at Sisus than your thaa-swoer simplistdc if not also
unfair and distorted citation of law. I was before a judge who on the two earlier
oocasions on which I was before him ruled against #f me in FOIA matters. Be was hardly
rrejudiced in my favor,

The entire trensoript, which I received only today and have mot read, is available
to you. But with a test case in court, where wers all of you who reslly do think that
the Act was passed for the wealthiest of the prems » who really act, think and write
an though there ig no othor "press{"?

VWhere were you, in faot, whan the rough, tough and costly Battles for the saving
of the Aot were fought? (8se my unanswered letter to you of 7/8/75, for example.) Kot
only this judge - the Department of Justice, which had rejected my request for fee
waiver ~ stated that had it not been for me and my persistence thers would not have been
the 1974 amendments and the avallabllity of investigatory files under soms conditions.

Who of you reported that them, when 1t happenod, or whon 1t was recorded in court?

By and large there has been no majoremedia FOIA reporting except whem the majer
media sought to serve its own interests. I mean selfish intesrests.

What would your position be if the Government had to provide free copies — which
could come to mesn of a very large percentage of @overnment f{les = to the AP or UPL
and charged private cltisens or college professora?

Do you regard a Uovernment subsidy of the major media (only) as conasistent with the
independence of the press?

With regard to almost all the reporting on the JFK releases (two Kennedys were
assmssinated, you know, not the one of your story) there is a substantiel question
about whether the reporting did in fact serve “the public interest.” It was sycophantio,
mquesticoning reporting save for the flalling of the ghost of The Pounding Dirsctor,




Does 1t serve the public interest for the major media to repsat wiithout question
the self-gerving paper creatsd by the Boover most of you dared not tangle with when
he wasp alive?

Bow many of you fought him all the way to the Suprems Court when he was altve,
as " writer" did? How meny of you have him successors in court now? ™A writer® does
in more current cases than he can remember - pot one case reported anywhers sxcept for
e couple of Washington Foet stories over the past three years.

Tou report that the releasez were no more than a completely volmmtary FBI act.
Actually, the FBI says there were about 50 requests under FOIA for varying amounts
of those fileom. A3 of the time of the releasea rot less than half of these - some
a deosde without oompliance -~ were by "a writer."

x¢m do write of the poor wire servicesz. But you do not say that any wire service
was In sny vway responsible for any of the releasss. Cgp you?

If you can't, can you explgin 2 pesition in which the wealthy claim the right to
plek up the cohips of the poor? (Not thot one wi ce has not flasely cleized an
exclusive release to it of what "a writer" had € nine years, more than two of them
in court, blasting loose, {There wers about two doszen court sessiocna, all totally

It is elways e time for the casting of motes. ¥hile you are dofng that you might
try to screw your big heads on airaight. And be lese inaocurate, less prejuiiced in

your sour grapes, aka reporting,

Bure there are wrongs in administrative practises under FOIA. Maybe thers would
have been fowee 1f the major media had not almeat totally Sgnored all the struggles
for the Act and 1its preservation, struggles of which it was not a real part. Maybe
things vould be better 4f 4t hed not ignovred virtuslly all the sisnificant casss
except whore it was involved, Only a alight journalistic interest in re
cases developed after the 1974 amendments. (Again see my letter to you of T/

Sure "a writer” who hes no regular income or subsidy does not like having to pay
as much as 25¢ a page for some records. But where were you when thet battle was being
flought? Where in fact were you when in the decision you pretend was not handdd down
this f4f§ dscue of actusl costs was raimed? Where is this in your "veporting® on
page 19 of this April lssue?

Come to think of it where were your holinesses when “a writer® euggested that
you might fils a brief emicus curgia in the case that turved the rewriting of the
dct around, the cess that even the Department of Justice admite opens to you those files
you can now gat?

8incerely,

Harold Weigberg



