Dear Howard, your DJ FOI Cr.1626 C1/3/T

I have no clear recollection of my earlier recomnendation., I think it should have
been that you have go-counsel, like a faculty member. I should not have indicated that
you not be pro se, not I with my dedicatoon to fact. There is no member of the bar whe
has your factusl imowledge essential %o that request and probably none with jour lnowledge
of the Act within your jurisdiction.

I also have faith in the budlding of a record. This you are deing. You ask about the
claim to npt having records. With Uriminal you know of some they have so they canht pull
thid. Or,let them and them clobber them in Vourt,

With each one of these untis I think you should ask for the sequential number and
the claimed becklof. The date of receipt ea Jim caloulsates it 1s the date of malling + 2.
Thus you will notice that whereas this is 9/7/76 +2 or 9/9, on 12/14 Buckley makes no
reference %o the date of offiocial receipt.Bowever, I also believe that you should make all
reasonable efforts to avpld unnecessary litigation. You are within the law 4n filing once
your apveal ia not acted upon but I believe rishing in would be unwise and would deter the
budlding of & record that can mean something in terms of preszerving the Act as well as
obtaining $he information you want,

Tou refer to divisions, en ambiguity with V. They may well attempt to uze this as
a means of limiting the routing of your request. Thus ¥ivil, which you do not mention and
which ghould have records, is a division in the senpe of Division and the so=called Office
of Professionsl Besponsibdlity is not. It is part of another Office, that of the DAG, _

If you wers dealing with honest people or even with dishonust psople of honest intent
this would be irrelevant. It is not irrelevant. Not only because they shift records around
endlessly, as we have eastablished, am thus sn any time any componsmt of unit (which I
prefer to division) or any part can claim not to possess.Not that not having phyeical
possession meets the rgquirement of the Aot, Even ih with the FEI, closely as 1t holds its
own records. §% also sheds them to be able to lie and regards complimnce from whatever it
means a8 the index of the FBI HY files as gomplliance for the entiras FEI, Jim and I have
wrecked this as a matter of court record if you ever need it, in 1996.

Ybu are desling with dishonest people. Buckddy is one who ls dishouest, even within
the norms of lawyerly dishonesty that is explained away as adversary diligence. You are
also dealing with those who afe responsible to what they regard ms = higher suthority
than mere enacted law. These are authoritarians so they regard it as right andproper to
violate a lew thelr superior intellects and understandings tellf them is not in the so=-
oalled nationalinterest. To beillegal thus becames patriptde if not legal to them. Ferjury
is no problem to them because they know it is not for them. I do mean the lewyers and
the FOIA/PA lawyers and I have long relevaut drafts if you ever want them. I prepared
them while Jim wes in the Sinagpore hospitel and we never have gs ahance to use thems

Back to the backlogt I suggest that with each part you ask your relative position on
the list and an estimated time not of sgarching, which can be irrelevant, but of compliance,
full compliance. If it strikes you z2s roasonsble having appesled you can go %o court a%
any time so tell them if they comply in full by the date they have get you will not sue,
if they have not you will, and that you give them the cholce butween needless litigation

No matter how phoney end Sabriceted the rescons the foot is they have contrived a backlofg
for the FBI only. Thus they tend to shunt all there. You have a case that is not there, hence
no real backlog.

E'q malkc Buckley to explain their numbering spstem, when does the 123 begin, for
example. You will find that a 9/9 equest canBt be too far from its time os ho avoids telling
you. Mo malk and perfect the record. Now the obligation of proper internal routing is net
yours, but I'd seek other identififations, like Civil, wh ich at lesast through suits has to
have relevant files. Yop have tc watch these types of the dedicated wrong. Budkley misleads
you on your rights undsr the law but con sa ¥ one acaepted mesaning of =xdgent doos not. Unique
circumstances and 20¢ would get you the smallest bag of potato chips but no more. The
Janguage of the Act 1s simpler not not good for him so ha uses other languege. I think 1t
is excepticnal circumstances. If you were the only one who mmde the request that would be
unkque., It you were about to take a vacation of a year that would be exigent. Neither
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would seem to havs meaning, especielly not under part of Opern Americs. There is another
part that is your way.ind as docirine don t forgot the language about the nation's interest
in appeajs decision § 75-2021. And speed ”

nitially I'a have suggssted mi referring to thg “ouse but not now.

I take 1t that the Todd 12/22 is what I would call a Brown out. “oof.

On the committee we are really travelling a road we have gone down separately at
the same time. The importent thingz 1s that ypu preserve your psrsonanl int grity.

Now I disagree with "For now, I think the preper thing is to offer." Wrong when now
is the day they made their earlier press management official and whea it was more than
clear in the Anderson column of 12/24. Of all the actualibties in the King case the one
they fabricate on an ascumption of Hay's guilt as the assscssin is their claim to continumance
and finding on it. On JFK the unhidden disinformation operation of the CIA/WxPoet 1s? And
with it the presumption of guilt, i you have heard that expression?

Whether or not this committee is continued and if it is whether or not the same staff
and members are on it, from their record to date there is no honoarble means of helping
them that does not beceme part of their disinformation. Yes. there might be some conditions
under which I would testify but nome that did not permit my castigation of all it has done
to date. Without gotting that into the record at the outset and in full detail there is
no testinony I would give and I believe they are without the right or power to compel
the testimony of a writer.Moreover, they have yet to establish a cleamr logialative purpose
wihtout which thoy have no authority. I do not believe there is any chance they's force such
an issue. They'd rather steal and clfaim othor work as their own. I'm t5lling you how I feel
about them, from persomal experience, from watching and from the most dependable sources
of what they are telling the press.

You cannot give them any vestige of credibility end not have regrets later,

LBJ Idbreryk I'm sure wrdting it at Austin weuld reach it and I would rocommend that
rather than going through Rhoads, as you ean, ¥t 13 under him. On waiver ask first and
argue only if vefused. But I have the belief that American Mail is important here. On
waiver.

Do you have a nev typewriter? Sast, and have a good yaar.



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

WASHINGTON, I).(,‘; 20530

Addreas Reply o the December 22, 1976

Division [ndicated

and Refer to Initinls and Number

Mr. Howard Roffman
1111 5.W. 1l6th Avenue
Apt. 156 )
Gainesville, Florida 32601
Dear Mr. Roffman:
Your letter of December 15, 1976 has been received by the Freedom
of Information and Privacy Unit, Office of Management and Finance, and
referred to the appropriate components of the Department of Justice.

You may expect correspondence from these components.

Sincerely,

ED\'W\“\ VTﬂrQ

Diana F. Todd

Executive Officer

Office of Management
and Finance




UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20530

| ——
© Address Reply to the .
Division Indicsted
and Refer 1o Initials and Number
S 14 DEC 1976 e

Mr. Howard Roffman
1111 SW léth Avenue, Apt. 156
Gainesville, Florida 32601 .

Dear Mr. Roffman:

This is in reference to your letter requesting information
pertaining to the assassination of President Kennedy pursuant to the
Freedam of Information Act.

Preliminary processing reflects that the Criminal Division may
have records within the scope of your request.

However, because of the volume of requests received by the %L
Criminal Division pursuant to the Privacy Act and the Freedam of Information e
Act, we have acquired a substantial backlog of requests, which like

yours, will require the examination of records. In order to be fair to i

all requesters, we are campleting requests in the order in which they

were received in proper form (i.e., in the case of Privacy Act requests, }
when proper identification and designation of systems to be searched b b
have been received; in the case of Freedam of Information requests, when

the records requested have been reasonably described). mj
Your request is mumber 123 on our list of requests requiring Foemny o
the examination of records. We have presently campleted processing
through approximately mumber 52. Please be assured that we are exercising
all possible diligence, given the volume of requests and personnel
limitations, to process requests received by us as rapidly as possible.
We will camplete the processing of your reguest as soon as we have
canpleted those received prior to yours.

If you feel that exigent or unique circumstances exist which 3
warrant that your request ought to be taken out of order and processed B
ahead of other requests, please cammmicate the nature of the circum- i
‘stances to us. We will, if the circumstances warrant, make every effort
to expedite such a request. Your request bears file number FOI 1626.

Correspondence concerning your request should be addressed to E. Ross £
Buckley, Attorney in Charge, FOI/Privacy Act Unit, Criminal Division, . L
Department of Justice, Washington, D.C. 20530, and should indicate the i
above file number. KRR,
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You are advised that if you deem our failure to camply with —
the applicable deadlines to be a denial of your request you now have a ;
right to administrative appeal pursuant to the Code of Federal Regulations,

Title 28, Section 16.5(d). The appeal should be in writing and addressed [P
to the Deputy Attorney General (Attention: Freedom of Information/Privacy
Act Unit) , Department of Justice, Washington, D.C. 20530.
Sincerely, 2
RICHARD L. THORNBURGH
Assistant Attorney General
Criminal Division
by: [ ( xgd
Attorney in Charge
FOI/Pnivacy Act Unit
-



1111, 5W 16th hve,, Apt. 156
Geinesville, ¥le, 32501

5 December 15, 1976

E. Ross Buckley
Attorney in Chezrge, FOI/XA Unit
Criminsl Division
Lepertment of Justice
‘n'i'é‘-shington, D.C. 2053()

in re File Ko. FLI/CII 1626

Deer ilr, Zuckley:

Todey I received your letter of Lecember 14, 1976 in reference
to my Freedom of Inforuztion ifct recuest relating to the photographs
end X-reys of the HKennedy sutopsy.

Your letter does not refer by date to & specific letter of mine,
This ie significenut beceuse my initiel reguest wes by letter dated
September 7, 1976. Thet letter wes forwerued to the }BI end the
Criminel Livision. Eeving hesrd nothing from the Criminel Division
for three months, on December 5, 1374, 1 wrole the Uffice of Vencygement
eénd Finence that I would file suit if I did not receive meaningful
response within the statutory period.

'

Tour letter informs me of & becklog in your office and states
thet there gre epnroximetely 71 other requests to be procesced before
mine, which hes becn desiimeted reguest no. 12%. You zlso staté thet
you will try to eypedite wmy recquest if I cen show "exipent or unique
circumstences." : -

First, I would like to be informed why you wezited over three
months to tell me thet my rcouest could be expedited uvon & proper
showing by me. A& you know, the lew gives you ten working days to
make £ response. ’

Second, I do hslieve thet unicue circumstences exist which
Justify expediting my request. Iy request wes sent 'in proper form"
over three months sypo, It concerned records of z monumentally
importent historicel event, & subject on which I heve done considerable

- research end about which I have written & bLook. Thus, I have

& scholarly and litersry steke in these recorde. There is also

& considersble nationel interest in thece rscovds. Since my request
was filed, the House of levresentetives has formed 2 select committee
to investigate the Kennedy Asseseinstion. lews ig bresking slmost
deily on this Ject, end without the recorde I seek I em hampered in
my efforts toAthose concernsd with this subject both in &nd out of
povernment,

third, I ¢hell meke en zdminisiretive epuezl, e¢e described in
your letter, Uhis ney bLe more forn ihen cubsbence, but if it cen
help expedite complisnce it would e worthwhils. slthough I very
much wish to tvoid ths nesdlese exvensc of litigetion, esch letter I
rececive from the llepertmznt of Justics lesves me few zlternatives,
sincsrely, 5
g P,
,‘é-/t',h'zcc(/’f/l‘“"c\_—‘
Towerd Rofimen
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1111 sy 16th Ave., Apt. 156
FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT APPEAL Gainesville, Fla. 32601
December 20, 1976
Attorney General :
Attention: Freedom of |nformation Appeals Unit
pepartment of Justice
Washington, D.C. 20530

Dear Sir:

This is my appeal of my request for records by letter to the Department of
Justice dated September 7, 1976. My request concerned records relating to the
photographs and X rays taken at the autopsy of President Kennedy, and sub-
sequent transfers and examinations of these materials. To date there has
been no compliance with this request, and |_would like to treat this failure
to comply as a denial of the request.

There have been numerous irregularities involving my request and | believe
you should be aware of these so that you may fulfill your responSIblllty to
assure timely response pursuant to 28 C.F.R, §16.4(b).

First, my initial letter of September 7, 1976, was not addressed to the
Deputy Attorney General, but was addressed to the Justice Department and was
clearly marked, both on the letter and on the envelope, as a ''Freedom of
Information Act Request.'' According to 28 C.F.R., §16.3(a), a request improperly
addressed i1s deemed to be received when forwarding to the proper address 'would
have been effected with the exercise of due diligence' and, upon receipt, the
proper office ''shall notify the requester of the date on which the time period
commenced to run.'' | was never notified by any office of the Justice Department
of the date on which the statutory time limit began to run on my request.

second, 28 C.F.R. §16.4(a) requires that the Deputy Attorney General ''promptly
upon receipt of a request...forward the request to the division of the Department
which has primary concern with the records requested.'' Apparently, my request was
forwarded to the FBI|, the Civil Rights Division and the Criminal Division. |
assume this forwarding was prompt, although the response of the latter two
divisions was not. However, | have been provided no indication that my request was
forwarded to other offices within the Department that obviously would have
records described In my request, such as the office of the Attorney General
and the 0ffice of Legal (Counsel.

Third, the statute and the regulations, 28 C,F.R. §16.5(a),require a
determination pursuant to the request within 10 working days. In no case have
| been provided a response within this time limit. Response from the Civil
Rights Division, which was neithber accurate nor complete,was received approximately
two months after my initial request; response from the Criminal Division, which
was merely to inform me that | was caught in a backlog, was dated December 14,
1976, three months and a week after my initial request.

Thus, pursuant to 28 C F.R., &16.5(d), which allows a requester to treat
improper delay as a denial, | wish to exercise my right of appeal. For purposes
of this appeal, | consider my entire request of September 7, 1976, to have
been denied by every division of the Justice Department that might have records
relevant to that request. As you may be aware, this appeal must be acted upon

within 20 working days.
Scherely .
|}( 7} ;'(LI( ///_’/ LT
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