FBI desires to withhold from Historical researchers B 9/26/84
Dospdte the appeals court decision in the apectro case,
I did request the info relating to the garments

Among the dupliocates I found and wrote you about a little while ago are the
three_sttached documents, which I send for several purposes. I do not imow vhether
“Symoh wants to be prepared to anmwer some of the lies that mialed the appeals court
in thet case hut L've marked that point in ved. They do the same in his case,

The FEL intergewbed the en benc spectro decision es entitling it to demy access
to a1l information in those files itm designated as investigative. For practical -
purposes, this moant all 1ts files, . :

The Supreme Couwrt dended cert 5/13/74. Legal Counsel's memo of the next day is
quite clear in graf 2 p. 1 that my request did inclyde "garments and other objects
connected with the assassinationese." The persisting FEI lie that I meck to expand
ny requests, restated and no less false in 78-0%22-0420, d1d influence the appeals
cowrt and it is factually incorrect (and just about defemntory) with regard to this,

In plain English, when Logal Coun el sasys at the bottom of page 1 that with .
refusal of cert "the FEI could operate within the statutory parameters of the FOIA?
it means the FEI can deny everything, oven with smendment pandinge Howover, it was -
still bound by"526~73 wigich dirccts releage of owr filea older than 15 years to . .
Mstorical researchers,” ‘

Thds was followed up 6/5/74 in a mamo indicating that the Nixon DJ was inclined
muptmmmtddmhmafhrismmhmhﬁcummmom.
but the FBI feared that at thet moment to do so would be "uniwse" because of the
pending FOIA amondments. Although "counterproductive" widle amendments were pending
the FEI wanted the proposal considered "once this lejlslation is resolved.” They
expectad a veto. So thoy are saying that after the veto they'd got even wider : ~
eosaption from hstorical disclosure, : o S

» Mark Lynch hes not indicated whether what I sent him that I thought might be good
" o have at hand for oral argument waa of possible interest or not so I'm reluctant to
send him more without some indication from Mm that he does not find it wwelcomes -
.tabeotherhand.ldomtmmﬁhiﬂimlmtumthingmmwuectml '
and divorced from reality. DV avgues, as it always has, alwaye falsely, that I sm always
memu.mMasmzmmmmmwmxﬁmzm
a-eparahmqmtform.Mwmmm_ammdmm.mwwaMon
tbayamlandvd‘hhnomtsmmtﬂwymw,ontofthshat.:l.tomldhoqﬁ.ta‘
 hurtful to me if, particularly after its misuse at district, that appeals decision
mmmmat"mmmmmm.xmmm FEL inter—
pretation, that in £adt & did request what the appeals court was misled bty IJ into
belioving that I hed not requested, can be an effeotive response and I think he .
should be prepered to pake ite This was the original ease which other FEI recordd I've
gent you include their interpretation that 1t is the request I expapded upon after
FOIA was amended.

w In this case hurtful to me means hurtful to all others using FOLi. «
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