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hre Richard e Vawter, Mrector of Infurmmtion
Yasldngton, U.G, 20405

usur iire Voartem,

lour letter of th: sixth yrovides an emeallens iliustratiom of ilw reasoas the
correspondence betwewn the Araidves and mo hett becomo #0 volusdnous wui LUrdensome.
1t is etil) not posatble for me to oond all tho filos to giwe you paruciav oltations in
esoh  apo, htxm;giwmmufmnmumnnthautrmuobﬁtmm.mmy.
should you 89 deplire, loam the truth vhexrv that 4s io question,

Vo Adbed Lok XRuRuiings "toun oan asaist" in reducing what 1 wil. feel called ugon to
adiress by eliminating such selfegerving duclarations se thui with wiioh you cenclude this
parographe The qote. vords are yourse Whet is explanation in your parngreph is reusonnble
wﬂwvvlﬂnmmlhuwhtMamtmtdmtmlthmyoufortm:.
But wiat you do not idrees is requests for identified individual dooumnte. I guve vou
sevornl oxamples. lou sudd you weuli provide copdes of the coweiin: luttess with whiah
thase thiings the Arcldve: wold you they lwd semt mo mx L aald they had note Thess ure
the docum.nte reoently sent wAth tha alais tymy hed been ssus earlier, a claim 1 labelled
fun.1MﬂutmrmhmammmadhaNmAtMuhmm;m
0 paper, and in writing to mw,e

2o JASRERRUNN QL Arnhalaxrs Your singly seatemce is acouxete but inddoquate, I hive
edsed additional point to whigh therv hus besu Do response,

a) Under Sho Jneciesi fal) lines decision, were the ressons for witbholding
both true and ap.licable, they no longer obtain, ilw gPvermaent weived ite might
withhola under thi decision By uso in the Clark panel report.

K b) The agoncy or parmmount interest, the .earet service, miled othervise and
gave the araidves a oopy for it to glve mes If therw is statutory authority for overw
ruliy; the Jecret Jerviow on this I would ap rociate a GOy or citation of ite iWithe
out this authority, and as 1 mea: 5 UseCe 552 it is not there, . believe it is
inpropurly withhald from me,

o) iw eoutents of thia memornadum have beun desoribed to mv by the lecret
Hervice and thay are ot of a natww to justify tis: Luterpretation in ke, Yolmson's
lsttere “his ic pof e medioal 1ile but & reoaipt, and it is o receipt that covers tiwe
tranafer of public propurty and offigial uxhilits of » public, ofiicdal progeuvding,
Mt werv thids th oase, the medioal coutumte have beun made public by the govermment,
in the Clarik pasel r:poxy and by o .her means, thus waiving that provision. Purthore
mors, this is & reason in coutrediotdon to the oarlier reason given ne for yeiuaing
me this same recaipt, that it was a “private” papor entrusted iuto the kespdng of
the irgidves for safeky.

d) The epening of Ar. Jommaoa's letter in iupreciss. The decision was net &
rofusul "o maxe available® but a refusal to foruaxd what had beun made availahle,
anxi 1 had beonn told by she Heqrot Servioe. I think the legal distinction is important
anxl the factual distinotion is ovidous.

o) tvem 1in tlx: memse iu widoh 1t is written, th: pealtiuats parcgrpah of .
“hnacu’s lotter fails to adiress what is control:ing and is not subjuct %0 huresncretis
sezantioge e makes oo yefexrwnoe to thw contreliing couwrt decisions. i have gited one,

-



£)ihe final paragregh of this lett.r Pevarses th. reles i the watter in question,
Under the law, Mdﬁnmntdnthmhuwhuomm. A% 4 upk to the
overnmunt o zet it Wrmwmum'unwor Tm law, uot the
mpumumhmmuwmidtmﬂnnmint. Mt 4 Lere iz @ question of
"invasion of Privagy”, as there is uot wnd oaunot be by th. naturv of this reouipt,
that has alrendy been violated by the govermuant by use of the docwmnt, a use that

rondered woid by i Wox‘mtoﬂwmtanum‘dhy the reoudpt and the
altendant intemational mablicity gunerated by vr. Jolm lattiner,

h) iare Joluoon's reservation of ti right to overrule the opinion of “authorised
ropresstitative” (f above) is, 1 buliowe, outside his dacretion or sutiordty and ats
the entire matter in tyue pearepuctiva,

Mmtmmlmwt&sunmmmrnmwof%m&

3e Wh\& ww uroldve: dovs not have tle letter frou lir,
harshall . quoted, ihere are a0 relevant 1. iterne I personnl .y seat both to the archivist
mmmmmwmmymmuamwwmwtmmm

Acoording to the Attorney Veucral’s tomorendun, ths obligation under tha o s tlat
of thw agzmay %0 widoh 1 suie ap.lication. If the aguncy to wideh 1 make appliestion caunot
or says it ommot oouply vith the request, it iu ohligated to refor ite Ll negatives in
z‘mﬂ.m are part of th. regerd of the Wurren Com o MOt of the “gpurtmcnt of Juotice,
2y viev they arv mequired to huve beun transferred permuznt to the ap licatle executive
order, lftw.ammtdou. ththtunotummréonm,mmmmwomam
upon suoe It i a teclnioul luposalbllity &b wike copdec of what ic in the Arclives® files,
I}usva;mmtorthuwdif.youdlmto thda, 1 wlll bring them in an you oan seak tho
oplaian ol the cempotent potegrapher who uade these legntoves ut tie archives or yuur owm
Wis photographer, i‘honcteffututodmym eoﬂ.uototwmmts.ﬂunmm
properly desoribed as you de, “the origlual Y8l negatives®. I hawe o 00,y of thoe diroctive
mrum(mwwnwmrmﬂimm

umaianotmmtwn.lmthnmquwup;M.
(Muawm.mmmmmunwm.mw)

4e salunnl ol qony of leLNddy ogukragh. Tok h.ve Lous malugormed i inooepletely
iuforued on lds, as 1 also was, The secoud parugraph of ure Halmor's lotter of Junuary %0,
1968 1. doosptive., I an satlalied the cuosption wauz ncd thar by nor intended by ov. dalwer,
.tunalaouuatiﬂ’ﬁucmd&dnatm thw decision. ‘here is morc thun one deception,
but with regard o all, i do not believe ur, Habmer wus rosponadblee 1 Live reised two
#opurato gusgtions whore I tidnk more than 5 UslieC 552 is ap.licable. une ig the alleged
»mdiuma.l!uohmuotunwuottoohm@byma lapee of time, I they could be inwoked
to deny »o a sopy of this contraat, ticy wery forever applioably or every poaitdon ti.. SOVEXTIe
mtb.a%umotrnrmhwuw ige other fu tin violution of regulations
mwmtkwfintamummtnthwtqmuvotm‘tmﬁm;mmdttoin:jw.w

Ye HALNSE CRRLMOR i . L. O0nien of ydeedn. punlid, AL 5 Usduleb2
is not, in 5y wlier, all that obiaina, uummmxmuw unuer otiwr loaw,
regulation and prwetio: the wrobdves does huve tids rosponallility and obligution, he naxt
statwont you Eako you Ralkoy 1 wn confident, 1o good fulthy but 4t 4. uttesly falnee &
Arciive:s follows this practise generally, not just with me, The froqu.ncy of wuch r.jucate
fron ue, worv even this true, uoumuwlmmwm;mmmmxmm
that 1 have asked for o iy 00 des of public informution Wit th .rohdver olataw to huive
lomt, rhey kesp records aai oab give you prompt Proofe I chaliuage ite i Toet your uuray ||
1Ty dth the lay e rpulatione, o sideh 1 attribute the ether {rrelost ey hawu/




oven if for the msis of aryuucnt wo eaospt the version you giwe, the lav is wneguivooal in
requiring referral, as the Attorney Genoral's lieuorandis: seys. The Archives is witlout
the right or authority to dotemwins what 1t conaiders “approprinte”. Referral Ly it ia
mandatorye In antiocipation of what xay bu one respunac, 1 quotu you thi. additional wordings
"uvery effort should be mads to awoid eucusberimg the applicant's path with proosdural
obstacles uhan these ecscutially int.rmal Uovermmcut probloms ariss.” Tus arohivis loss of
its owa ilem, widch is its explanation, is smaluaixely sn intesnal matter, ind, I inta
pret this langmge %o place upos tin .rohives the responsibdiity for correcting its own
mistacons and Y0 B the recoris it keeps rufer esch request for thgt public tnforvation it
claius Lot to have or to replace it omm mlssdng filus and suPpply coples from theme

1 this is net done, then this letter is my appeel.

Oe LERCUELYR LOARIGIGe A5 & gonoral statement, Vit you say 88 rusponaive. ver,
varying wore glven for refusing ny specific requesta for specific pmges. tlsne
your eiplanation does not rusjond, £or thews speeific requests are aloo sepurete’ from
any “rvoent developmmnts in she statelx of tlw law." . lwo, varylng reasons ior &lven
difforent appliownts. 1 ask for a yewiew of the spesific refusals separate fYom any new
interpretation.

“here remedns Lutweon us & question you omid yoy would addyes.. whon you phoowd mee
That is the question of truthfvdness. I recognise it 1o possiblo for auy of us with the Lest
of intentions %0 make a kistake. I have rocently learned tiat I made ano, ami tie next tine
1uemawmmmmwm&m.qu-anymlapulow.hthialwg
aormpmdm.lummofhtﬂﬁamuamWm.Tm.ninunmponantqmu.un
bocause i xime my intogrity. It 18 laportint to you uccausc you reully are dependunt upon
thunn‘omMmmmmmwwawthawnmumw(»cmrduuu.wI
G suIv yOu A9y You GmAOS pesaibly have any personml knowledge of such autterse One of the
olwious cousemences of your Leing siven fulse, incouplute or inadequate inforwetion is your
Saidll; 1 wreng decision, whioh ean then be followed by one by kre Yohnsoy -hich own then
be fol.owed by nsodless litigation. his g happened. 1 Ja¥y gome to the vory moment of
bearing and then beun given what hed been impreperly withheld fyom we. 'ho an.rmeus cont
fo tin government alone should by of conourn within th: gowormssat, as anould the wante
oxm:uuwm:ozmnumw.Mutmm.mmmmm
of ti: law and tho obligation of everyome in the sove:mment $0 adhare to ite Ami wder
the law, such thdugs arv abusive ani needlsasly costly, iu uy onse alno damaging, to the
appliounte S0, 1 hope that at some pofat we will ooufront this question anc resolve it,

) fou sqy that "unooupliosted” requests are usually led whthin five days or regeipt of
the roquest by the proper brenche Foday i ihe elghth day after a sinpl: request I xado by
pione, for records filud under one particular name. 1 aa not maxing a e deal out of 4it,
and 1 mocognise that such things as work~pr-suures, ilinoss or leaves oun asoount for it
Ine podnt I am weldng is that wais just peyax hepoens with uy requests.

ddnoa .!‘u.

Horold wedsborg



