Mr. Jemes 0'Nelll, Deputy Aroh.tviat 8/1/16
The National Archives
Wash. ,D.C. 30408

Dear &u 0"@.

Your letter stamp dated August 5 came today, with attachments. I réspond without
having had the opportunity to compare your letter with the serlier ones or the pages
mu&mmammumum and
yooords relevant to ¢his appeal and the withholdings snd severssl of the withholdings.

I£ has been »¢ long you mey not recall my exxianation of the conssquences of last
year's phlewitis but it is limiting and I do not have ready acosss to all zy files. It
is now slcward for me to type and to lasve the typing
tmthuwlmm.uh manner tha

nﬁa».mmmlmnuﬁnmmmnamm burden
not

§
1
it
i
|

indefinite responses do burdsn me,

to

This {liness and hospitalisstion are at least partially responaiile for my
baing able to appesl Mr. Leisinger's demial of ‘
Jannary 3 of this ysar. The law permits you 20 working days to process the appesl. 4t
is more than sevsn months, In this long interval I recall me commanication from you on
it. There are some sgwncies wiich do have hexvy loeds of reguests. I have not heard that
this is true of MARS. As you note, part of this is directly relevant in current litige-
tion, That suit was filed long before thls
beliove, apparent that other paris of this

uwruwmxmwmmmummuwm.

Particularly bevause this iz before a ocurt I request all relevant recards on the
initia] deninls and the sppeal, including all records of classification and declapad-
fioation and withhalding and disclosure vhere the records were not o od. Your
lstter is asdiguous where it addresses only continned withoRding, of authority,
only the parwon by whos the request was made of you, It doss not even allege that Mr,
¥ilson is duly qualified. It is, however, limited to what you still demy me. As you are
avare the ¥arren Jommiseion lacked any legal autharity to classify saything and only af‘ter
the fact was Lt granted sutbowrity that was limited to declassification, HARS is its suo~
" coswor. You refer $0 a review. My underwtand fof B.0. 11652 is that it requires the keeping
oftma-otthamtmmtom

This is mtaﬁimlmmmﬁ.lhmddmdthoummuthmm
aniin no case do I find any besis for say withholding - ever.

hmewmwmmuhmm&an»bmmmm
because it nay beooms relevant in court I alee ask for coplen of the pages just provided
that show the parts previously withheld.

Aa best the vacuum you present me permits I'1l address your claims to exemptions in
their oxder of appsarsnoe.

Vith respect to Item 7 you list 13 withholdings, you cite (b)(1) and (3) without
specifying whi uhappuuorncldndteapmhmmuthbmc ¥With regard of
(b)(S) you cite euly 50 U. 3. C. 403(d) with no further explication. You cite a0 exscutive

rom oy reading of those pagem not withheld it secms at loast unliksly that there
hammeuﬁmmwimm.w&thwmdmm this becomes
even more improbable. With respect to pages 56,100 mnd 140 you cite (b)(6). It s obvious
M&Mw—ﬂummhmtmdumﬁh'mloruﬂadtﬂou'%m
vontrolling decigions on this exeaption. There have also been some riddéfioulous olaims to
tris exsuptions In adidtion, you cite no suthority for this. I do question the appofpriate- ~



Bess 1f 1t i CIA, ¥ith regard to thres appsndizes you cite (b)(1) withowt specifying
which part or of (B) what suseutive arder. Without ihe pessing of all this time there
is kigh inprobahilify that there was or #vem oould have besn a legitimate national-
dofumse content in Omshld's foreign activities.

Undar Item 9, Nosenkn records, the first withheld is the totally undescrived (f).
The citation of (b)(1) euffere the defeot explained sbove. Youk also claim §b)(5). Were
mmumwmmmaimmwmnmmmmu
ommpt, ¥ith (3) you again aite (b)(1) without apecifying which part and (b)(T)(c) and
(a). @ reading of what is net deleted there svems to be 30 pessiddlity of amy
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all what 1z totally missing here, a law enforasment yurposs. (C) does not exempt wast
might be comsidered an invasion of personal privecy hwt ons that is “wrwarrented.” I

Shousands, was clainsd to fall within this exemption - going back to before tusre was
wm'(n)mmwm%amammwgmtmmt
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in which & confidential dnforment was or could have been used. (The Comudssion, I remidd
' and is explicit in declaring it and the FEI'y
investigation, as fr. Heover swore, was not for law enforcoment.) This olearly was not
"a lawful national seourity intelligwmoe investigation.* Moreover, ather relevant records
dealing with what is deelt with in this syncpais ave not vithheld and have mot been, I
Published some yesrs ago after the NARS provided them,
!auhnmpl“mat&n'm.ﬁmmthnom:nhungtotheﬂﬂmm
1 would apprecishs a oopy froa : »
withheld in exdar $o0 avigd the ; tonparison and, of course,
urwmmmwmwmmum.nwnmum
WWIﬂmmMmmwwtwwhtumncm.

ummm.xumlmphomnmmﬁthhomuofm.t
wm.muwtumamwamtmmaammm
mamwmummmtmmmmmmmmmammu
impomition on the courts. I therefore hope that you will have another reviow end ask the
right questions whexe you may not have perscnal knowledge.

Sone time ago I agiesd $0 be sent copden of all Commiseion veaords that hed beas
withheld as they were released, pointing out that with all the work I have done on tids
tmumo%nmlmhmo!hammphhmunmm&tmdo
nM.MW.ImM:WhmM:WMWMIMM
. rexinded that NARS did4, years age, Fromine to send me a1l relsased recoxds iw a
category. it has not. Tois includes records for which I meds specific request. I do ho
you will reconsider my rejected rdquest. <t is imposmible for me to go
Mlbthiaﬂod:thauuiti-hqﬂmmdwumtodmnwmm
M.Aseftheﬂmafthatnqmtitmmﬂmmlmﬂuhw
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amount of tixe invested and ths ameunt of recoxds published, F: » when the govarnment
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Harold Weisberg



