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i.e.. a:Lollard 	Vawtor, Director of Iaforeation- 

finerel jorvioee .dninietration 
'4ashin8ton, D.C. 

Dear lir, Vuwtor, 

Title  41, Chapter 105-60.4U4 (c) roade:"If the denial,ie sustained, the natter will 

be sub fitted promptly by the Director of Inforaation to the assistant ealniniatretor for 

adninietration whoeo ruliva thereon will be furnished in writina to the person requeetiag 

the recordn." 

jau are the Director of Information upon whom this statutory responsibility is 

impooed. 4 appeal of arch 30, 1972 is to thin moment without rcoponse. The word 

"promptly" is that of the Congress, not mine. You have not sent ne a copy of your 

submiseion to era Johnson, nor have I heard from him. 

I am not unmindful of your open solicitation that 16o to court in my quout Wolk for 

superseod evidence relating to the assassination of the ?reeidont and its investiaation. 

I don't think it is pocainlo for a Government ofilcial to come clamor to begaina that u 

case be taken to court. dowever, I also cm not eereedful of tee inevitable political 

consequences of none ouits, no aatter how leaitimate. In this coot), the ohamofully 

transparent intent is to eats it apeoftr, quite falsely, that the really of the President 

rathee than bureaucrato is responsible for this superenaion. Nor on i ueuderefiel of the 

repeated and no leee traureparcut uolicitation that I ciploit a dodge of your invention 

awl by e  surroaute apely for access to the contracted naterials. You, not I, hold that 

contract to bu laud and binding. You solicitation that I select an expert to see this 

contracted aaterial for no clearly violates the intent of that contract. Dor ae I unaware 

of that proupted those bolatod solicitations to the impropor to me: myeeportina that I 

had discoUered officialdom had concocted ouch a propaganda device, with a writer whose 

predisposition was known awe t-ee character of whose writina could be anttcipatee. 

Thou() additional steps that have been taken to make it appear quite falsely that 
officialdom is ineocunt of suppressionand the survivors are responsibly for it are not 

entirely unknown to me. If I regard open violation of the law, as evidenced by your 
failure to perfoem your loael reepoeeibilitlos and by overt and ileuael superossiun as 

reprehensible in a society such as ours, I tell you without inhibition that this oflicial 
of:.ort to teauefor the blame for super000ion from official shoulders to the family of the 
eresident is an unopeakable obscenity. 

If you continue in your efforts to force no into court, it will be with a record that 

is clear on official intent and I do feel that 5 U.J.U.552 is not ey only remedy. Dot at 
thin point, in any event. 

This letter is also an appeal frau refusals of public information in the erohivisths 

letter of August 0, 1972 to no. In it he refusos uo a copy of a ear:lora:alum "conteining 

information concerning the spoil ina of a roll of '120' film by a ..ecret jorvice aeont 

proseut at the autopsy of President kaneneey". The date in tate letter is fjOnmi an eovomber 1, 
1966..)` different date is seven in the arehivie? 	 e lgter to au of erch 2181. both  datoe are 
subseoaeat to the_ date of the contract. eor thiealthe oecauou t u contract lists that naterial 
alleged to be covered by it, this aemorandua io not ane caeeot be covoree by the contract. 

lieth letters describe thin as "medicel files and sieilee file:., the disclosureof which 

would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy." 4ero this ever the 
ease, as it was not, thin statutory exemption has been waived under a nuebor of bidding 



2 

doeisione, on)y one of which 1 cited to you became:, it requires no icoel treenleo for 

comprehension. It duclareo that any ueo of what miert otherwise DC held %lives all excerptions. 

Given the wileingaess, your counsel can supply others. 

But in this case what I seek is clearly, by your own definition, aeythino but a eedical 

or "Mailer" record. And it is part of a file that in your owe 1. ttore clearly has been 

publiehed, elieleetina auy possibility of invaaion of privacy. 	, oeeeino both the Archives 

and ether ageecies of aoveenment, have published this Noterial repeatedly, under circuuotances 

in each ead every cane that amount to official propaganda. 

The utter spurioueneseneee of the claims undo is disclosed in Dr. Ahoade letter of 
august 8. Hu refers to a report yesie by "Naval Medical :staff", hardly accurate, on eovember 

1,1966. zoth doctors described what tiisy saw to the ?roes leerier circuustances oonexolel to 

official intentions ami thus waivina any exclusionary rights. The eueond intention is that 
"Thin document also contains 'the list Billed by the mun who diet the autopsy' of the ,...rays 

sad photos  raphn." Preum4ably this was testified to in full before the Warren (.ominoion, 
which published the testimony and pertinent exhibits. In additioe, the list of film is 
an apeendix to the contract and wad; published as such on the initiative of the orchivee, so 

on this basis also no exemption can be claimed with soriousneso. Moreover, ouch a list is 

part of the report of the Department of Justice panel and was; introduced into court evidence 

by the Department, an was a report based on the alleged ro)ert of uovember 1 by the same 
"man who did the autopsy". 

eor the sake of eliminating legal haien-splitting, I have been careful to avoid anUng 

for anything allegedly covered by the alleged contract. Yet Dr. Rhoads says "'.fa show it to 

the researehers whose apelications to eve-eine the autopsy material are aperaved by the 

Lennedy family representative, hr. Burke Kareheils..“ 

Nono of what I have as3kee for in the letters rejection of which hereby appeal is 

or can be covered by the alleged caatroct. ;.oreover, 1.1r. opercgm.111 hen no official rcaeonsi-
bilitiee, roles or functions ano hap nothing to do with public infcroation, az the law 
defines ;}sat I seek. In this connection, I take the libertyAi"correct the Archivisle 

factual errors. "Researchers", aceordina to this alleged contract and all prior official 
interpretations, are not researchers byt pathologists and others described. The firut person 

to whom the contract matorial woo shown had no standing under the contract. Choeover, his 

exclusive publication of that which I seek, in aie version, eonstitutes stile another and 
binding waiver.) Aor is iaa Harshen "the 4eneedy family representative." ho is empowered 

to act for the executors of the estate. Th, two are not synonymous. 

To say* an the Archivist does, that "The 'list aimed by the membere of the 1968 
Forehsic Panel' is the list included in the report of that panel" is utterly irrelevant. 

I have asked for, am entitled to and renew ay request for this list for which I ached in 
my letter. That it was published in different form under different circumatanctie does not 
give the government the rigla to decide for ma what 1 want for my research. I have too many 
allegedly identical records that are not identical. 

1)r. Rhoads acknowledges providing copies of those two reports to er. Latzer axle ack-
nowledges they are not covered by the contract. This in itself outitles oe to copies under 
the lee and pettinent decisions and your own regulation require the proviono of cosies. 

ancerely, 

hurold 4e4eherg 


