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lire tichard . Vawber, Director of Information
8.neryl services ..dminiatration
'ifﬂslﬂ.ngton, DeCe

Dear lr. Vawter,

Title 41, Chapter 105-60.404 (c) reads:"If the denial,is sustained, the matter will
be pubedtted promptly by thu Director of Inforsation to the Assigtant administre.tor for
Administration whose ruling thereon will be furnished in writing to the person requesting
the records."

JXou are the Director of Information upon whom this statutory responsibility is
imposed. iy appeal of Harch 30, 1972 is to this moment without response. The word
"promptly” is that of the Uongress, not mine. You have not sent me a copy of your
submission to Lire Johnson, nor have I heard from him.

I wa not unmindful of your open solicitation that I go to court in my quest miik for
supyr: ssed evidence relating to the assassination of the President and its investigation.
I don't think it is possible for a government official to come closer to begiing thet o
case be taken to court. low.ver, I also am not wumindful of tie inevitadble political
consequences of some suits, uno natvter how legitimate. In this case, the shamefully
transparent intent is to make it appear, quite falsely, that the family of the Precident
rather than bureaucrsta is responsible for this supiressione lor am I unmindfiul of the
repeatod and no le.s transparent solicitation that I exploit a dodge of your invention
and by . surrogate apuly for access to the contracted paterials. You, not I, hold that
coniract to be legsl and binding. Your solicitation that I select an expert to see this
contracted uaterial for me clearly violates the intent of that contract. lor au 1 unaware
of what proupted these belated solicitations to the improper to mei my weporting that I
had discobered officialdom had concocted such a propegmada device with a writer whose
predisposition was known and tue character of whose wrdting could be anktcdpated,

Those additional wteps that have been taken to make it appear quite fulsely that
officialdom is innocent of suppression and the survivers are responsible for it are not
entirely wimown to mes If I regard open violation of the law, as evidenced by your
failure to perform your logal responsibilitics and by overt and il.egal sup,ression as
reprohengible in a soclety such ac ours, I tcll you without inhibition that this ofiicial
of 'ort to transfor the blame for suppresaion from official shoulders to the Tamily ol the
rresident is an unspeakable obscenity.

If you continue in your efforts to force me into court, it will be with & record that
is clear on official intent and I do feel that 5 Ud5.Ca552 is not my only remedy. Hot at
this point, in any event.

This letter is also en appeal from refusals of public information in the Archivistds
letter of August 8, 1972 to me. In it he refuses we a copy of a memorandum "contuining
information concerming the spoiling of a roll of '120' film by a Secret Jervice agent
prosent at the autopsy of President iennedy". The date in this letier is given as sovember 1,
1966, A different date is glven in tho z.rchivin;:n letter to we of dlarch 28, Both dates ere
Subgeguent to the date of the contract. lor th.iufpn-. ;eause ¢ contract lists that material
allaged to be covered by it, this memorandun is not and cauuot be covered by the contract.

Both lutters describe this as "medicel files and similar files, the disclosurc of widch
would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy." Were this ever the
cese, as it was not, this stetutory exemption has been waived under a number of biuding
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decisions, onyy onc of which 1 cited to you becaus: it reguires no log:l training for
comprehension, It declares that any use of what might otherwise ve lield wedves all excuptions,
Given the willingness, vour counsel can supply others.

But in this case what I peek ia clearly, by your own definition, auything but a uedical
or "mimilar" record. and it is part of & file that in your own lotters elearly has been
published, eliminating uuy possibility of invasion of privacy. Xou, meaning both the aApchives
ant dther agencies of governument, have published thls material repeatedly, under circunstances
in each enl cvery case that amount to ofificial propaganda.

The utter spuriousnessness of the claims uade is disclosed in Ur. idhoads letier of
aygust 8. He reters to a report nade by "Haval ledical Staft", hendly accurate, on lovember
1,1966. both doctors desoribed what they saw to the press under circuustances congenial %o
official intentions and thus waiving any exclusionary rights. The second allcogation is that
"ihis document also contuins 'the list simmed by the men who did the autopuy' of the i-rays
and photographs." Pro-umgebly this was testified to in full before the Werven Lomoigsion,
which published the testimony and pertinent exhibite. In addition, the list of film is
an ap.endix to the contract and was published as such on the initiative of the wrchives, so
on this basis also no exemption can be claimed with serlousnesu. Horcover, such a liagt is
part of the report of the Department of Jusidce panel and wa: introduced into court evidcnce
by the Departmont, as was a report based on the alleged roport of “ovember 1 by the same
“men who did the autopsy".

For tho sake of eliminsting legal hair-splitting, 1 have been carerul to avoid adking
for anything sllegedly covered by the allegod contract. Yet Ur. ihoads says "o show it to
the rescarchers whose applications to examine the autopsy muterial are approved by the
Lennedy family representative, fire burke larghall..."

liona of what I have aske. for in the lutbters rejection of which I hereby zppeal is
or can be covered by the alleged contrsct, roreover, lire vershall has no official responsi-
bilities, roles or functions ani hao notling to do with public infirmation, as the law
defines .hat I sock, In thic conuection, I take the liberty B# correct thu Archivists
factusl errors. "Hepearchers", sccording to this alleged coutrzet and all prior ofiicial
interprotations, arc not researchers byt pathologists and others degeribed. Yhe firot person
to whom the contract mabterlal was showmn had no stending under the contract. (iiowever, his
exclugive publication oi that wldeh I seei, in id: version, constitutes stil. another and
binding waiver.) lor is iir. Harshall "tho Hennedy famdly representative." le is cupowered
to act for the exscutors of the estate. Th. two are not symonyuous.

. ¥o say# as the Archivist does, that "The 'list adgned by the members of the 1368
Forensic Panel' is the list included in the repert of that panel" is utterly irrelovant,
1 have asicod for, am entitled to and renew my request for this list for which I asked in
my lotter. Lhat it was published in different form under different circumstuncds does not
give the govermment the righ: to decide for me what I want for my research. 1 have too many
allegedly identical recorda thai arc not identical.

Dy, Rhoads acimowledges providing copies of those two ruports o re Lattmer ani ack-
nowledges +they are not covered by the contract. Phis in itself entitles iw to copies under
the low and pebtinent decisions el your own regulation require thwe providing ol coplese

Sincercly,

Horold dei berg



