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kire ichard (. Vawter, Irector of I::formtioﬁ
&onersl Sorvices .dednistration

Washington, D.C.

Dear lire Vaxter,

Title 41, Chapter 105-60.404 (c) reads:"If the denisl,is oustained, the matter will
bu subvdtted promptly by th: Director of Inforuation to the Assistant Lidministr, tor for
Administration whose ruling thereon will be furnished in writing to the porson requeating
the records.”

Yoy are the Director of Information upon whom thisz statutory responaibility is
inposed. iy appeal of Harch 30, 1972 is to thls wmoment withoul response. The word
"pronptly" ia that of the Congress, not wmine. fou have not sent me a copy of your
submisusion to iir. Johnson, nor have 1 heard from hin,

I wa not wimindful of your open solicitation that I go to court in wy quest xkik for
supyrgued evidence relating to the assassination of the Presddent and its investigation.
I don't think it is posuible for a governmont officlal to come closor to beggln; that a
case be teken to court. lowiwver, I also am not wudndful of tiie inovitable political
congequences of some suits, no matter how legitimate. In this caso, the shanefully
transparent intent is to nake it appear, quit: falsely, that the Tardly of the Preuddent
rather than Woreauersts is responsible for this supyrussion. lor am I wumndiul of the
repeatod and no le:s transparent solicitation that I exploit a dodge of your invention
and by » surrogate apily for sccess to the contractod msterials. You, not I, hold timt
coniract to be legel and binding, Your solicitation that I select an expert to see this
contracted uaterial for me clearly violates the intent of thai contract. lor au I uwnaware
of what proupted those beluted solicitations to the improper to me: my wporting thmt I
had discobered officialdom had concocted such a propegmada dovice with a writer whose
predispoaition was known and the character of whose writing could be ankicipateds

- Those additional steps that have been taken to mske it appear quite fulsely that
offigialdom is innocent of suppression and the survivors are responsible for i% are not
entirely unlnown to me. If I regard open violation of the law, as evidenced by your
fallurc to perfome your legal responsibilities and by overt and il'egnl sup ression as
reprehensible in g soclety such as ours, I tell you without inhibition thet this ofilcdial
ef ‘ort to transfer the blame for sup ression from official shoulders to the famdly of the
President is an unspealnmble obscenity.

If you continue in your erfforts to force me into court, it will be with & record that
15 clear on officisal intent and I do feel that 5 Usb«Ce552 is not ny only remedy. lot et
this point, in any event.

Thia letter 1o also an uppeal frou refusals of public information in the Archiviatds
latter of August 8, 1972 to me. In it he refuses me a copy of o memorandum "cont.duing
information concerning the spodling of a rell of "120' film by a secret ervice agent
propent at the autopoy of FPresident Kennedy". The date in tldo loster ia gdven ws doveuber 1,
1966, A different date is given in the archivi lotter to uwe of liarch 28. Jgth dates are
Subgeqient to the date of the contract. ror thil, i because ¢ ¢ contract lists thet uaterial
alleged %o be covered by it, this wemorandwa is not and canot be covered by the conbract.

Joth levieras describe this as "medieul files and simdlar files, the discleosurc of which

would constituie a cleurly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy." Were this ever the
ozae, o8 it was not, this atstutory exemption has been waived under a nuwber of bindding
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decizions, onyy oune of wiich 1 cited to you bogzus: it reguires no leg:l treining for
comprehension, it duclares that any use of what might otherwise be neld waives all exenpiions.
Given the wiliingpess, your counsel can supply otherss

But in this case what I seek is clenrly, by your own definition, suything but a uedicsl
or "mimilar" record. and it is pert of a flc that in your own l:tters clearly han beon
publizhod, eliminuting any possibility of invasdon of privacy. loy, meaning Loth the Lzchives
end ®ther agencies of govermeent, have published this material ropeatedly, undes clrcunstances
in ench and every case that amount to official propagandas.

The utter spuriousnessuess of the claims nade iy disclosed in Ur, Rhouds letter of
anguat 8, Ho rofers to & report made by Wiaval Hediecal Starf", hurdly accurste, on lovember
1,1966, both doctors described what they saw to the press under circusstances congenial to
officinl intentions ani thus walving amy exclusionary rights. The sevond sllegation is that

Mhiy docwsent wlso contuing 'the list migned by the nen who did the auwtopwy' of the lA=rays

aud photographs.” Pro.usgably this wae testified to in full befors the Werren Low laudon,
which published the testinony and pertinont exiilits. In addiios, the list of film is

an apendix $o tho contruct and was published as such on the initiative of the hsrchives, so
on thds basis eloo no exemption can be olaised with gerdousness. Horcover, such a liot is
pnrhofthnmpartufthumwmtofJuaﬂoepamlundwnsinmdmadintu court evidence
by the Uepartment, as was a report based on the alieged roport of “pvember 1 by tho sume
"men who did the autopsye

For the sake of eliminating legal halr-splitting, i have been caroful to aveid acking
for anythdng sllsgedly covered by the alleged contract. Yot Dr. ioods suys "ie shou it to
the researchers whose apalications to examine the autopsy meterial are apiroved by the
Kamedy family represcutative, . Uurke Marsholless"

Lono of what L have auked for in the lotters rsjection of wnich 1 hereby eppeal ls
or can be covered by the alioged coatract, .oreover, fire iiprshall has no official responsi-
vlities, roles or functions wai has nothing to do with public infraation, as the oy
defines .lat I seck, In this connsction, I take the liberty P correct the Arehivists
factual ervorse "Hopearchers”, accomling to this allcged contruzct end all prior official
interpretations, are not researchers Lt pathologlate and others described, The first person
%o whou the coutract material was shown had no stending under the contract, {However, his
exclusive publication of that which 1 sosic, in hds version, constitutes atill another and
Winding waiver.) Hor is ir. Harshall “tho Kennedy fadly representative." Ho is cmpowered
to act for the executors of the estato. The tuwo are not aynonymout.

~ ¥o sayh as tho Archivist does, that "The 'list sigmed by the membow: ol the 1968
Forensic Punel'! iz the list included in the report of thut panel” is utterly irrclevant.
Ih:vun.akadfar,mmﬂﬂedtomﬂmnﬂwmqmatrortmumformchlnak:odin
sy lotter. That it wen published in diffe-wnt form under different circumstuncds does not
givae the governsent the righ. %o decide for mw what I went for oy resesrch, L have too many
allogedly identical recorda that arc not identical.

Dr. Rhoads ackmovlsdges providing copies of these two roportns to Lre Latimer @il ack-
nowledgos they are not covered by the coniract. This in itgelf entitles sw to coples under
the law and pektinent decisions and your own rpulation require tiw proviuing of copleas

Sincercly,

Harold doloberyg



