
3/6/72 

rr. Richard a. Vawter, Director of information 
6ronoral Jervices Administration 
aashinaten, D.C. 20405 

-rear or. Vawtor, 

Your letter of thy.: sixth orovidea an excelleut illuatration of the- reason the 
correspondence between the truhiven and no has WIGNXe so voluniaouo and burdensome. 
It is still not poneible for n' to cob all the files to give you precise citations in 
each _use, but I will give you aaotkl.h on that, unlosu the effort is obotructed, you may, %-Q 
should you no dosire, Liam the truth where that iu in question. 

1. '2i Hit for reaoonae."Youx can assist" in reducing what I wila feel called upon to 
address by elimanatina.  such self-servina duclarationo as that with which you concluder thin 
paraarecla The quoted words are yours. What is explanation in your paragraph is reasonable 
and provided the muswer I have to this moaaat nought without reuponse. I thank you for tloat. 
Out what you ao not uadreao is roqueoto for identified individual documents. I. gave you 
nevem' examples. You said you woulu provide copiou of the coverina latter:, with which 
them thin the ii,rchivea told you they had sent me and i said they had not. These are 
the &n:mai:to racently pent with the claim tyey had been sent earlier, a claim 1 labelled 
false. I think that in fairneao to tho record you should havo cam ittee what you learned 
to paper, and in writiva to mu. 

2. iieporaeaval of Transfer. Your ein4e aontence in accurate but inadequate. I have 
raised additional point to which there has been no roeponse. 

a) Under the Amoricuo aaikadnes decision, were the reasons for withholding 
both true and apolioablo, they no loner obtain. Thu govornaent waivea its vi tit to 
withhold under thi decision by usse in the Clark panel r.port. 

b) The agency of oaraocunt intoroot, the .secret airvico, ruled otherwise and 
,cave the Arthivoo a copy for it to give co. If there in statutory authority for over-
rail;; the jecret oervice on this I would apareelate a copy or citation of it. 'aith.. 
out thin authority, and ac i reaa 5 U.b.C. 552 it is not there, I believe it is 
Improperly withhold free me. 

ct) The oontents of tn.) ueaorandum hove been described to co by the aocrot 
bervice and they are not of a nature to juotify the laterpretation in hr. '-'ohnnon'u 
letter. his in 221 a meoical file but a rvooipt, and it is a receipt that covers the 
transfer of gublic property and official axhibito of a public, official procoeding. 
Jut were this tha cane, the medical contents have been meat) public by tea govornmant, 
in the Olark panel rapor, and by o,her memo, thus wnivina that provision. Yurthera 
=ore, thin is a reason in oeutradiation to thy- earlier reason aiven no for refusing 
as this same receipt, that it wan a "private" paper entrusted into the keeping of 
the archive° for safety. 

d) ':'ho opanina of ar. .johnoonmn letter in imprecise. The decision waa not a 
refusal "to make available" but a refusal to forward what had been made available, 
and I had been told by the ;*.:cret Jar vice. I think the to real distinction is important 
and the: factual distinction is ovbioua. 

o) :Nun in W*3 sense in which it ia written, the penultimate paraarpah of ar. 
vehosou's latter fails to adareeo what is controlaina and in not oubjact to bureaucratic 
set:antics. he makoo no reforeace to the oontrolAng court decisions. 1 have cited ono. 



f)The final pareeelsge  of thin lett r reverses tai, roles ill the eacter ixx euestion. 
Under the law, should th© eoverneent elect to seek such an opinion, it is upi to the 
governmeet to get it under the Aetorney Ueneralle interpretation of tee law, not the 
applionnt. The eemorandum is explicit on this point. :tut if there is a question of 
"invasion of privacy", an there is not and cannot be by the nature of thin receipt, 
that have already been violated by the govornment by wee of the docureet, a use that 
exceeds. the requirement of the controlline decision in that it wee a  uebleo  use. 

g) Even it all the claime mado were relevant and applicable, they have now been 
rendered void by the grunting of access to the material covered by the receipt and the 
attendant international publicity generated by Dr. John Latter:one 

11) ere Johnson's reservation, of the right to overrule the opinion of "authorized 
repreeentativee (f above) is, 1 believe, outside his discretion or authority and puts 
the entire eetter in true perspective. 

eor the for going reasons, I file this an a new appeal for a copy of this document. 

3. eintuyeepf ex14,eit, 193ee.You  og the ereliveo doers not have the letter from Mr. 
earshall I quoted. There are to relevant letters. I personally sent both to the exchivist 
and be hum both additionally because they are exhibit) attached to my Complaint in Civil 
Action 256e-70. 

According to the Attorney General's eumoramium, the obligation under the 15e. is that 
of the agency to leech I make apelication. If the agency to which I make application oeanot 
or says it cannot coeply with the reeuest, it is obligated to refer it. The negatived in 
question are part of tle record of the earren eomeission, not of the eepertment of Justice. 
in my view they ,.sx,J required to have been treneforrod pernuont to the apelicable executive 
order. if this war hot done, the fault in not mine nor does the law impooe your obleention 
upon me. It it: a technical iepoesibility 414 make copieo of what in in the iemeeevee°  files. 
1 have pale for them wad if you dispute this, I will brine them in an you con scez the 
Opinion of the coepotent photographer who made those neeutives at the ercbivoe or your own 
see photographer. The net effect is to deny me copies of official exhibits. These are not 
properly described as you do, "the original eel negatives". I have a copy of the directive 
under which they were leads for the Warren eammisoion. 

If this is not now done for me, I ask that this; be regarded as MY aPPcill• 

(Returning to 2 o) above, please include description to we by hr. Burke earsball.) 

4. eefueal of cony of Geeefeeelv oontract.Tou  have be ea misinformed ead incompletely 
lefornee on thin, an I also was. The Sec end paree eph of Dr. Bahmer's letter of January 30, 
le68 is deceptive. I an satisfied the deception wan neither by nor intended by er. BaScier. 
I am aloe aatio.fioq that he did not make the decision. There in core than one deception, 
but with reeerd to all, I do not believe er. Bahmor was renpOnaible. I have: raised two 
separate questions where 1 tnink =ore than 5 U. 4.0 552 is apelicable. ene is the alleged 
conditions, which were not subject to ehenee by the lapse of tine. If they could be invoked 
to deny no a copy of this eaaerect, they were forever applicable or every position the govern.. 
meat has taken on ever other ouch record in spurious. Tee other is tee violation of regulations 
in doeyine the first apelioteat at least equality of access. at wee eddied insult to injury 
to pond me a copy and than charge me for tnat after  and some time after publication. 

5. eefenee tee reefeecceepe eemide =oleo of minein4 public ieforteetion.5  U.e.C.552 
is not, in py belief, all that obteina. it is all you address. I believe under other law, 
reeulattou and practise the Amami does have this responsibility and obleeatione The next 
statement you sake you im..ke, 1 am confident, in good faith, but it ie utterly false. ebs 
Arebivee follows thin practise generally, not just with me. The !recite:lacy of mach rteuosts 
froo me, were even thin true, is outside the law, which ban no such exemption. I dispute 
that I have asked for so emey melee of public infoxuation that tee -,..rohiveL) claims to have 
lost. They keep records; and can give you prompt proof. I challenge it. I regret your unfamil-
iarity with tee law and regelatione, to which I attribute the other irrelevancies. eowever, 



even if for too sake of arouount we accept tlio veroiou you givo
, the lau is unoquivocal in 

requiring referral, ao the ottoruey Couoralio !occoranduo soya. Th4 Archiveo i3 without 

tho right or authority to determine what it conoiders "oporopria
te". aoferrel by it is 

mandatory. In anticipation of what may ho one reoponso, I quoto 
you thi- additional oordino: 

"Ovary effort ahoulu be made to avoid eocuobcring the applicant'o path with procedural 

obstsclea when these essontially intorno' (.;ovornmont problums ar
ios." Tito orc:hivoo limo of 

ita oon files, which in its explaoation, is uoluoivelo an intern
al matter. ,end, I interw. 

pret this language to place upoo the Archivoe the responsibility
 for correcting its own 

miotokos ant fro u thu retorts it keeps =fur each requoct for teat public inforaation it 

claims not to have or to replace ito own mieuiag filth, anti supply copies from thorn. 

If thio is not done, than this letter is my appeal. 

b. 1.;xecutivo oceoleno. on as gonorol statcmeat, what you soy ie responsive.. L2w,vor, 

varyino reaoons were given for refuaina my spocifio requonts fur
 specific paces. To thece 

your explanation does not respond, far these specific roquesto are aloo separato'from 

any "recent develops ants in the stately of tho law." oleo, varyino reasoun for given 

different applicants. I ask for a bellow of the specific refusal
s separate from any new 

interpretation. 

There remains 'between us a question you said yog would addres- when you phoned me. 

That is the question of truthfulnoon. I rocoonize it is posaiblo
 for any of us with tho best 

of intentions to make a histako. I havc recently learned that I
 mode ono, ana the next tine 

I see tho person involved in the orchiveo, I will extend my per
oonol apology. In thiu long 

correspondence, i am awaro of but thin single miotake by me. Thi
s in am important question 

eacauoe I prize ny integrity. It is importont to you bee use you 
really are dept.-no:at upon 

tOo ioformntioo you are j.von. Oven if you did not have a multitude of other duties, as I 

any suro you do, you unto; posoibly have any pernonal knoolodoe
 of zuch Aaotars. One of the 

obvious comeequunces of your boino given foloo, incooplt:te or inadequate inforoation is your 

milers; a wrong dociaion, which can then bo followed by one by or. 4ohasoo hich c
an then 

be fol_owed by needless litigation. This jga happened. I havo Orono to the very mount of 

hearing and then boon given what had been improperly withheld fr
om me. The onormouo cost 

to the oovernment alone. ahoulu bo of concern within tho oovonma
ont, an :Moult the waste 

of their time by those for whom it in wasted. soido from this, there ronoino the question 

of the law and the obligation of uvoryoae in the oovoymnont to adhere to it. And wider 

the law, such things are abusive and needlessly costly, ire my c
ase also damaoing, to the 

applicant. jo, I hops that at soue point we will coafront this q
uestion and resolve i t. 

'`you nay that "uncooplionted" requests ore usoolly '.Lod within five days of receipt o
f 

the request by the proper 'uransh- Today i, the eiohth day oftor a simple rooueot I made by 

phono, for records filed undor one particular name. I an not taudno a bio dool out of it, 

and I rocoonizo that ouch thiogo as work-pr'souros, illness or 
leavoo can account for it. 

Toe point I am making is that this just never hapoano with uy r
equests. 

:since ply 

&rola doiaberg 


