Rt. 12, Frederick, #d. 21701
10/2/75

Er, Gene Wilson, POIA and Frivacy Coordinator

Central Intelligence Agency
Yashington, D.C. 20505

Daax Ar. Hm;

Before 1 gonvey to you perscmally and for the Agency a little of what is on my
mind after reading your leiter stamp dated Septesber 30, I will wait until what I
regard as an unnecessary, stonewalling date of October 20, as you ask. .

I am reminded of a lctter I rwoently sent the Attormey “eneral., Beginning in 1966
1 started asking the FBI for a ocopy of a published preas relesse. Pioally I asked a
lawyer %o ask for it for am. He was told to tell me the ouly way 1 eculd get 1t was
by use of FOIA. I filed the request, allowed twice more time that ibe law and then
filed an eppeal. For a poess releane? Is there 0o shems in governxent?

Hera you gre asking for more time to yespond to & request I first made in 1971,
I repeated to your general counsel 10 months ago today the seme request, in person and
with the assurance that I dg have eopies of scme of what you can't net fiod in your
filem, s then wrote there is mothing. I filed anik appeel and you now elect to treat
that appeal as 2n sriginal regmest. Putting it, apparently, at the bottom of the
stack and shemelessly szplaining "we have deen deluged with requeste.” Can it be
otherwiss when one dating to 1971 still bami't Leen answared and with the groass
improprietien now net completsly secret. (Yes, I do mean thaet all are not yet exposed.)

You extend mssurances of your sonoemm “"ower the faot tnat we have met responded
sarlisr to your request [sic]" When you do get around to it, I would like to know if
you have others this long unanswered, golng back %o botk 197 and Januezy 2 of
this yoar, is not shirtoxichl. I have boon patisnt but 1f I have reascn %o
believe that whenever I get what you will call & full vesponse it is iess than that
and have to taim other steps 1 will uss other and less well knowe provisions of the law.

Tou do not refer to my inwocation of the Frivaey Aot in your letter. I did do thiw.

Tou refer to but one request. %o date I have not had even scinowlwigeaent of several
lamg pout dus refervals fyon the Arcidwes wider the law. I have veferred to theame and
not responded.

ow I take you literally. You say one “cospoment,™ whataver you mey mean by that,

+ xill vespond Ly sn unepecified duy of the wesk of Octoder 6§, The last woridng
that week 1a Ootober 10. Tou.also rapreswnt this as the lsst, "the ocs remsising
which has fallod %o respond.” And you them say that if they delay response to
an late as the 10th you will still require 10 more days to reply $o me? You
Zeally need puother 10 daya Just to respocd aftar mors \hem Loux vesxn?

I do not intend to get inwolved in any of your sumetimss compliceisd sewantics.
Hean whatever you agy by "conpoment.” I made no requsst in any such terms. Ky request
cuvers any asaet,pert,proprietary, affiliate,front, person, agent, ionforeer or source
of eny and svery kind and nature, .

Now will you pleave tell ms whan you or another in the Agency will respond to those
monthe-old referrala from the Rational Archives?

E

i, ¢

Sizcernly,

Harold Wedsberg



Dear Jim, CIA: FOIA, Privacy, their 9/30/75 10/2/75

Attached are Gene Wilson's latest CIA stonewalling, received today, and my response,

Separate from the smudges on this copy are other amudges on the reverse side of
his letter. They do not coincide with typing on the face. I do not attribute any
special meaning to this. I merely note it.

They have to be really uptight to ask for an extra 10 days merely to review whatever
more they expect to collect. If anything, If nothing, why ask this extra 10 days? And
this is in addition to what his letter says has already been completed, whether or not
it ylelded anyshing, which he does not saye

There are several reminders I want %o record.

There are other FOIA requests of which I know, FOIA and other, in which they have
to have come accross files on me. We know they did én Bud. They have to have in res~
ponse to the Sunt demand in that recent case., Inevitably there are others.

There is no reference to the mail here. We must not forget that,

No reference to persons and organizations where they've had interest. We don't
know how they file, of course,

No reference to subjects in which we know they have interest and files. Like
agsassinations, Garrison, etc.

fo reference to publishing, to which we have a comnection.

No reference to my writing, in which we kmow they have an intereat. (I know where
they bought my first book, for example.) And how they followed what I said about ite

I regard his latest as an exceptional letter, as 1 regard the open lying to our
faces as exceptional.

We also luiow they have files dealing with my Archives requests for CIA material
and we know that the Angleton people were involved in that. We do have this in
writing,

411 of this is separate from any checking they did with other agencies, which gives
them correspondence with or memos about me from these agencies. On my writing alone
and my (comple‘cely innocent) foreign correspondence they have to have checked with
at least the FEIL. They also have to have records from other agencies.

4nd my initial request was prior to the date of any claimed destruction of any.
of these kinds of records.

I think it best that we give them this extra time and I think they look worse for
asking for it, Especially if they fail to come up with that of which I have nopies
or proofs.

Best,



