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Mr. Wallace Ho Rotdnson Rt. 12' Fl"d@riCk, Md, 21701
Acting Depaty Administretor 1/1/16
GSA

Washington, D.C. 20405
Dear Hr, Robinson,

Your letter of January 3 begins with an inadequate oitation of statutory suthority
fordonqingwappealmdconclﬂubyimtingn to file sulit against you. At the
sameé time you make it impossible for me to file sult by promising some of what I geked
for under FOIA and in doing this you ave conspioupus in flamting the requirements of the
4ot, specifying that you did not meet ite préwisions and offering no explanation for
your failure to. ‘

Inoachmo!unlbospociﬁeinuﬂainugthnfmm.Imallnoprevious
correspondence with you so I will take the time for exblanations. I am not a lawyer. I
havemdooxtmsivamoftham,havenadthelodshﬁnuatmofthewtandtha
amendrents $0 it and 1 believe that if there is anyone who knows more about the JFK
assassination and its officdal investigation, in or out of govermment, I know no such
person. If you have any questions about what I represent as fact I offer to take the time
toansnrth-u.Imnuthntyouhavonoprsemlmuhdpudmtdependnnothers
foryourinfomtien.Eapochnybmuuofthialmomommyoutouhapemoml
oxamination of the track record detween us, in and out of court,

There is some confusion in your letter I will address. Consultation #ith ny files ia
not alwaye easy for me. For thas reason and because you 8§y you are supplying me with
some of the records I will restrict myself now to one subject. However, I do note that while
you open hy saying that you deny my appesl from XEEE "the decision made on November 22,
1976" (my emphasis) your letter clearly refers to more than one denial and on more than
one subject,

Tou claim it required rdne days for my letter to reach you. The Bct does not, to the
best of oy knowledge, stait its elock running at the time any appeal reaches any one per-
son. {t is my understending that this begins when it reaches the agency. My appesl was
properly addressed. Were your representations accurate you have still exceeded the 20
woricing days of the Act.

From your own dsscription your review was inadequate. Your sccount is "We have
mmmmuwmummnmnydmumwnr.mmnmmtw
are in agreement with kis decision." This is not a review. You are not in a position to
make any review based on an examination of or conmideration of "the material which was
ond.ndlym."xmomﬁmtthatitmmumdmmcomsm.mdm
mmdmm.youmummtnlmtmmmutmufmmm. that I now
bave them, and that they stipulate exactly the oppomite of this denial. Morsover, these
withheld records are within & request now almost a decade old, were promised to me if
thaywareeunreluud.mdthnwnnlandhmﬂhorfmvhonlommun».
¥hen thay were given to this much later requester they were not sent to me. This requester,
who has had sccess to ny files for years, sent me coples, precisely because he knew that
theAmhiw:h.dMudmthnmmdmmmudmmIMﬂum
is obvious.

Tour letter makes no refedence to the fsct that this request was once litigated, If
you had not been made aware of it I do tell you it is C.d. 2569-T0, 1 was 39 ¢ in that
case, It was dismissed by the judge for two reascuss the Archives promised to take the
mctunaluhdforandhtu-twthu;thAnhimdoeoindthajudpinnnmboref
ways, including by false representations by its counsel and dy false swsaring by Dr. Rhoads,
Obviously I could go back to court en this alone. Equally obviously I have not. I do not
vant scandals. (I want compliance with the Act and toc be able to continue my studies without
official inte cmmorobstmoﬁm.lmhmmadutiomlmu.lbawbegmtha
dopodtduwvorkinmmhiwinammtymItvillboanmotﬁcialarohive.
I vant it to be as complete as posaible for future uses.



chhrpadfdmmmmﬁﬁmaﬁfdnmmmtwmym
actionable, They are true and no actions will be filed against me over them,

Wlntyounportiaambhrstup.mtismtamﬂn.mmtmqumsnmw
you admit not having made. While the time for it has long since expired, I therefore
ask a meanmingful veviev of you, not merely consideration of "the material which was
originally denied to" me,

if I do not know what I will be able to de X can and I do te u what I intend,
There are punitive proglsions of the amended Act, I belicve there other legsl remedies
available t0 me. I  regard this denial as extra-legal and for purpoaes that are specifically
profipited in the Aot before and after amending. I believe I can prove this, I do not
want to make debating points off to take this to court without need so I will glve you
some of thess proofs, those that ghould have been asked for by you in a proper review
and those that should have been provided to you without your saking 0 you would be in a
positicn to meke a proper review, hot be reduced to being a rubber atamp,

Itiamyheliefthatlmuungyouomudxinfomtionformtobeimludedin
any action I may take over this demial. I wemnt you to mdorstand that I regard the eriginal
denisl as demsaging to me and my rights and your denisl in the smxe way. You in addition
are damaging the future value and importance of the archive to whieh 1 have réferred.

In your paragraph 1 you cladm the (b)(3) exesption, alleging “matters 'specifically
exeapted from diseclosure by sfatuts.'" You cite 44 U.5.C. 2107 amd 2108 and refer to
"restrictions on their use imposed by the donors and agreeable to the administrator." It
43 not really this muxk way in this cass snd it most definitfely is not that the represen-
tative of "the Kennedy family" imposed these restrictions you alaim. The opposite 1s true,

The letter sgroement was smigned by the representative of the exsoutors of the estate
of the late “resident. He did mot represent ¥ the Kennedy family.” In addition, this letter

agreenent does provide for potwres being mede and given as a substitute for perscnal
exsxination of the oclothing.

The claim to avdidance of "undignified or senmathénal use or depiction" is not only
frivolous and irrelevant. “t is fraudulent. I have asked for pletures of only those gare
ments and those portions of garments pictures of whiech were widely publicised by the
government, I have not asked for any pioture of any garmnent not se publicigzed by the
government. But in some cases the FBI faied these plcotures. I do not want faked potures.
InouecauIaakodforagtctunofmlyuhoutahlf-dmhofnmt.Shrinp-u:ul
be whistling from the backs of cows jumping over green-cheese moons when this kind of
pdctmmbemdinanmdimiﬁodlmr.‘m-mlypomhlomﬁmlmilin

WW“M.andtbathoutaﬁ.dcmmnpﬁonotthelu.iti-,
however, the reasen for tbe demial,

1 will give you other specifics en this point alone. Xou have available the pictures
tabnbyth?ﬁmdﬁmdinthekmh&vu.Thmmpdotmsofthepnﬁocﬁminpboto—
mphicinmpetmc-mdtmmunotinmpemt.mthonoi‘thomckt%c,tho
shirt and the jaciet and see if you can detect even the pattern of the material. You cannot.

Boreover, were thia not true, my request is limited to pictures that can be used
not for sensation but because of their evidemtiary value. If you or anyone else can show
that this is mot the fact I will modify the requeat to ascure it The problem thia présents
to the government is that the evidentiary valus is what it wants to suppress, Thers i3 no
other reason for denying me clear piotures of what wae printed countless millions of time
in the form of unclear pictures the wnolarity of which was contrived by the FHIL.

I can simplify this even more for yous the Warren Yormission introduced these itoms
into its evidence, introduced plcturss of them into its evidence, and them printed only
meaningless pictures whea it published its volumes.

It is abeolutely false tonmuntaiy‘oudodtm time of my request that "is
specified in regulations relating to Warren “ommission reference service; researchers



are not sold coplea of the photographs.”

Nowhere in your letter do you make any reference to this part of uy regusst,
for dated oopies of ali applicable regulations. If you do nst provide them, and you
claim no exemption for them ~ you merely ignore this = I will still be able to prove
that in obder to be able to suppress what I seek the regulations were rewrittem alter
both my request and its denial,

Your invocation of (b)(6) is ludicrous. Were the pictures I seek "personnel and
medical files and aimilar files," as they clearly are not and more clearly are not from
recent Jdecisions, even these ave not exempt unless they "would conatfitute a cleerly un~
warranted invasion of parsonal privaey.”

: How in the world is an invasion of privacs possible with duplicates of pd.cims
mmmm»mmumafmmmmmmnybymmmtm
s0ld by ite Printing Office? !

But were en invasion of privacy possidle, the Act stipulates the added condition,
"clearly unwarranted.” On the sssassination of a Pregident evidence of that srime is
& "clearly wnwarranted” invesion of any "privacy?” Wers this true, and there is not even
the claim to it by the government, then what about the Comgressional investigations
authorized for more than a year, including that authoriszed by the House last Se}ptember?

It is obwious, + believe, that there is no rationel basis for claiming this exemption,
Your pretenses in which you persanaliy may be ipnocent compel me %o wake this record.

You say "an individuml's research should be protected from unwarrented incureions by
third parties. (I sgree and there is nothing in my request that is fin eny way say swch
incursion.) Only in this way can we protect the integrity of an individual's research."
Tou also say "You have previously been provided coples of the sgresment with the Ken-
nedy family (sic)...” What you do not say and I want this record to ehow is hov the
same " r. Rhoads made an "ummrranted ineursion® into my research on precisely this letter
agroement, denying it to me under conditions that required it be kept in perpetual secrecy
and then literally solicited another to ask for it, telling this peraon who hed not aske &
for it thet if the request were made under FOIA Dr. Rhoads would have to provide i+tl
Were tils not a sufficient and sufficiently wnwarranted incursions into ry research the
same Dr, Bhoads di4 not then mail me a copy of that letter agreement until days after its
publication in the form of anti-Xennedy propeganda, Mis transparent purpose, by this other
person who is not and vas not a "researcher." He wes a newsman looking for a chesp
sensation. You imow, nothing sensational, nothing undignified.If it is false and anti-
Eonnedy propaganda it is neither undignified nor sensationsl. If 1k is & photograph of
official evidence it is both undigmifed and sensational,

I am famdliar with that agreement. It covers the olothing as "Aprendix A material."
Under (2) it specikies that "Access...aball be permitted...to..(b)iny serious scholar or
investlgator of matters relating to the death of the late Fresident...” ‘his oertainly
includes me. I published the first book om the Warren Commiasion and its investigation,
=oro books on it than any other and am the one person certified by the Department of Justdce
ask knowing moro a.boutitmdthem'simuﬁahmnfitthwweminﬂmuployd
the FBi, Prior to your letter the federal cowrt €f appeals in the District of Columbda held
with respect to other witbfheld evidence that bringing it to light, if it exists, servjes
the nation's interest, However, I did not request persomal examination of this evidence.
This same agreement provides for photographs as a substitute and I asked for these few
evidentiary photographs. Under then applicable Archives regulations the providing of auch
photographs was mandatory. Aftor denying my perfectly proper request thess regulations
were changed so you could comtonue to suppress that which is embarrassing to the FEI and
to othars. 4s of the time of my request providing me these photegraphs was required, This
ddene accounts for your no reference to not complying with that request now and to
all the mumbo~jumbo about (b)(5).



I have referred to the providing to snother :E/:Lntemal momoranda that were not
provided to me and were not enly not provided to alfederalbourt but were misrepresented
to it. Thesd withheld and grossly and deliberately nlsrepresented remorenda and other
alndilar record specify exmotly what I represent, specify the providing of such plotures.
Theydate. to prior to the signing of this letter agrezwent and specify its purposes and
intents Naturally they could not be prowided to me whan I would have presentad them to
the court the government deceived., Nor could thsy have been given to me while thése non-
secret plébures were also withheld from me.

If th¥s infornation was denied you and 9’5& 1 would bhope you would hoth want to look
into it and perhaps do a littls shaldng up. nleas, of course, you are also part of this
Orwellian operation of describdng suppression as providing public informaticn.

I would hope also that you can understand that your verbal gymnastics about inter-
agency and intra-egency memoranda combined with your invitation that T sue you persuade me
not to volunteer details. I have given you more than you require for ascertaining the
truth for yourself. Iald that ascertaining the truth was your obligation prior to your
writing me.

it is only because of the Archives constant intent to force me to 80 to court without
need and the GSA's rubber-stanping of this together withawx jour telling me to do the ssma
thing that I do not include the names of the others to whom I refer. Unlegs and intil this
is in court there is no mesd. However, with regard to the one solicited to ask for vhat
I hed been refused, the letter agreement, I tell you that I have published this accomt
in zuch greater detall withoutzprotest frem that persom or Or. Rhosds. Thet other person
wag my sources With regard to the other researcher who has had free access to ny flles
and who was given these internal records relsvent to oy FOIA request when they hed not
been given to me, I have the coples he provided me in ths dated envelope in which he
provided tram end I am without doubt that he will provide en affidavit in nuch greater
dstyil than I have, I am meiling hdm a copy of this and if he informs me to the contrary
I will inform you. I do not expect tids. :

Sincerely,

Harold Weisberg



Dear Jim, 1/1/77

Horewith the GSA's newest rcjection of my request, here of the appeal, for the

photographs of JFK's clothing that originally went to court as C.A.T0-2569. Also
my long and detailed response.

I did chose to ignore some of their greater stupidities,

I am wondering if I can now file not only in Maryland or Washington but also
in Wisconsin,. .

I beflieve I have a Wisconsin equity in this matter.

If I can file there I would accompeny the filing with a request for the awarding
of damages and specify that any damages awarded be given not to me but the the
university for use in any manner it sees fit in comnegtkon with the archive.

I would not noy bave the need to publish these pictures. i1 would deposit them
in the &x archive, * might hold a press conference and give coples awaye.

And of course I would give them to the Houss committee.
There are other possibilities but first there is the question, can I file there?

If I am not mistaken one of the requests I made of DJ, a request still nbt
met, is for before and after plotures of the damage to the shért, befors and after
the taking of samples for testing.

The tie, of commme, gives tlm whole thing away.
To the degree I do not expect much of the records to be provided.

Best,



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION

WASHINGTON, DC 20405

January 3, 1977

- Mr. Harold Weisberg
Route 12
Frederick, MD 21701

Dear Mr. Welsberg:

This is in response to your letter dated November 24, 1976, in which you
appeal under the Freedom of Information Act the decislon made on

November 22, 1976, by the Archivist of the United States, James B. Rhoads,
to deny you access to certain administrative files of the National Archives.
Your appeal was received in the office of the Director of Information,
General Services Administration, on December 3, 1976.

We have reviewed the material which was originally denied to you by
Dr. Bhoads and find yhat we are in agreement with his decision. I,
therefore, deny your appeal pursuant to the following exemptions from
mandatory disclosure of the Freedom of Information Act (5 U.S.C. 552).

1. Photographs and negatives made by the National Archives of the
clothing worn by President Kennedy at the time of the assassination are
denied to you under 5 U.S.C. 552(b)(3), matters "specifically exempted
from disclosure by statute." The statute at issue is 44 U.S.C. 2107
and 2108 which provide that the Administrator of General Services may
accept for deposit the papers and other historical materials of a
President or former President of the United States subject to restrictions
on their use imposed by the donors and agreeable to the Administrator.

Mr. Burke Marshall, representing the Kernedy family, specified that the
Administrator (and by delegation of authority, the Archivist) should impose
appropriate restrictions on access to President Kennedy's clothing. .

In conformance with Mr. Marshall's expressed wish that requests for access
to the clothing be handled in a manner that would prevent undignified or
sensational use or depiction, the National Archives prepared photographs
of the clothing which are shown to researchers. As specified in regula-
tions relating to Warren Commission reference service; researchers are
not sold coples of the photographs. You have previously been provided
copies of the agreement with the Kernedy family (dated October 29, 1966)
and the regulations on Warren Commission reference service. In addition,
the photographs and negatives are denied to you under 5 U.S.C. 552(b)(6),
"sersomnel and medical files and similar files the disclosure of which
would constitute a clearly urnwarranted invasion of persocnal privacy."

Keep Freedom in Your Future With U.S. Savings Bonds



2. Intra-agency and inter-agency memorandums and letters found among
the records relating to requests you or other researchers have submitted
for access to the medical/autopsy files found among the Warren Commission
records, including those relating to your requests made in 1966 relating
to various scientific tests, are denied to you under 5 U.S.C. 552(b)(5),
"inter-agency or intra-agency memorandums or letters which would not be
available by law to a party other than an agency in litigation with the
agency." Correspondence with other researchers relating to similar
reference requests is denied to you under 5 U.S.C. 552(b)(6), "personnel
arld medical and similar files the disclosure of which would constitute a
clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy."

3. Records relating to the unknotting of the tie worn by President
Kennedy and to other evidence are being provided to you. Related corre-
spondence with other researchers is denied to you under 5 U.S.C. 552(b)(6).

4. Copies of records relating to the withholding and subsequent
release or continued restriction of Warren Commission records are being
provided to you except that related intra-agency or inter-agency memoran-
dums and letters are «denied to you under 5 U.S.C. 552(b)(5). Also, related
correspondence with other researchers is denied to you under 5 U.S.C. 552(b)(6).
In addition, deleted information in the letter from Lawrence R. Houston (CIA)
to James B. Rhoads, dated December 22, 1972, and a letter from Charles E.
Savige for Robert Young (CIA) to James B. Rhoads, dated May 20, 1975, are
denied to you under 5 U.S.C. 552(b) (1), matters "(A) specifically authorized
under criteria established by an Executive order to be kept secret in the
interest of national defense or foreign policy and (B) are in fact properly
classified pursuant to such Executive order.! These letters have been
determined to be properly classified pursuant to Executive Order 11652
('"Classification. and Declassification of National Security Information and
Material") and exempt from declassification at this time.

With respect to the internal memorandums denied you in paragraphs 2 and 4,

we note that we are only withholding several documents which reflect internal
deliberations on agency action in Tesponse to your correspondence.. The
purpose of the fifth exemption is the recognition by the Congress that
Federal officials must be permitted to exchange ideas freely on controversial
subjects. We have withheld no memorandums which reflect factual data or
agency decisions.

With respect to correspondence with researchers withheld pursuant to the
sixth exemption, it has long been the position of the National Archives that
records, including correspondence, pertinent to a private individual's
research should be protected from unwarranted incursions by third parties.
Only in this way can we protect the integrity of an individual's research.
Should you provide written authorization from another researcher that you
be given access to the requested records pertinent to that researcher, we
will provide you access to these documents.
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This represents the final administrative consideration of your request.
You may seek judicial review of this decision by filing a civil action
in the Federal District Court for the district in which you reside, or
have your principal place of business, or in the District of Columbia.

"Sincerely,

it [ -
%ACE H. ROBINSON

Acting Deputy Administrator

-



