1111 W 16th Ave., Apt., 156
IN RE FOI/CRM 1626 Gainesville, Fla. 32601

Janwaxry 17, 1977
E, Ross Buckley
Attorney in Charg:s, FOI/PA Unit
Criminal Divieion
Tepartment of Justice
#eshington, L,C. 20530

Lear Mr, Buckley:

This will acknowledge receipt of youxr letter dated January
T7s 1977. I weply to thet portion of vour letter dealing with my
request for records relating to the phoiogrephs and X rays of the
Kennedy autopey. '

Flrst, ﬁou gtate on page 2 of your letter that “physiesl
evidence of the type you request (photographs, x-reys (sie)) would
characteristleslly, not be contained in Criminal Division files,?
Ylease be informed that I have naver requested copies of the photo-
grepho eand X rays themselves, nor do I desire such items, My
request has alweys been for records relating to those itens,

Second, your denlel of my request for expedited processing is
dietressing secauae the reasons you give suggest bed faith on your
part. In your letter of December 14, 1975, you informed me that
my request might be expedited if I could show "exigent or unigue
circunmstences.,” I tried to meet that standard in ny letter of
December 18, 1976. In denying expedited processing in your letéer
o Jenmuexry T, 1977, you explein that I have failed to Qeomonstrate
sufficient "public interest" end have not shown thet I will suffer
"eny irreparabls injury." How cen I be expected to meke such g
showing when you do not inform me that ¥ou wlll require it of me
and in fact tell me thet I must comply with a totally different
#iendard? Obviously, “exigent or unigue circumstences” is not

the same as "publie interest' emd "irreparable injuxy.

Whet makes this more distreseing to me i® thet these conflicting
standards have been impoged erbitrer ¥y by you; they are in no way
a part of the Treedom of Information ict. In fact, under that Act
the burden is on you to show thet you sxe exerclising due diligence in
Processing my reqguest,

With regerd to the issue of due diligence, I note that you have
not responded to one question posed in my letter of Lecember 18, 1976:
"I would like to be informeé why you waited over three months to
tell me thet my request could be expedited upon a proper showing by

me. A= you know, the leaw gives you ten working days to make &
reapongg,"

I still await an explenation for the great deley in making eny
response to me &t all, I elso seck an sxplanation of why you heve
changed the stenderd I must meet to expedite ny request,

I would also like %o know when you antleipate compliing with

my request, If I feel(you; estimate 1z reasonsble, I would be willing
1o wai end thus avold litigatinon.

Sinceraly,

Howard Roffmen



