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¥OTICE OF APPRAL 10 APPEAL BOARD

I wish to have my I-A classification charged to 1V-D. I believs that
recent court decieiona apd the evidence in ny file will support my claim to
a IV-D classification. I believe the reason why the local boerd did not
classify mo IV-D is because of the age at which I was ordeined snd beceuse
of the Harch 9,1953 deeision in the Dickinson case, which ls;nov reversed.
These poiptes were raised in a létler to we from Charles M, Toynbes, Deputy
State Director, on June 11, 1955, he said, " Your letter states that a
document you have suhmitted to the local board shows that you were"”"ordained
in a public ceremony on September 20, 1982Y. At that time you were approxim-
ately 8 yoars of age. In a recent case before the United States Court of
Appeals for the Einth Distrioct, (Dickinson vs U.5.) a dscision was handed
down op Varch 9, 1963. I% it the Court pointed out the position of the
dreft board w’aem confronted with e situation which reoquired that it give
the appellant's claim rather cereful scrutiny. 7he entire lsuguage of that
certain portion of the Court's decision and the result of the cpmsideration
given to your case by your local board and by the A;:peal Board ﬁ.ppear to

be consonant.”

- I would like to point out that the Selective Sorvies Regulations provide that
it is the persons status st the time of his classification that determines
what his clessification shall be. Regardless of the age at which I begen my
ministry there is pothing to show not thet I am mot a minister and entitled
to such @& classification. {For more informetion on this see pages 3,4 of the
seven paze report I left with the board on Dec.l, 1853) I believe the Supreme
Court bucks me up in this regard when it ssid i& its majopity opinion op the
Dickinson cage: “fThat the ordinstion, doctrines, or wapner of preaching that
his sect employs diverge from the orthodox and treditionel is mo concern of
ours; of course the statute does not purport to impose s test of orthodox¥.”

( Paphasis added).

¥r. Toynbee applied the re:ults of the March 9, 1853 decision of the Dickinson
case to my case. On Hovember 30, 1953 the 8upreze Court of The United States
reversed this decision. The important points in the Dickinson case are
consonmt ‘with my case. Dickinson is a full time pﬁmneer minigster”, I am too.
Said ‘!‘lxeaccour‘b "fho principal end decisive issue before us is whether there
was a basis in feot for denying Dickingon's claim to & ministerial exeznption
under Sec. 6( g§ of the Universal !Hlitary Treining and Service Act,” The Bourt
found that there wag no bagis for denying D:mkinson 8 olaim to miniaterial
exemption. .

1f there be any douby as to whether 1 am now a p&oneer minister mqm.ry can
be made to the Watchtower Society.

Sincersely yours,

Richargd H. Bawe




