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Pepariment of Justice ,
" Dear ¥re Jaffe, | FOIA/PA Appeal

‘ s s LY t » o :
. Wy vife kas asked pe to resrond to your lctier Lo hor storp d&t'éfl lthtztl‘g‘iaf;::::{og

I yegret your oxissions alooe slo: doxa eazpliznce and the need to appeal,
~ -Mine 45 a much older request than ny wife's but I stsn) svwait-resronse. 8y the
Deparinent's oun statistics the tis» for comdliance with oy reguest is long sinco past,
~80, for that matter, is time for response to my apocai frou the deninl, 1 an ep
your -denial in adiitior on dehalf of both og,‘ us by & carboa addressed as youl direct,

. The citationg of lav and reguletion in your letter do not include the cost, an
~eostinate of the cost or an initicl payment towerd the cost. Ky understending $s that
you-stould have given us a sam 50 that we could remit a check. I therefore ask that

you accept my prozise to pay for the copying of all the records you sasy have beea,
- docated and ere mot being withheld and thet you send them to us without further delay,

" We will imrediately mend a check in yayment, By now oy record of prompt peyment should -

- bo . suply established in Departrental records.

7 TAt the top of page two you offer us'inspection at the Departzent. Th ¢ reguest
was for copies and we do want copies of all records you ere not withholding,

Your penultirate paragraph refers to cerizin FiI records copies of which are 1n. your

_ Division's fiies. You say the: F3I has received this request and will respond separately,

We desirfe cories of your copies of these records, those you say are being released es e -
matter of discretion, in addition to those of the F3I. If we ever kear from them, So
you-can understend this cozplience with my last prior recuest is about a year overdue.
This greatly exceeds the FEI's maxinun claim to bakkloz and overwork, ' ) -

. Of course I an in the dark about what you have in mind es exempt es "intra- or
inter-egency docunonts™ but I do heve kno:ledgze of the contents of some and these . -

" were all to heve been delivered to us under discovery in the litigation and were not, .

I do have knowledge of such recoxds that do not fa11 withir this exemption, They also . -
80 not f£it the description of ®public docu—ents." I believe ve arc entitled to copies
of thex under Pi, .

You make no reference to the location of records cf the Departrent or inm its
possession. There are records in Baltimore of vhich ve elso desire cozplete copies.
Mithout consultztion with my own files, not curreatly ir By posseasion, I cannot be
certain about other than Baltinore end Weshingion files but I bolieve there nry well
be sone, We do mean to include all, of any description, location or neture eand origin.

You still do not refer to files oy me alore rather than thoze relatizg to cy wife
and me both. v request is of lonz standing ané I wounld appreciet? your ircluding then
when you gexd those as soon as possidble, That request wzs undor botk Acts. On 4those that
relate to py actions your Diviaion hes defended I em elso asking for o re=ission of cosis,
as permitted T lad, on the ground of their Fistorical irntzrest eng By havizg slrzady
allocated thex to o university archive. iz your mecords show one of trese was cited in

the Scrate as requiring the ex2aling of SCIA.

| drong the other files that should hold refercnces to Fe are those in the case of
Youlsians v, Shaw in what is row D.C. Superior Court. As I recall it you zersonslly had
souwe involvcment in thet, dncluling & trip tizt is now of historical irterest. -
| . Sii!cemly’ : .
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