Other ticklers (to foliow Lawn tickler)

With regard to other ticklers, the brief then state of the fr alleged fruit—
lescness of the supposed search for the Lawn tickler, "D his outcome is hardly
surprising since ticklers are merely duplicates of material found in FBI control (sic)

records and are toutinley destroyed within a specified period of time after an

investigation has ended!(page 26) emphasis added.) But this case has not endede It
is an open file, so on this basis alone the ticklers would not be destroyed,
particularly because they are unique refords and hold what is not in the "msin" Liies
case file. For example, the Long tickler. loreovédr, the case record estaboishes that
FBI ticklers a decade and a half old were provided tc me in another case and are
in the FBI's own public reading room. ¥ In addition, some ticklers in cases such as
this are so important they are transferred, intact, to central records, as the case
record also reflects, without contradiction.

411 ticklers also are not duolicates of other existing records which may or nay
not have been provided in any case. They contain significant notations that do not

appear on other copies, ve even if provided, as in this c ase they were note



Affidavit, R. 148, exhibit A. This outcome is hardly surpris- 1 [![Wﬂﬂf
ing, since ticklers are merely duplicates of material found in | 4Uﬁ*}L
" FBI control records, and are routinely destroyed within a _ \NJ»UJ
specified period of time after an investigation has ended. ’.0l/_XW\
Id., 1 3. These are the only "divisional files"_maintained by %Fiyg Nvi
the Bureau. Ji%vNLL
Plaintiff next contends (Pl. Br. at 38-39) that the FBI
should be required to reprocess records processed from FBI field .1])}/
offices pursuant to the August 12, 1977, stlpulatlon between the \S\P
parties. Plaintiff must be aware, however, that his requestr<‘ Qyﬁ
nullifies a provision of the stipulation that states: Pﬁﬂ)fNJHR
[d]uplicates of documents already processed at 5~
headquarters will not be processed or listed on
the worksheets.
(R. 44). As a result of this stipulation, which was duly signed
by the district court, the FBI consistently processed andi
released only those field office records which were not u/”JQV\&
A

processed at Headquarters, while also releasing from field nyQ\‘\gdd
office files "attachments that are missing from headquarters \
documents" and "copies of [Headquarters] documents with %iﬁu
notations," as provided for by thestipulation.9 Plaintiff

now requests this Court--as he requested the district court on

numerous occasions--to _scrap this long-standlng agreement by

et dpud Lvin #4014

|
? Documents bearing routine admlnlstratlve markings were not \ \ \}L/
processed as "documents with notations" Since all FBI field N\
office documents have such markings, such an interpretation

would have made the language of the stipulation meaningless.
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