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Mr, Richard ~, Huff, Co-Dire
0IP

Department of Justice
Washington, D.C. 20530

DéaJkMr. Huff,

Few experiences within
bureaucrats is as unreal as
least it may be self-serving
still again, if you have any
at me,

Your concluding paragrs
between us, among other thir

1/21/85

2ctor
"Re: 84-8914 and Miscellaneous issues" (sic)

my now not inconsiderable experiences with stonewalling
your letter of 1/15/85, On the assumption that s the

ry 1'11 be specific and detailed. &nd I begin by repeating

r real questions, please ask them, instead of making speeches

iph, which i#without rcgard to considerable correspondence
1gs, states th&t"In your letter of November 17, 1984, for

exmmple, on paBe 5, paragraph four, you make a wequest for records, which was not

caught until the third readi
believe that you read my let

I'vé reread ny letter ¢
be for existing records. I o
purposes of that letter, wit
I made one of these suggesti
in accord with the facts on
assigned to them, I restate
I then suid, "I think it wou
to provide me with g list of

You do not address this

cards that for the most part

without meaning to me. You 1
even do a good Job of cookin
one that is the subject of 1z
number after I sent you a cg

request. fMWM fhlb}/”

and this also Jjust hapj
( which) include

So, you've inflated you

ng of that letter." (From your reply it is not easy to
cter once, leave alone three timd&)

ind I made no request in it. & request, by the way, §g§j
1ade several suggestiond, all in keeping with the stated
th which it begins. In the fifth paragraph of page five
lons, after disputing your claim already proven not to be
numerous occasions, that all my appeals have numbers
this, with illustration, in that very paragraph, and

11d be helpful to both of us if you would be kind enough
them," the appealse

5, and instead you provide xeroxes of an assortment of

are, for reasons made specific on numerous occasions,
refer to these (page 1) as "closed appeals." You can't

1 your own books because among them you have an active
recent correspondence, one to vhich you assizgned a 1984
py of one of the 1978 appeals I filed relating to that
wg,/ijj’/zwm.ﬁwk gﬂ/ L5581 z:,?)&pr

ens to be one \of many) not ihcluded in (your)"my letter
2d a list of all uour open appealse"

ir statistics by assigning this a new number, but you

did not make a list, which wyas a suggestion, not a request, and you8ve done nothing

to reduce in any way the prg
you've magnified by wasting
correct anythinge

My paragraph to which j
numbers for a number of apps
appealed, 38 about which "
be taken care of."

4dside from another glef
not and keep referring to ol
ing that you can't understar
some steps to make it easiex
this particular one at st
taxes your comprehension and

I'wedbeen referring to
I respond, in which yeu admij
I asked in the first paragrs
that I am at the bottom of 3

)blem part of which you may have inherited but which
tinme for both of us while doing nothing at all to

rou refer reminds you that "you do not have separate
2als, " followed by an illustration, 25 requests, all
the department testified to the Senate that they would

'serving untruth, that I'm making new requests when I am
ld gnes you persist in ignoring, you conclude by complain-—
1d what I write, "I would like to request that you take

» for us to understand your letters." Now that you've read
. _three-fimes, let us see precisely what it is that so

1 ability to comprehend.

very old requests only and after reading the letter to which
Lt that you have not yet begun to act upon 1978 requests,

wph "if you are aware thér you are actually claiming

jour list with regard to matters that are going on a diggdy,




01d?" It is very cold, that |is very hard on me, I'm not able to use my own office
(and thus apologize for worse than usual typing) but frankly, I'd expect a child,
if not a lawyer, to have no |trouble understanding this, and I am not inclined even to
suspect that your claimed inability accounts for your failure to respond while making

self-serving speecheso

Farthur down on the sa
appeal,I tell you there wgs
ask them, Not only has this
the appeal to which I fefery
pondence. I do not know what
ought not be the invitation

I then ask if after all the recent correspondence, including some you referred
to the FBI instead of acting upon, you are unaware of my appeals relating to my
requests for records on and |about mes Not understandable? &nd next I asked if it
were possible that after notifying me of referral of my appeal from EOUSA withholding
to EQUSA "you have no record at all." You did answer this: you wiped it out without
waiting for EQUSA not to regpond, as it hasn't. These are "closed"cards you attachse

le page, where you refer to but a single fee-waiver

another and say that if you have any questions, please
been the subject of separatd correspondence, including

ed earlier, you also have recent copies of such corres—
you claim to have trouble understanding, but it certainly
to ask questions if you have anye.

good a point as any to pick up what 1 really wrote you for,
which is quite the opposite |of your misrepregentation, to make new requests. I am
quite specific at the top of page 1, that I Ytake the time to clarify some of the

mess your office alone has madeo" New equests, Mr. Huff? You can't undersatnd this?

On page 2 I refer to other old requests, to what Mr. Shea reported ani to what
existed that is relevant and not provided. Not FBI but the DJ copy of the transcript
of my testimonmy before the House patents committee. Is it House, patents, committee
or testimony thaf you cannot understand? Or can it gy t this has not been pro-
cessed, as I suggested, and |I'm sure you understood; t the Nazi front I exposed
was represented by a former |A4G, Criminal? (/M W vested gtor hy uﬂ/ﬂ&?

Next I refer to another ignored appeal, part 4f my appeals relating to records
on or about me, %ou do understand because you refer to that on your unnumbered page 2,
claiming that neither you nor the FBI has any record. This is not true, as my letter
mgde clear:"My appeal . o o|gave the numbers of the files for both Hoover's correspondence
and the magazine, the latter the precise classification and file number." But if
this were not true, as it is, and if the FBI had in fact made,a réal search to comply
with my request, would not the search slip contain all it an%qyou need?

You say what is incredibde about this, that you have no open Begzssg appeals,
with a1l I filed - was in fact asked to file - without any response at alle

And perhaps this is as

It is nice that§ the lauyer wegviewing Hoover's Official and Confidential (which
does not include Pdrsonal & |Confidential)files is keeping an eye open. But I think
it would be must less troublesome and more productive if 4MEEEE you have the FBI
give you its search slips ahd then check all the 94 entries. &nd if you find none,
ask for them, because they are not kimited to "research matters" ahd do relate to the
press, among other thingse As/H§ previous and ignored égg‘existing appeals states

Lou keep asking for numbers I keep telling you were ssigned, as for
example on page 3. Yet you ask again. &nd, as I've explained often enough before,
when most of my appeals we:r¢ ignored it is obvious that I was given no numbers
and thus cannot cite them. Qther than to be self-serving, why do you keep repeating

an impossible request of me
my Ronnie Caire appeal, whi

as an example in an affidavij

ye¥ your letter manages not
On page 6 I ask why yo

? As an example of this, at the bottom of page 4 I cite

th, as I reminded you, I recall clearly by attaching it
.te You do have it, with considerable attached documentation,
to mention this. What can't you understand in this example?

b have not yet gotten to my 1;78 appeals (which are not




the oldest but were mentioned) and am I to suppose that this, too, is Something
that exceeds you ability to| understand Epglish? &nd if not, why do you conclude your
letter as you do, quoted above?

I conclude by asking your authority to delegate your appeals function to the
component whose failure to |comply is appealed, and I guess this, too, taxed your
ability to understand. If not to make self-servibé speechese

I now return to your letter of the 154 which claims to respond to my quotations
immediately above whiile either ignoring or nsirepresenting them, and my letters of
Noveyber 20 and December T, 1984. You ask what JFK assassination photographs L refer
to and that, too, is the subject of spearate correspondence which you have, tracing
that matter back to the FBI's ignored request of 1978e Why not ask them for a change,
véu being the at least supposed appeals officer. Have 1 not provided you with more
than you want, so why continue to bug me to do your work and then claim not to
understand simple English? '?his is a separate request, after the general disclosures
and before the litigatione :

I beg to correct you,|top of your secon&nﬁumbered pages the only records within
the cited litigatioﬁfEE'are those said by the FBL to be within ite. What the FBI did
not iMclude and claimed was not included, just plain isn'te They can't have it both
®ays. 4t least not yet. 4nd not unless you are merely a rubber stampe

The wheels of justice|sure grind slowly if, after telling me in writing, of which
I gave you a copy, the FBI|was processing my Nosenko re ue ywﬁa?'least the unspecified
one it referredg to) it is|only now getting around to ﬁéﬁ lassification review. 4nd
the machinery of appeals, ii there is any, moves as slowly, that having been appealed
in 1978, too, and omitted from your supposedly complete listing of them this past
November.rggg do not sgy why the FBI hgs to co:ﬁlet? the processing before it
eeleases ggy,)%nd partial rcleage® is it normal policye Undess, of course, they are
again staging one of their| eventse

You appear, from what| you state at this point, to have resources for nothing at
all except self-serving speeches because, with a 1978 appeal about which you have
done absolurely nothing, you invire me to file suite (Arenft you part of and an
appointee of the administration that is supposedly cutting all unnecessary costs, like
feeding the hungry, reducing medical benefots of the aged and not making loans to
those who can't go to college otherwise? Whj;encourage unnecessary litigation to
cover your own failure to |perform your assigned duties, acting on appeals. And
attestedly the oldest first.)

For the most part the xeroxes of cards, as I've told you over and over again,
mean nothing because, absent appeals numbers, I had to set files up by sy bject,
which you did not adde

I'm not well and cannot continue now, but you do not in any way address my
letter of the 7th of Decembere. I provided your office with xeroxes of FBI records
referring (falsely, it happens] to withheld infofmation about mee God, man, what
in the wotld else do you need? And I've cited this to you, personally, When will you
summont the decency, if not the self respect, to stop beating up on an old man who
is in poor health? Can't you muster even a shfed of shame!!!

Sinceeely,







