Mre @uin Shes, Directar 2/ 24/
"OIPA Appeals

While I neither sug:est nor believe that you intend i%, your lotter of the 19th
is a Cateh-22. It alsc is evmulve where you are spocifioc,

You say that I should address the FEI directly. That is how I began and I fook an
enorwous amount of time for it. I recall no responses. Even where PBI internal recomds
1 obtaine! under discovery (not, plemse note, in response to my PA reques§) state ex-
plicitly that the FAI was to respond, it didn't. So what purpose is served by my again
writing a totally nen~responsive FEI?

- dre you suggesting that the enly altemative is accept non~complisnce? If you are
not, can you please call any other slternative to my attention? I'd ap yeciate this.

In the twe ease thore ave counssl, If they or you will prowvide me with written
assurange ¥hat at my age snd ir oy condition I won't be westing my +ine to write to the
FBEL about these cases, 1'll be moye thanw willing to do s0. I would want this assurence
to state that within a reasonable time the FBI will respond.

Your specific reforence ie % the action of Kr, Shepefield in upholding ihe withholde
ing of P pames, I is my leﬁm tast I provided ymx with additional zroof of
what in ny layman’s concept is fraudulent mierepresentation by ths FBIL, I belisve I asked
that you oall it o the attention of ir. Shenefield's ofiice, It is apssrent that the
FBI was agadz wntruthful and 1 sent you nercly the newest proof. There ic seriier proof
in C.de 751996, where the Fll's responses portaining to a selective Vaughn inventory
are axpleit in stating thut il had svendoasd the clels pertaluding to FAI sgenls and that
this new policy datec from the middle of 1977, That wes prior to my iling the auit in
questione 1 recently sent you proof thmb in still ancther case, after Hr. Shunefield's
letter, the FBI was abiding by the new policy of 1977 aad that “r. Shenefield was misled

and deceived,



Perhaps Separiment personnel ave so used to FEI deception and misrepresentation
that they ave isdifferent to ite I will never get that way, But if you will not ferward
my letter to those in the imsociate’s office with whom you were dealing, I supposs there
is nothing I can do sbout it. Hxcept regret it, as I regret vour failure to do this with
regard to false representations umede o procure s concallstion of the fes waiver,

With regard to the latier, 4id I not refer to ny rights under the Frivacy act?

Did I not cherecterige tho representations made %o the Associate's office as dofamatory
and Tabrications? Or are those of us who are maligned and damaged by personnel of the
Department of Justice to be mequired to accept this as the nors, too?

They can ignore uy lstters if they desire, but 1 do want them referred to the
mrope: person in the dssocisbe's offiee. However, I would 3ke to believe that there whght
& & chance, no modter hov slight, that the issociate’s office would not approve of any
Tabrication to obtain an objective, of any dofamation, and of any misrerresentation
and deception.

Fir your infornation, se of today rothing has reachod me 23 5 yeoult of ¥, Shone-
field's letter of nore than iwo months agp, not even the vecords described as reprocossed
as of that tince Gocd faith or intan’ fo keep ithe given word sre net aspevent in “hie.

Bf twss o whon you sent coples, I will previde ome %o lp, “esur. Yopayrtuent counsel

want to heark only from lewyers and I will not

ly burden o, Yessr 4o send
them cdpiese I'd appreciate 1% il you would, pluasse.
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