
Dear dim, &e Dallas #0 files V/1/18 
Zn this I will be lees iaformative snd lepe epzeifie than I can esaliv be in the event you ope to give a copy to Dan etealfe, I think it would be a good idea. 1171 

probably send « ospy to the Shea office with the request thet they add it to the appeals I've already filed, . 4e eee as I sould I dvopped all onle and started going over these tiles. By volume i've gone aver about a quarter of them, ‘ 
For the aout pert the niggling, harassing and both unecessary and unsupportuble withholdings have stopped. Net totally. One new gadget is using 7D rather than 7@, I mupjers because someone thinks a judgy may queetion i¢ less, But these are Jew cases 

and possibily limited to one analyst, i've not looked for thie and I've not checked, My interest is not in bailding files to alebber tha with in court, q* ie in using the moords as + intended in making the requests. 
Rewever, the withholdings nave shifted fren retabl to wholesale. i dvtowbed this fron HeCreight's letter and filed an im-ediate appeal. I don't want this to drag on as 1996 

hes and I's ast gedug to be as patient as I was in tt, 
a itm disappointed at what has happened because this time you and I went to see 
Betcalfe in advances and told him what we would not be able to agcept. i was pretty specifie in saying that withholding a recerd from a field office and indicating on the workehoet that it was provided from Hj files, ¥er ali practical purposes this ammmats to withholding public information. Phe recoria are not identical and there ie no way of knowing whet BQ record relates to what worksheet entry. Maybe sous gan be doped out but that ought not be and it 3 8 sure way of introducing umecessary error. 

i don’t know whet os the FEI, if for some reason withholding the FC copies was iupirtant to its ulterior purposes, to be as unreasonable as it hes been, Por example, instead of writing in “previously processed* they gould have written in the HQ ID. in not one case have they, Have you any notion how many Dallas records of any given dey fir their general identifieal of a teletype or an airtel? 
Resides, the other notations have inforsational talue to we an’ to others and it is nut upt to the PEL or its counsel ty make any such determination for me. They may be able te tlaie and exenption but they can % properly withhold inforsetion. New Hetealfe can believe me or not or perhaps he may "prefer to believe whatever the PUI may have teld him but i'm telling you thet there is sesolately no doubt in my wind that if thie gets litigated there wili be no plethora of proof. There will also be much greater cost than doing as I asked to begin with could ropedbly heve cost, 
(I think they real reason they didnit is because they were afraad I'd ait doun and Pew ever records te compere then just te emberrazs the FRE. They are parenoid texte and prejediced enough to believe this. i've never done that except when they éried real dirty stuff. That ie not the way I want to spend sy time, i knom they withhled unjustifiebly in BQ files and if they force to try to do sonething a out that I wili.) 
E thick you should alert Retonife to thie and whet 14 meens in costa if it is litigated ani they do not prevail. Aetually, even if they do, because they gain nothing if they win that dows no cost more then being mean with me sould be worth te then. If they do not straighten this out I will want to litigete it, as i told him three months ago after my 1996 experiences. So he knew, What I do not kGow is any real reason to withheld records that are het totally identical just because they claim to have provided an widenticsal eopy. They know very well thet in a case of this Kind, even if ome kmaw tho doowsert “previously processed, there is little real opportimity to take the time to dig through other Tiles to leente it. 

if Ketcalfe doesn % imew then the PRI did know that there was no way of doing what it represented it was doing with the 12/7/77 and 1/16/78 eoleases without: Aneluding the files of what in that case were the major field offices,



For whatever my belief is worth it is that they “ili not prevail oa the und tabe appeal level. and that if anyone ever does a cost accounting job on their - beveuse they have things to hide and because tuey de not like me some of them may have . 
meat Flore were 0 ren’ same of dlacikings out without any claim te any exemption. But it does not require many te make a ease, dices it? Thers were soue of these that wore referred to other azencios, I recall State and Army. (Ite not mado nobee. I'm upising Copies instead ani I can retricve and srovice copies faster thie way.) Neither ageney has a beckleg. The procescing vas ir Maye We are not entering July. Hore than enough time and of course more that the statutory time has apssed, With reeord the BY in cow racubred to peeeens thet an its on records under the Bat, Sec. Cound order, : <5 Gtonewalling, OF course if we have to go to court on this the more"such stuff the hetter for ma. I tldue £2 is aiily for them, that they best shot is a davent effort to get 4t all over with, not to try too such se I sight te tespted set to realist. I thought we had an uréerestandine thet they'd net proosas an such as they did before letting ne go over a sauple. I imow I exported them to involve the Shea office *t some point. I suspset they deliberately did mot in etder once agein to complain thet undoing what thay heve dene would cost TO Wiehy as they did in 1996, (Shere is no way this ia tho snd #21 a9t cook tho governucnt mere. They are ghiving ih te tha Fal, whether the FBI's uotive is withholding the asbarrasaing or vindietivencss or snytaing else.) Hight now I beliews that whon Dee faciohei Sung over whet they aent we later than the letter said I'll be adding such mors to the Yoragoing, Tou might tall, Setesife for me thet the Fal ia uot making ble look Very good in other ways, not in reference to this case, They care naught fer him as lone ag he is Willing ta do uhat they went him te GO. i didudt give bis as much indication an the past as I coulé have. and I'm aot saying what 1 know here. Sut 1°22 aay that they have agein dane other then he has represented to a court, In reference to this case I san aweiti ere 

They have tuo ether parts of the admitted files. My belief is that they would be wise to process them other than by claiming (previously vided,” after they have given me all ReCreteht has wratten m@ about I'm sure 1°12 be aphityine y whe have not avarched and of which 1 knows . 
Excuse the haste. I want to try to sec Af i ean f4x the trouble with the ribbon netuaniian bafore ausoar, 

Bert,


