Nr. Quinlen 9, Shea,ir. 4 Bt. 12, “rederick, Md. 21701
Chief, FOIA/PA Wnit , ¥10/76 -
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appeals without even leodgeamt fron you.

One of Xt » 4 vhiah thers has been no responss is for a liss of the
SPQUencE BEAbexY) mumm.mwmmannwmml_
I herexith ask & list of the sequense numbers on the appeals met responded ¥o.
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and 20 Mhmmwumumﬂmwm;w
tive idantification. There is an apparent plan %0 duild cenfusion, inefféciemay and
obftiseation 1 48 & means of Wailding artifioial and misleaiing statisties. In tm
~‘this bocomes an ezouse for nem~complisnce with the law and the denial of rights wnder
it. Instead of writing sslf-serving, mesningless gmeralitiss in o demial centrived e
Ssko another false record for possible future citatien, will yeunplease use this re-
quest as the busis for an inquixy whieh, if cenducted honestly, will establish whas
I say %0 bs true. A ourreat yevisw of ay files leaves Do doudt at all. If the Depared-
mant had lived within the lan and hai ecaplied with 1is ows yegulations this time-
sonsuxing review weuld net have heen nesessaxy.

Several msaths age, in veapones to & olaim £ dus diligence &n good faith by your i
counsel 1 G.A.75~1996 I jresented & 1970 ¥ %o wiich thers has as yot besn 20 |
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letter inoludes sharges against sn FEI JUIA superviser o which there has net wwen b
pro forva denisl,

With regard 60 C.A.75-1996, in which %y, Lesar represents me, he is about $o loave
the country. Your smsistant, “r. Richard hegers, wrote ir. Lesar wder date of “wly 1.
If there are %0 be any sommunisations with regard to that sui of
‘September 6 I ask that they be sent %0 me. Ny, lesar will be away wntil abeut then.

For the record and in contrest to conk official
whils Nr. Rogers' letter opms with a refezence %0 "your reosmt letter," it tums
that “recent” means a full half year. Hore than another month has passed.Xou have
silent. Not even the affidavii fyem you promised Wy your eounsel far the next day

Nr, Bogers "limits” your "function" to "the review of these records
is in faot denied.” Tnis 1is sn ambiguity that says nothing sbews records net provided for
your review, in this cese mltitwiinous reconds. 50 I ask how you can functien in an ap-
poals or review sapacity with reapset %0 recerds mot defore you. Relevant to this is the
limitation you Smposs in your February 19 lettsr, page 2, pemultimate Sassignad
forprocessing % beth the Criminal Division snd the Fedoral Muress of ¥ -
aalY, These are net the only Pivisious frem which response is required. It should have
been $0 your knswledge becauss it leng was publie imowledge, smply reported in the press,
that literally thousands of relwvant documenis were than with the Civil Rights Bivision,
which had its eun centinuous izvelvement in this matter frem thensntash.
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