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Dear ¥, v af21/84
In the past month such accwwlated on ny desk again and I'd just started to

try to clean 4% up when L came upon what you have, Haff's G/10 to no and ny shaxp
response of HUmee dagys later,

e letter, which was probsbly writhen by Phyllis Hubbell, who had $o kuow
other and betier than the letber aadd, nade the wnsclicited pradse %o recpond as
soon as possible after heaying Trom mo.

Hinco then, I've heaxd not a worde

I sugpested that the FBI and Dopartment be Jjodned in any sult against the
CTA for its JIX sssassination recowds. The subject matter of the HRIY corvespondonce
is the Omwald-lexico stuff so it fits pexfectly.

s doos the negligenoo or worss.
Huf'f/Hubbell have grestly strengthenod the case.

and if we by any chance dvew a decent judge (ave not some now handling sdlear
if not velated cases?) ho/she should be outraged, even in today's clisate.

I an aware of the virtually seandngless sanctions in ti¢ anended act, but as
I have told you, some yeur: ago you sent me a decision in a Distriot federsl court
cas® in which the plaintiff sued for failing to puxform an assignec functione That
is sonething separate from an POIA requost af the adniniutrative lovel, as I see its

Im't there sose kind of index you can consult to got the title of thet case?
Thon you and I could both lovate our copdes and decide if it has Pelevance.
How is the tire to take indtdatoves and they should be bold and foroeful.

The appeals mochanics o mmmwwo e peme offensos, only less
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adte n renords?

Botike




