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Civil Division
¥

It i no woider Thet there is endlsen stoesal il and wesesssayy 14tigetion in
FUid cases when, under date of 9/9/80 1 receivs fyom Uivil Division, whish prosides over
as respesas o oy 97T wegwent. {detually, 1976.)

Not until 2/7/80, according to its own letter, did I ear frem Civil Division of fts
mwwmnumwmm.uumwm@mwxm
Just received shows, that referral was of 1979,

mmxm;mmmumtmmm»WWMMwm.
Of courme $his apreal inclsdes $he =tihhelidng of the Civgl Pivision cojtes whiah, if
mmum,wmmmmmtmmm’m-mmmw
Cent-al Records do not.

Sivil Diwision®s attituds el soxplisnge is je@iscted o the one yecord thad
4085 oot cone from FEI Central Records rather than Civil files, the ¥EI memo of 8/20/70.
x&umwmmmmwmmmmamuﬁmmvmm

it is obwiowe, Urom xvoonds 1 rocoived oo s fros ox Ywougl CAvEl, that Lt g1l
ﬁWWMWmﬂENMMMMimy@WI
Mm,mtmwwminmma%m

Meat & have just received, furbher reflecking Civil's atbitude, wes not stepled, not
&m,mmw%m;%ﬁaﬂmm%amnﬂsm%ammﬁ.

Further soflacting Civil's attftude 1s the Tast het mw ®planaiton of the olained
exenptions is included. One does not sppear to cite an exempiion. It is "08." I thare
is any exemotion that it properly idantifiad ss "08" Ciwil 814 not provide thet identification,
L v alse lofd o guess what I8 moans,

1tﬁ,§ztbemfaﬁr‘§bmgiﬁlfwn§tmm,mWiﬂi‘mﬁmamzﬁa
TiEht S0 nypanl and hov 1% 4 dens becense, aftar all, whet 1t wepresents ne (pertinl)



1080 complimmee with 3 1977 maueet ls sohwlly 3o reopunus @ &y 1UT6 appsel of a denied
197 requont of the eperimunt
The firet of the attuchond copdes of what L Lave just recwived is s copy of a (Ewil

the FE's
Division cazbon cogy of XEx lotier of an unclear dabe in Harch, 1971. I can only wender

{of the FBI in §975) and in belated acknowledgement

ox a carben copy vecaived a Civil Division 7ile rawher rather than the FEl's, T alpe ocan
aaly woeder how tha U2 meuaged nod do Qiud s lether whem it wms, suprosedly, cumplying
with thefastruciions of the Upurd in C.d. 751996, io provide infomation pertsining to

erupliisnoe o rRNe00

Joroe with seno twe dosen of «r podaw and Lgrored 2VIA vevispbes
Poem the coatent of this lstler 1% is obvious that Civil Divisdon had its own ressons
for not compiying with uvhat the Court requested becsuss Civil Diviston wae involived with
the FEL in not complying with the requests yeforved o in this letter. Giving the date of
my I 116 form aud (oached) obeak, she FAL yesbnds Civil of ite own responses %o Vivil.
(These appesr not o be propided vet,) The PRI also vefore to mone of oy even cavlioe
roguostz, 0 11 and CEvil also koow of vihers it faiiea to provide o tie Uours.
Tfwemind you thet Civil Divisden reprefuts the Dopartwent in Cuk. 75-1996, so 4%
appears to have = yesson oy ot cegriying with the zecuest of the lourd beomase 1% wes
The comy of the 1/19/76 FII letter to Civil bsers no file mmtem, not the P¥i's md
not Civil's, vet 1t 2pvears % bo medc froo o ewrdcn oopys 16 Ao hadiy all e seovxds
of sithor component portinent to sither the ¢ited appeal or the gase C.d. 75-226 in
district court, Froz the content of this lether Wiy there iz mo moh wmssessany Jtde
gatdon is apprvent, (Snoe then, tw sore roands.) Ink 03l Divisten attemey Gid not
resd W published Warron Comdseion testigony cited in my appeal and attached to i,
Insteed he asied the FEI for his inCompaiion and recodivad =iinforsoiiog. Does thia
Daally reflect the mmmer in which the Department litigates?
For yowr information and for the mecord, I provide twofof the posaibls explenstdions.
Where the Dimector repordy vhat SA Riadn seid thet 54 Kiliy mdd siout wast Sa Freasier



tostified to, the most camusl reading of the published testimong reflects the fact

et the explanation or inberrsisiion atveibuited to *iy de not tradiful, Adso wee
fruthiul ie (page 2), "It ¥ms can be seen that there were neither two sepavete mpootro-
wregdin enelyses nofiwe meparete wevorts,” J€ the Civil Diviston stéowwey had any
fagliiaeity with the case psocad he shoudd hevs Koo That when some of the many
spectrographic analyses were performed in 11/63 and others as late as 8/64, o single
roport filed in 1953 oot poseilly mfiect the vesulin of all the testing songht in
That Litigation.

If this ia the nowsal smwy of Litigstion there is no wonder that this request,
firet node on 5/25/66, is oWl 40 Mtim
fighved in the 1974 amending of FOIAs

ttached pext is & sony of the Johnsan to Flandera 12/14/79 letter reforred o
MWWWSWWQWJ::M:&W%@aMQiWM@
note thet it includes vefersnce to five Civil Division files copies of which have net

atiached noxt ia the wSous

iopy sfbor it went %o the Suprsae Oourd and

DOCUENT.” It yefers to an Ammlyed meme not included in what was just provided.

Tho f¥e other sbtechments aye fros the FI("s rether than tho Civil Division's fﬂaﬁ
and originated in the FHl,

The FDX02 agein redses questions about why there was litigatden. In this asse I
movide an explsaiion Hhed wor provided o ne by pricr cowusls

by wife and I filed a dapage owit for damages to s poultry farm we then had, a
nationally famous, nrisewdnndne eperattion, You heve somn komdedge of this from Shose
aans eppeals an whdch yor heve nat seiod, Thds regord 2ileche the fact that dhe FHIL and
the Lepartuent both knew that the allegations of our suit were correct, get we wors
forped o litisate to yesover pavt of the relesbively minor empunt for vidich ve pusds
Tds witasss fodoawed the FBI that be wan present at owr ferm when military helicoptors
trespasced, that "he lowws belicopter flighits slao canse s loss in ege produotion of



Nr. Holsverg's hens” mad that the halicopbinw sesred the chickenms, which wewid "pile
on %op of sach other” and caused desths.

When the ¥HI hed thds knowliedse, and vomehow 1t spd the Civil Division momnged %o
mmaimmﬁmﬁwmm%mmmmumwm
the courd, in which they succeeded, perhaps you can mnderstend the FEI's pmowd boast
wish serich 4% acoslndes the stioabed 5/11/61 vecord, "Ne savings %o ths Covermmst in
thisfastor totaled §9,200,00.9

Savings indeed! The FEL does not include its own costs, which were gweat, or those
sl Lawgation, whish were mot inconmddonalle, tr the 35,900,000 vou by asbsuquont
 Mulgutons who cited this case 4 Jresoleut in the Tlrot suhseguent oase, wideh wert
ta the Supreme Coumets O 4he meny later owands baned en ¥ds precedend, or the costs of
the ~emgressioaal inguirics whish, ae of my lewt inforzebion, hed xot resulied in any
yesolution of the problem trought sbout by the FEl's "savings® or Civil Divisien's
i%gstion of vhat 1%a oum mecords estadiish was ap entimely logiticete olodm, save
that the award sought was much oo wodesbeilmwn costs appear not to be a consideration,
nor costs to decency or honesty in govemment.)

¥or your furkher inforestion, if I were to guess who, the witnees wloss nam is
withineld, along with much other information that doee not appear %o qualify for withhold-
ing, 1t is the man who confessed to my wife and mo ghat he had been persuaded to tootify
falealy o% the twial by e FEI sgent uho wes his nephew. i did inform the USA in
Baltamore of this b natioally he conduched no inquirys not when his records held the
enclosed truthful werport and be adduced Palse tostineny, BEE 7 thea H4 mot kncull
Sckbidhuy that his oun Uiles held the truth.) This witness hes been dead for years, as
i dnformed you long agp. So ave othors, easily identified. Ho lesitinmate mwnose is
served hy withhalddng their nauns.

“itaheld names include thoso who testified as government witnesses.

While £ have no way of lmowing whet remains in (3vil Division Tiles, hoosusc I have



soplec of rovords gbtained Uy other moans I imow that the FII movided meny FU302s and
other inforestion that Civil Division does not rwovide, dmme these ir the vistous
Labedontion that my wifs sl I ewamlly solebrated B Russlan roveintics at oub Tarme
Imis is in the FE's hoilcopber case investisetion.

dnd do you suppdes that with thin the I ¢id pot polds the other Zabricstion of
widah I peovided you a somy, W falae allegation ihat I ned pereonal relationships
within the Rusclan Bebassy in DeCl?

Seversl years amp rou eaked ot % apsdan pricorities o the sppuals you wouid
wocetics 1 theit Lulovmid you thet widie i Siwe I Gosive o be able to face sil the
Fii'e evil inventions, distortions and misreprescntatdons, which is one of the yen:ous
I fLlad those P requents, You agrueds Yot acked for Juriler inforsetien and to ohe besh
of Wy sbility and at some Jengthy and at the cost of mome iime I provided it, While
those roquests and apreals now go back five vears, you hove failed to perfom reur

I I remember correcily, you and I am cerbein the FEI bave informed the courts that
these requests are proo

8. 1n the arder in which thay sve rveosived, T2 wou 2o not have
any slder than these thoy you shwuld have cempleted these Letiore now, long betore. Yot for
monthe if not lenger you have bean totally non-responsive, 50 pon-rospansive that 1 do

responoibilities an you mﬁn the other official stonewnllers, 2n PA slsc looms The
aontert of #his cppeal, fz;;sf; meny belome L, pmowide woelive lor tids stonewalling and

L an ebout to be ospitalissd for avderial surgery. T 9001 be houe hofore the end
of the poxti, I viowld Iike 3 %o oble to hope that by Hie tice 1 an home you will have
Towga the dioe Tor a full snd fair stadement of why you have failed %o do veur fob o

iosep your word and seme {odisation of shbes I omn ampad this ofTicdal lewissmmess 1o onds



