Er, Irving Jaffs Bke 12, Frederick, Hd. Z1704
Civil Division 2/16/77

Departuent of Justics

¥ashington, P.C. 205%0

Desr ¥y, Jaffe, FOLA/PA Appeal

¥y wife has asked me to respond to your letier io hér stamp dsted the 14th.
I regret your omissions alone slow down complisnce and the need to sppeal.

¥ine is a much older request then my wife's but I still awalt response., By the
Depariment’s own statisties the time for complisnce with my reguest is long sinece past.
S0, for that matter, is tine for vesponse %o my sppeal from the denisl. I am aprealing
your denial in sddition on behalf of both ogis by a carbon addressed as youy divect.

The citations of law and regulation in your leiter deo not include the cost, an
sstimate of ths cost or an initdal poyment toward the cost. By understanding is that
you should have given us a sum so that we could remit 8 check. I therefore ssk that
you accept my promise to pay for the copying of all the records you say have been
located end are not being withheld snd that you send them to us without further delay.
Ye will immedistely send a check in payment. By now my record of prompt paymest should
be amply esiablished in Departmontal records.

At the top of page two you offer us inspeetion at the Departwent. Th ¢ request
was for copies and we do want coples of all records you are not withholding,

Your penultimate parsgraph refere to ceriain FBI records coples of which are in your
Division's files. You say the FBI hes received this reguest and will respond separately.
We deside coples of your copies of thess records, those yon say are being released as a
satier of discretion, in addition to those of the FBI. If we ever hear from them. So
you can wnderstand this complisnce with my last prior reguest is sbout a year overdue.
This greatly exceeds the FBI's nmaxiswm claim fto bakklog snd overwork.

Of course I am in theéarkaboatwh&tym&awinsiaaaamﬁw “intra- or
inter-sgeney docwmnts®™ but I do heve knowledge of the contents of some and these
were all 1o have becn deliversd to us under discovery in the litigation snd wers not.
I A0 have knowledge of such records that do not fall within this exeaption. They also
do not £it the deseription of “publie documents.” I believe we are entitled to copies
of them under PA.

You muke no reference o the location of records of the Pepariment or in its
possession. There are records in Bsltimere of which we also desire complete copies.
¥ithout consultation with my owm files, not currsnily in my possession, I cannot be
certain about other then Bsltimore and Washington files but I believe there msy well
be some, ¥e 4o mean o include sll, of any description, location or nature and origin.

You 8%ill do not refer to files oyime alone rather then those relating to wy wife
and me both. ¥y vequest is of long stending and I would appreciate your including them
when you gend those as soon as possible. That request wes under both Acis. Un theose that
relate $o my actions your Pivision has defended I am also asiing for a remission of costs,
as permitted by lsw, on the growd of itheir historical interest and my having slrsady
alloeated them o a university archive. As your records shov one 0f these was cited in
the Sepate as reguiring the smending of FOIA.

A Among the other files that should hold referonces to we are those in the case of
Eouigiens v, Shaw in what ie now D.C. Superior Court. is I recall it you personally had
some invelvement in that, including a trip that is now of historical interest.

Sineersly,
Lillisn vVeisberg Hyrold Weisberg



