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| ADDITION T0 PLANTIFF'S ADDITION in C.h.# 2569-70 :,

Defenduts' latest commumication to plaintiff requires pkm:tiﬁ‘_,s

- mew addit:.on te the ferogomg papers. It may serve a purpose ‘other tham mpesue

.-what plaintiff believes is a_efénqants Perfidy and

excnslvo length h#@susw that it may illuminate te the Court =~

et weRld

+ 0 be deliberate trickery. ==
! Ly Jteip~ -

*;Izhe conmunication referred to is a latter teo Plaintiff dated Febrmary 11, 1971,
O hnS TR
nrﬁ-smstlmtiﬂmstrthr'fu“ﬂdnhlstrtnm of GSAT It wm“reeei’ud ~by

- --——---—'--wph;la*ta:fquo’oru:ry*li. It~eou1d—~not ‘have been received earlier-and; in fact; reached -

»—«~»-plm#i—ﬁ‘~»nere~&xpoéi—ﬁouﬂ:y~~ anime s«t—-mil»--»ﬁrom~/Wuhiag%en¥reaem=f}aén-&ﬁ'—g—Hw~— e

the~date~o£~—meoip+r—is ut—a—-nemal working- day, being Saturday. Sundays- there - ;Ls~ne¥ep-u-
mqtmilrﬁonday_iswa -heliday emr which there will be me mail, and the i‘cllowing._u;u

_day+is.the_lm,t_en.xhieh ;thess_papgn_uy _be filed by plaintiff, As mjpllﬂejﬁv_ ______ ik

thg,_qe who have dealt with kim, which includes defendamts, whem plaintiff, whe _who lives im

.

) lca]re befere hie mail

a rta.ral area served by & rural co.rried/ but emce a day, gees te Washingten, he has to

defiver
It fellews that if defemdamts had planmed for this

lotitor not te hwwe reachek plaintiff until tee late for him te de amything about it,

‘_thc?y could net have designed it better,

—

W‘.hat this 1ette re; at?_s te is the essence of the xxEm i xrex instant case, It

perA s S — 29" 7 - 2 o~
allegod orrects m«rb error ef about five months ea.rlier. L‘e—w&e—a—n&h &L M

Were this to be inuecent, the nermal wor]m.ng of an ineffieient and uncaring

bureaucracy little concermed abeut the law, the ceurts and the rights of citizens,

as is pessible, the context im which plaintiff must view it is ome he feels impellod

]
J

to make a matter of official record amd te call te the attentiomn of the Ceurt in seme

detail. It stretches even a willingness to believe to believe that all of what plaintiff
will repert is eg_,t;;elx innecent, particularly in a case in which plaintiff, a nen-
e I .
la.yer, represonts himself, L i/

Having me kmevwledge that defemdants were about to Tile their imstant netion,'r' on the

?

- vox?y day thereef, still heping te aveid emcumberimg this Ceurt witheut need, plaintiff

|l
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— =
wrote the Assistant Admimistrater ef Adminietratienaef—GSA-;—lhﬂr—W-rLrJem 1t had
e

— ther been some-time -since-plaintiff had filed his Metien for Sunmary-Judgement amd

—plaintiff had heard frem neither -defendants mor this Ceurt. A cepy ef plaintiffls

. /V letter vis./att.ehed.hereto. Aside from that to which plaintiff in particular dire€ts

4
—.this Gourt's attemtiom, there is in this correspendence what alse relates te these

___dais, Ome of these is whether plaimt

J ehnson there is refereneo te plaintiff 's appeal“, that word bemg used, and te :.ts

Vo
J

. ma;t_;tgrsl addressed iﬁ_% instant papers =

/MW«
tmx and prepared on—ean earlier,
1

usted his administrative

_remedisf4Ath what by mow might be regarded as’somEERtEEivoleusls “described by

defendut@ &8 available“ ﬂ/ the foregeing, plaintiff representod te this Ceurt tha.t

_ defendmts' allegatien is neither serieus Ror t_rutlaful, that plaintiff did., with some

caro and effort eonply with all requirenents, including by proper lﬁu appoal tlan.t

qu officially rejected. Nowhere in defendants metien is there a@howledgement of

the fact ef thie appoa.l orpZits rejeetttion and tﬂere is only what plaintiff categorizod

as deception.

Twice in the first paragryh of plaintiff's letter of Janua.ry 13, 197[, te Hr.

- WM/Q,L_ . —made to this Court e

offieial re;;eetien. Bospite e eprnentatlon Jthat plaintiff believes is deliberate,

| ude onetly the-eame da.y that plaintiff wrete, newhero in Mr Johnsen's letter does

ke disputc this descriptien, that plaintiff did appeal end u Was rejected,

| Amd Mr, Jehnaon, the Court will reeall, is the identieal porson te vhon, wunder the

mGéA;'e ovm regulations, plaintiff's appeal was required te have been sutematically ferwarde:

i not later tham abaut five menths age, It is defendants’ argument that because Mr,

,}g en has net eomlied with law and regulatiens, plaintiff has met "exhausted his
xvalIa‘bl"a“ ii‘mjﬁ ‘ﬁ."ifi‘v-@ I'emeé.le 5 - e e

Plaixtiff*m“hﬂ. neither hewledge ROr any way of kmowing that em that very *’

—date defendants were geing to file—their-instant Motien, alse addressed ether matters

—that- ar-e -essmetial in-these papers, Fer example, of defendants’' refusal teprovide

. ..Meﬁpi.esm .&f..lt.hel_Fi.e,tures_.requeszbed:} e e -____ SR eSS

--"1ts »positien hﬂs-b.en—thﬂt -ii'/l—'efused -BYy- —r&quest-~ beeausg—nét“tb"' de se wewld
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result in semsatioral er undignified use of the evidemee I seek and seek to study."

~ The preper GSA official, the Deputy Administrater for Admiai strat:.zxz,u =

 ne way, ‘amamer or form disputes plaintiff's representatien of defendants' basis

‘for imXx r refusing plimatiff's requests,/) Wﬂ"hj WM)/ ‘%"“’( L 4‘

| Zdentieally the same is true ef Htiffts iiix;?qentation of what he really

'Sie‘k‘s, a8 disti“]?mshed“from' the improvisation eren%e"mislead_-this-'Court'. Plaintiffyr -
againde emphasises,—without—any way of knowing that his requests were at- that Yery

~moment beinglisrepresente&-»-by -defendants, deseribed them in this sentemce:

-"I-asked-enly fer the pictures yeu already have and for me to take pictures for me &
with your own equipment,"

W | S feinp — |
Mr. Jehnson's complete silence on tlu.s, to@, in his letter datod Feburary ll ’ 1971,

plaintlff subnits, is achewledge-ent of the truthfulness a.nd aecuraey of plaintiff's

/% “ representatius te this Cnur?l and, cenversely, of the falsemess smd the deliberate

falseness ef what defemdants have ‘presented te this Courtddd in its ewn way s

) g » T Lyt e e
reinfercw plaintiff‘s ‘claim that ‘there is we @nuine issue as to amy material fact.,

Plaintiff's letter te Mr, “ohnson, although writtem for other reasems, is a clear

f;r*_p o

ehief purpese is set forth explicitly im twe para ﬁ'ﬁhs s Teading:

. TD .
& that if was mot plaimtiff's desire meedlessly te burdem this Ceurt. Tme =

~"If yeu will examime Item "(5)" im Mr. Vawter's letter; you will see that it
reaé.s' *permigsion for you to examine the phetographs takem with CBS equipment by the
krciiversts;ff"W"'hd 1if you will think of this for-a -meoment;—you will-undefstand —
th&t what this reallﬂ says is that, centrary to the representation made to me in erder
—to denrmccss to-this publiec-informatien-to-me, that- -88¥ -use-wouldbe-sensational -
er ‘undignified, the Archives mQr to my repeated requests, permit te CBS that which

— —it-demnies ﬂer~pemssien—to-emine~the~elothiaa—andmm than I requested, the right te

use their own equipment im taking the pictures demied to me, I asked enly fer the
—— pieﬁtums —you-already.- have—ui_ion_you_ to_take .piei:urea.fm:.m_with ymmeqmm‘“_,
//‘ I reglize it is net my obligatien te call this te yeur attentiem, but unlike the -

T clear recerd ef the uevemen, I*E%‘i‘&eﬁira*ﬁaﬂrs‘ﬂy‘trmrm—cm—nd D
I éjc mot regard the law as a game to be played, imvelvimg whatever tricks a litigant
th.ﬁ]ts—he can get away with. I regard this*b:chtivedgenent*cf—hzvirg"dne—fvr €BS—=——
a.nd fer the largest pessible audiemce-" precisely what it refuses me for my

“resesrch snd writinmg, which cam mever reac ﬂo;ustﬂwdiener—ﬁ:hﬁwement has———
infalldated all of its ’%lleged reasens and eliminated uy question in fact.
I ; 7 P } S

Alm. _pla.intlff informed Mr, Johnson of plaintlff's intentien te amend his

Motien fer Summary Judgement to hnorperato this adlissien by defeaduts.
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' New it happemd ¥t that en exactly the date stamped em Mr. Jehmsem's letter, at

e B little before 1 p.m., plaintiff received aff-umselicited—and—eatirely voluns

W(FI'?-MIe call frem the Assistant United States Atterne whese name is signed to B

_,tant defendants' Motiem and whe seems to be hamdling the case mnversatlon,

U
plaint:.ff will returne Here he asks the Court te note olly that with hi%wldge of the
serious problen for pla:mtiff in eonpleting these papers w:.th:m the time set amd with

___his kngwldge t}@at, :.n fact, pl tiff was preparing thiése papers, Mr. Werdig made ne

/_’1// -
) mentj;on ef Mr. Joh.nsan's letter,g_hich could not be mere relevut to ;ith:tiﬂtl

defenda.nﬁl‘g earller papers and te géy response by plaintiff. '.l‘he 1etter from Mr. -

Vawter 1s Defendants‘ Exhlbit 2 attaehed to defendants' instant motion. Hr. Jehnson'

lettor whieh could net poss:l.bly be pected to zaehrplaintiff prior te the date on
- ’ favw Lafv A= b —
which those papors are due in th:l.s Court, suddenly claims Mr, Vawter's letter is im

N error. .

Mr. Werdig ewuld telephone plaintlff and not mentien this? Amd Mr, Johmsem,

’-ﬁu respensible officieal of Defendant GSA, could not telephome plaintiff? The ~
"A:Aunst, kead of Defemdant Natiomal ‘Archives, ‘eould net telepheme plaimtiff?

. ‘0‘" | ind cem it be believed that after plaintiff, with metives th:i\{tertainly camnet be
" questiemed, was framk and Torthright witk defemdamts om just this peint, after -

(and se jong after!) plaintiff @id amemd his Motion for Summary Judgement, meither

' "defendalt netified their coumsel, Mr. Werdig, er anyome else-im-the Depa,r?exa,y of Justice
~or the Office of the United States /#tttrney for- the Distriet- zw(lolumbia? Before

my
"""'direeﬂy "Eddressng Mr.-Johnsen's- 1etter~dsi-stanpedl‘ehmary _1971 /plaintiff

- re;nj:nds“this‘%\trf“%hﬂ'ﬁ“ despite the centrary certification, defendants d—l—d——,}&t——- e

A *"“""sdgrve--upon—plain»tiﬂfwfthe attachments to their imstant Motiem; that after plaintiff's
— ﬁ%rst- -request- -therefor{é;.they_.didk net provide these attachments, which imclude Mr. =

e V#wter letter, o _that on the_o_eqasun of plaintiff's secemd request, these

¢ thed ol
——— —cxlﬂ.y its had noi yet been egp:.ed'zand that they did met reach plaintiff wmtil

— It seems reasenable to assume that lemg before these exh:.‘uts were so belatedly



__rejectien of plaintiff's appeals .
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sent to plaintiff, defendamts were aware of the "errer" they mew allege is imn their
Can it be belieY ed that it requifed a momth, which is the approximate timebetween

plaj.ntiff' /etter of January 13 and defemdants' of Feburary 11, te learm that se serious
Or (ol X o it ad ohpdf st kit Lt Lyl s P

- _an_error had beem made? /’rw /b/u,‘/w el s Mﬂ‘/m/ M"V‘j /%M% W;

Cam it be assumed that a Court is allegedly 80 grqssly misinfomed as is new claimed

by defenduts and the ‘vourt is met promptly infermed thereef?

Rathev tha.n helping defendants, this alleged "eorrect:.on" is their petard on which

they holst themselves. Further, this letter pez;tuates }rhat has becono a @ovemut

trd,dition, net ever writ:l:ng plaintlff w:.thout fi.iahood and nisrepresentatlon. me:ulg

this letter weuld reaeh the Ceurt, pla:.ntlff alleges it had the added purpose of

nisreprosenting and intending to deceive this "ourt, as he will e;plain.

Johnson xmx mta. A
"I have been n.fermed by the Archlivist of the Un.i?t;_é_é‘;a‘tes that CBS porsonel
woro not permitted te see or examine Presidemt Kemmedy's clethimg, and that me
photographs or motien picturem film ef that clething mxm were taken fmx by eor for CBS,

‘This is all that in any way addresses plaintiff's letter if Jamuary 13, Plaintiff

B h'afs g.“‘in&éi.éiaei{ pi-"."".‘f of its truth ‘ar'"ﬁis".;ia;s“;““iii?;faiﬁff""aﬁ"aiaersi;ﬁa that

_ 1970 BOYBe e

_ For the _purpese ef nisrepresentatlo: to this Bourt, whether or not truthful it P

= i
bahg entirely irrelovut te plaintiff's requests md his letter, th:n.s éﬂutam

@ noxt in Mr. Jehnson's 1etter.

3

"Photographs eof the fellowng exha.bits ﬁztﬁen)by the National Archives staff
Wit €BS equipment: Commission Exhibit 519 led), CES67 (bullet
fragment), and CE 569 (bullet fragmemt]./As indic_atodlby Mr., Vawter's letter of
Septenber 17519705 te-yeu; these-phategruphs will-be-Bhown to-yeu in the National
Archives[ on request, and eopies of any yeu seleet will be furmished te you for the
usuai priceses™——— = : S

— - Now the “Yeurt can see for itself that ,the._laat_tno.«s.entgnaes__am_ut_ the subject




- imsert em 6

This, the only possible interpretation, permaeates defendants' instamt netlon

S

and attachments. Under Meurandun of Points and Authoritles, it is ineluded im "1)".

A

Ulder "Argnnent" it is _HL_iCi.tlx quoted im identieal% this masmer and with the

identieal excerpt," to allow you to exmaine item 5 eho-tegraphs...,to furnisk you

}tiints of the iten 5 photographs.“ (pe6)s Heresgain, umder the g’;'gxme“nt_—that

"Plaiatiff Has Failed to Exheust the Available Admimistrative Remedies". —

-
] - nom S - T
— 1
|
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i
!
—
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"It is ny understandmg that the Colunblaflzgoadcasmg System waj permitted te
C " add U (ﬂ

:- It is ebvieus that plaintiff's appeal did mot deal with amy of these ebjects
th&t defendants mew, with nof shame at all, say:
"As indicated in Hr. Vawt_er's letter il of September 17, 1979, _th_gg__ photegrpahs

Tha.t is, the irrelevueies, the .bgects‘ﬁ’of which plaintiff dadd m - eopies .

) and abeut which he did not appealﬂ:ﬁnﬁx

"will be shewm you in the Natienal Arch:.ves?l‘x ete.

ﬁ;w how many way gr_g defendants sliece balenoy and ea.ll it Chateanbriand"

_ Defemdants did not m "interpret" their regeetion of plaint:.ff's ‘appeal im

this way in the:.r instant Motien. Fer exanple, the 13,31; itels'ulder “Statenent of
— Wniyy
Ha*terial FaeE") preeea-bed:mshm that there is mo gonuine issue as te amy material

faets because, gretendely, p]a intiff was effered acces to photoaﬁi\—s_of the clothing

2ed in no ether sense, nothing else be:.ng g & in any way imvelved im this imatamt

SR S _pir,s_f 2 ) »
aetion. Tho asabia LY ‘begins with plaintiff's request,"...copies" of -

photagraphs of seme of the Presidemt's garments®..." amd im ansvfe’r,“&esimted S

the identical P“&Erpah frem Mr. Vawter's letter, which deal

of the Preiident' ments: o

", ..te allew you te ‘examine item ‘ 5 photegraphs in-the Natienal Archivssf ulld:mg._
S and to furmish yeu with pmts of the iten 5 phetographs.

_ Defendants a.nd their counsel beth interpreted this exaetly as Hr. Vawter wrete it,“

o the ~enly way in wh:l.ch it could have been intended, as referring to pietures of the

e lir%sident's grxucuts, netiing elss beng of cencera in the appeal amd its rejectiom.
- /R, . o o
‘ Lg What bethera ﬁl defendants and &rives them te this {f%:;.ﬁt falsehood is the

posﬁtion in whieh tkey are, re @;d_;ess of whether or met they teek gg gr_a;ghz for CBS,

b / If they did not, then their entire ease falls apart a.nd they concede they refused

plaintlff's preper requosiaand proper lﬁ; appeal, fer it is this alleged proffer

Qf access te the pho;tegrgéhs seught that defendants allege to have made, thus,



Insert en 7 a

Is net the entire thrust ef defemdants' argument abeut the family centrget that it
- abselutely precludes the providiag of any such phetegraphs of the clehtimg umder

- any circumstances to smyeme?

Insert as 7B
S ~defendaits’ knswingly —
How perfectly tlu.s shows the spuri@usness ef xill false interpretatiox of this contrae1
“Natienal

when nobody at all, fron elerk through Archivist at the{ﬁrehives and through all the
appeals ncchanisns at GSA, includ:mg the eff:.ce of the general eounsel and that of the

Deputy Adnnistrator for Adnustration, when nohody at the Department of Justiee and

ne eme in the effiee of the Uuited States Attorney, éoubted for a single mstant that

such pictures were taken for CBS or even questioned that they had boen' And yet they
P_\/ - - - - ——

tell this Ceurt that the entraet prevents this?
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th%,repregent to this Ceurt, "there is me gemuime issue as to amy material fact amd,

ndan ] )

. " a FesledTo
The false pretemse serieusly- addressed to- this court, that_ plaintiff hﬁ.i-.m 7‘0

' Fexhausta the admistrative renedies- vaila 3

'uuld ot sustaina dossleatei,@

m represented to this Court, plaintiff weuld be entitled te judgement in hz.s

ezt thus becomes se fraglle it

D{ Specied

bntte:f.lﬂ And on this basis, as he has
: f'av‘er; there being me pessibility at all ef amy gemuine issue as to g material fact.
On the eother hamd, if, as plaintiff cannet dispreve, it is true that 'I:h.e

~-Apchives did met take such photegraphs as plaintiff seeks for CBS, what then is

the situstion? What then cam be ssid of the semieusdess with nixx s B EsTendants.

bl
§ inf @mtmn? The lﬁﬂx officlal att:.tude toward appeals

il el

unéer the law and regulatioms are thgs protrayed in what l:.ght‘? And so_far—as the

- repseat -to requests for_

— Jnifos{:\ applieation of regnlatlens the impart:\.ahty aecess, the serieusness with wlu.eh ”

__those whe eperate the ArchJ.Ves a.nd care fer this irreplaeable arehlve,nmi:x

sed, what dees th:lﬂ.sw;how? %!L’M‘"{Z Mﬂ;‘/‘m pr D Wum/

Did mnyeme threw u ,,2 lus arms in herrer at the though that such phetographs were
TNSELT =

~taken feor CBS‘? From defendants owR representatien, ‘weuld this net be the mext thing te
_r_an unimag'iuble utlonl eatastrophe, ; serious effemse at t{g:{;asﬁ But semeene

:ul a}ltfgsxity aid affirm tha’c such ylctu.res as plamtn.ff seeks were taken for anethery —
and nobady in ”authority u for a single instant quostiei{i.t7 Net even whem plaimtiff -

filed the instant eemplaint and, presumeably, ‘before making any represemtation te-this

“ourt, defenda.nts and their emiment, learmed and experiemced- counsel looked imnte the

mttem mvolved. — e
NS ERT 783

This eme mcident ought ]Dersiiﬁié “the ‘fiﬁi‘t*what'**pl*a:i:n—t—iff—'—s-~mappy..upﬂgggg,_,g§

been, that—:i;n- order to suppress the vital evidence

of the Pr;é:l.dent's sssassimation from anmy umeffieial- examinatism, there is mething of

which the Gevermment is mnet capable, no lie-tee- sifmous to_tell, mo trick teo demeanin

—— SR e M
i pull — inté'rféiéié’é\ i indepémdent research met worth trying. The least

“that can be said of this is that defemdamts' word ean be taken for mothing amd that
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a

when eagght in eme lie, that merely is imspiration for immedigte imprevisatiem of

_amother,

1t is immaterial whether the lies are to an wiimportant persem like plaintiff or

te g Court of law, Gevermment mgkes them, and te them there is no emd, Plamtn.ff has

Cowr‘
‘].ong‘;exg_erie‘ncje with them, 4_}‘?‘,’1‘1‘5@3' as this Qpi;t ]mows from the false sweanlg

preven by ezamirgtien of & Defendants' Exh:.bit 3 and from earlier lltlgation.

o Tt o
, When = Pres:ulont is cut dovm in broad daylight ntea a majer Amencan eity,

B wheu that assmsmtlen iﬂ.mvest:.kated by the Federal Gevern;;nt and that iuvestlgation

leaves the nost enduring a.nd disturbing doubts, do nt those who, at great persoul
eost, are willng te undertake to examine the evidence (aml have in th:l.s endeavor the '-

santtiu of the law and reg\zzius and r:i.ghts - beth), mve a.ny hope of the

protection of the:.r rights the ourts" Il Govement, are defendants, te be pemitted

ini.efinitely to frustrate the clear ‘meaning ef the law, to Erustreteand do whatever i
. -

is 3= their power te do te imterfere with any independent study om this subgeet?
- Cﬂ there W public trust in the official imvestigation in the face of this

official attitude amd Arecord?
 Amd is there me authority i American seciety that cam cempel am ead to effieial
“f}){ééhbéa,' decepjien, misrepresentation and, pleiatiff believes, perjuryf just “to
‘bleck any indepemdent study ef the Presidemt's assissimatiem amd its efficial-
" Can any Federal actions bring @ither the Members-of thet Cemmissien er the J2/zcved
’ 'sui‘vivii'a inte greater disreptute; new or»«in«hisyﬁy? -Almest-without exeeptien, .
~the memb¢rs ef that Cemmission, 411 eminent men, vuwepeﬁalreadywoszeru-.eo‘mmited._.tg the

-~ public service, IERS¥EX Their's was-a-thankless, painful assigament frem which meme

- could prefit-persenally. Has..ugfamily.\haa_gzeqatg:. Bere public amguish amd S§ffem¢? o

~It-is-met pessible fer Gevermment more te besmirch these emiment mem or this se -

bereaved family tham by the suppressiem of evidence, legally-speaking, gublic

4 . nformat:.on, and that by se mamy deviousnessea, msrepresentatiens, _digtortions,

falsflfmatiens ‘and, as best a non-lawyer ean, pla:n.t:.ff alleges the pass:.bility



_. adiing trickery,

~ the silemces of all the officials whe kmew about this alleged "error" the alleged

Add-9

of perjury, efficial perjury, fer the purpese ef cemverting the Court inte an

| instrument of suppressier —akd that net for the first time,

~1Is there nothimg within the law er withim its pewers that this Ceurt cam

__de, besides gramting élint;i,ff the relief he seeks, to end mf emce anmd for all

these defanatiens of the inmocent and the suffering omes? How long can the suppression

» Vb_e.}qigi_‘te thase net res_pnsiblg , ‘trhe_Commissien, whoae last aet was to seek to prevent

) than a.nd the fanily wh:.eh engaged in a contraet to prevent them? And are new blamed,

1n effeet, by the Gevernment frem whn.eh we here sueh alliteraﬁ}e pleas for law and

order, Orwell-style, a.nd se many equally-alliteratlve complqmts abeut these, especially

the young, who reJect such dishonesty in natiomnal l:l.fe and face the{rustratﬁen with

which pla:.ntiff is only too familiar in any effort thoy m.ght make te right wrong‘?

/ Does not the record in this instant case ta:mt the pmeosses of Justice as

they self-characterize those who are its alleged and desimted isfenisra®tx 00

defend‘rs, defenduts eounsel in tlus matter? S

‘Te the eatalogue of efficial imfamy here enunerated, plaintiff feels justified im

. Further exposition of all

 "rectification" eof which was witkheld frem plaintiff umtil it could not reasenably be

- expected to reach him until after the last mimute fer the filimg of these papers,

~at a time when it could with seme certaimty be expected teo be beyend his physical capacity

Toin any way address it, eught not be needed. What preceeded it sheuld, plaimtiff

“Hepes, be of imterest to this Court;- which-dispenses—jjnstice, and sheuld help add still -
~anether-perspective om what is iavelved-im what begen as-a simple effert by am .

| —ordinary man -to -ebtain public infermatien te which he is emtitled umder the J.aw, S

W, red™ of frwh
——-Plaintiff was tgice cempelled te be away frem hlaJmme busueas, immediately

——follewing the filing ef defendants' imstant Motion en Jnfuary 13, He also had a medical

-
—-appeintment im Washingtorn en/Jamuary 19, As ef them, it had mot beem pessible for

_plaintiff te read the papers served upen him ,.‘9&.&'&?@;&&?...E%@_SJ-EE??@. at them realized

YL

- any report would require seme time and adequate reply entemsive effort amd a lemger
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munt of time. Believinmg, perhaps naively, that tke preper fumctien ef the Vnited

_States Atterney is mere tham that of. n’m’gadwea-te -of one-sjde and feeling that
el congaAf-ui Va s
itwog;l.d net be proper to request am extemsiom of tine,/[-plaintif-ﬂ-»telephone& Mr; Werdig,

_ The secretary toek the message and plaintiff said he would await the returm eof the -

phonfe call at the effice of the friemd from ‘which he placed it, A cemsiderable time
)

' elapsed &m and plantiff had te leave for the drive _home, He again phemed Mr. Werdig,
: e
wh.sz secretary was perhaps ther absent, for b= anscred the pheme, Plaintiff explained

S —— _/.,-.‘

that he was net and had not been well, that he had net yet had the ogpggj_:ﬂu;j.tx to study
Hr. Werdig's Hotion, that he wanted the opportunity to make full and adequate respemse,

and scught Mr Werdig 8 agreement to a request for an extensien of time,

| Mr, Werdig assured plmt:l.ff he need. make no such request, He explnined that the

(agurt had akt yet arranged its schedule of case: that it weuld be at least a mon% % 79
before the Cgurt eculd het areund to tht, and until then thare would be no need for ﬂu

qust @' or the gruting of an. oxtension of tne

. ’. —

= Plaintiff s not knowing but believﬁng there Was a lilz.t ald that 1t was 10 daya,

B ohtained the phne nunber of the Court's seeretary and phoned her, thereupon leanung that

~ there was, indded,s time 1imit end that it had almest expired.

sunt to th:Ls and not

“'_Eﬁiﬁémﬁémfim, plaintiff wrete a letter te the Court, whljn Aﬁci:;a;;.ély gave

"~ Plaintiff wntil February 16 te ‘respend.

4 - |Meamwhile, whem the attachment to def endants' Fotioiiere_;otwity%hepapem -

B """“mli”&‘hi?i @nd seme time elapsed aud they were fbt thereafter previded, recalliag the

i _expenmce “of the wnreturned phene call, plaimtiff Fequested a Triend i Washingten
—————te-remind Mre Werdig that plaintiff had et been- provided With the attaehf-ents Mr,

R -myﬁmfmkad eertified to- ’?‘h‘g Court had been served upom plaimtiff Janﬁgfyj;-j;'-wplmﬁf:sm -
- :Eriend -Who was & witmess-te plaintiff'e-cemversatiom with- Mr-Werdig, had the idemtical
e ,,_exper.:l.ence, his phene call -ret being return, -and the- itien%:i;eal---exfbrience*"ef“Mr":"Wer&ie”"
I ,_,_.,Atakisg__the.._pheneq on his mext call, with the identicgl -explanation, that his- secretary -
i

__had Ret given him the message. The centinued empleyment - of«»aueh-—:hefﬁeient—-seereta—rjres e

in the offiee of the United _._§t&tes,.4¥ttgmey, is a mystery te plaintiff, Hewever, Mr,
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Werdig previded the assumance that the missing exhibits would be sent plaintiff premptly.

@/When they were not, a:f'ter seme t:une plaintiff a.gan asked the same friemd to remind

£‘11'. Werdig and, if necessary ge te his office and obta:m them in person. It was then
inadv:.sable far plaintiff te drive en a superhighway for reasens ef health. 'l‘his

| f rend informsd plamtiff that when he again spoke te Mr Werdig', apparently not realiz:l.ng

) what he was sayixag, Mr. Werdig told him that at even that late date these attachments .

had net been eopied f er plaintiff However, he g-ave his word that they weuld be and woild

 be sent plaintiff immediately, Again, this did net happem.

! Therefore, on February f plaintiff wrete Mr. Werdig (letter attached), amd
) WL%B ﬁ’le/V)J .(A/
ultlmately, on February 8, plaintiff received the;. The Geurt will, plaintiff hepes, be
' ol ity o —_
sympathetﬁe to the pl:l.ghttof a men-lawyer fmeXimg whe felt it incumbent upem him te make

a"ﬁo‘ﬁnt—by-point ‘respemse and_for almest all of the time permitted for 'i‘éipiise;not“hav’il’g'

! 4
“that to which ke was called upem te respemd, =~ e

— —“"""When plaimtiff reached a peimt im the preparatiomn-ef the-ether papers-he was-
g pre@ar:mg ‘where-he- ceuld examine these he had that- day received, -it became appareat
Inrtimclef gad
. 'em -the-copies provided plaintiff had been erepped, that is, the complete page was
— ----l&t{f—heluded.»-.-mhorehy---notatiels plaintiff Welieves are of seme significance were im
S ~_.--_pant"nhscured. and in part eliminated. Plaintiff immediately wrete Mr, Werdig,
————emphasizing again the serious mature ef the ebstacles Mr. Werdig was meedlessly
_— _plasiu in plaintiff's path, the existemce of what were for plainitff serious preblems

wit‘heut the addition of these, amd asking fer prempt sendiig of full amd _cemplete cepies,

In order that plmi/tff 's letter reach Mr,  Werdig premptly, plutiff suspended his work )

L) in the rural area im which he lives and dreve to and frem the pest effice 80 that the

| letter would g out that night.
s S S . W L

50 that tlu.s Court ean understand this{ as ne 1dle request by plaintiff, plaintiff

ea.lls to the attention of the Court that aside from the additien of the number "5“ and

o a notaticn cut off in copying, mmmm Defendants' Exhibit 1l has thrce mrks added s

aleng:i.sde the paragrigh new allegeﬂe*_i’%r/ro&‘a The would seem to eliminate o.ny
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on the aforesaid letter frem the Deruty Admnistrator ¢ Adninistratien of GSA,

! bu.reaucratic erro o

probability of mocenco in defendants' use of this/paragraph er in that & /ﬁi/

"defendalta' counsel.

_ Mr. W erdig did. phone plain:b:l.ff a 11ttle before l p.n. on February ll, ‘the date stamped

—~- Ay WAL
. If it is pessible te explain this long delay in getting teo pla,intiff

_of defendan‘c_s exhibits cert:.fied as m having been mkx serveel when they were

_met and whem they were not received until after plaintiffs __g_ﬂ request ,-(—#ha—‘a—beila_il—

wcbm-ﬂ, what plaintiff has Rerein shown to be the true

. .!/LM’{MW’M

deliberate act;is umwarramted; Mr Werdig-ceuld net -

- he did
have ‘deme mere tham Ee Taise this questiem, especially when-these exhibits- contain

Hrudep— o Pt

ﬁ He=thef informed plain:bif that the copies he had semt were nade frem his

o To thls date plaintiff has not received the full version of these ‘exhibits. 'Hewever,

_»mealu.ng and singifieanee nake mere semse thu an allegatien of carelessmess or

i : =seems & vAder eath abeut Wt appears te plaintiff te be matepdial and eught se

-} apmar t. i defelwti' G.m_s.ei. .‘ - - D — e e e e i e B i b

own cepies, wln.ch plain:k:hﬁ.' believes. Mr. Werdig added he weuld immediately pheme

g

provide this infe on hone. This H.r. Werdig did not de, mer to-his ﬁhone te

_ say_ that he would not or could net. - /M v ﬂwﬂ7ﬁf/W’7 5j)}

In the attaehed copy ‘of Plainitff's letter of Feburary 8 te Mr, Werdigl the Court -

R A )

oy

will nod-smother cemments te which Mr, ﬁ'eréié'ﬁiﬂ"ié&é" i’éi‘l’:léi!fé‘ ‘Tespense mer demial;

"It will be inposs:.ble for me te make full respemse withim the time l-have,- uhich:r
u.n,fertuu&elz, when I talked te yeu, yeu did not represent to me with any aecuracy.

- - — E—

__to_have everything neatly yyped fer the Court.

w ..I will want an extensien of time leng eneugh te permt the rety;:.ng ef what

: by then camnet be retyped. 1 presume you will jeim me-im- asking fsxr this fer me,

— .ﬂ, e e e e e e
The/follewed plaintiff's uachallenged statement, that the lemg delay in previding

the AI‘GhiVBS, get te yrovide him vn.th the werds ef the lezends and ‘woeuld them
ti

».ne that is this cemtext seems relevant being thes: —~ e o

__Plaintiff then said, in & antieipatien of the poss:.bility it might net be possible



13

the attachnent))‘ consideratien ef which preperly belemg in what plaintiff had by

_ them had typed required an additien and redusdancy and that

"Together with the rather cemsiderable extemt of ;! urelevaneies I will have te

address, otherwise the Ceurt will met be able te evaluate them, this means a cemsider—
_able additien te the lemgth of what - must file, *a turn, this is mere tham just a

preblem feor me, It meams a burdem upern the Court that eamlhﬂbut ‘be prejudicial te my

_interests, Furthermere, this makes re;etitien ingvitable, I cmet magine & Judge not

finding this uawelceme er that you are net umaware of it."

 These amount te fairly serious charges. Mr. Werdig neithex/ addressed mor disputed

L/WJ P s 2 by of Pl Ltz .

; mdr //‘;halle" = id

»«be:_consulted,, Mp, Werdig said appreximately, "with this Judge, yes", amd he said he

e Tequired any time, it would not be anything 1ikf that much, that all he weuld xeed

the last werking day before the day the papwfs nust be filed, p

Mr. Werdig has made these gene&@us arrﬁeménts, he has not se infermed plaintiff. And

them, If @es rot mean he mecessarily agreées with them, it does meam he did met wmzpak-
é‘r‘f& proproprieties or his part amd that they were deliberates - —

"~ When he phened plaiwtiff, Mr, Werdig pressed plaintiff-te request amether- -

“extemsion of time; expressing himself as mere-than willing. Plaintiff said he preferred
~met te, -"fearim-g-'~the--%uﬁ~fnight net -receive this request well amnd that the result might

- weuld speak-te the clerk of the Ueurt. Whem plaintiff asked whether the Judge meed met

. would do these things. The cenversation clesed with Wr. W }riig S assuramces that

30»&&«1@

7y -
. plaintiff had_ more time, Mr, Werdig kept repeaty amether 30 days and plaintiff saif that J

__was sufficient time for fhe completion of the typing.

~ When plaintiff teld Mr, Werdig that plaintiff would prefer to present to the

court what was retyped by the day set, “r. Werdig said 11: would be better te file all the

ptrs at one time,

From the time of Mr. Werdigés phone call until the end of the working day Friday,
: R _ - oud el copot-antly, Th

his phue. Mr. Werdig doé. not phne. So, plaintiff is left with the mpressmn strengly

conveky by Mr. Werdig on Mr. Werdig s intiative that plaintiff ‘will net have to file

TR g 2

his papers b:v' Februgry 16. If, frem the humam kimdmess that wedls from his big heart,

© if he has led plaintiff te believe that he would and did met, amd were plaimtiff to be
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guided by this mebility ef spirit (Mr. Werdig went eut of his way te say ef his effice
they are all geed guys amd mever press er take adv:a.ntage of anyone) and did not present
this papers within the required time, plmtiff ean.not but woneler whether he uould be

in default snd subject te suech a ,)uégenent.

Plaintiff weuld have mo meed for either time or umdue rush had Mr, Werd:.g done what
Gnd Wik & w wag 6n X regaai gl of hwvin ks~ -

_ he had certified te the Eourt that he had done,’ as will be obvieus 5} this Ceurt upen

_the filing of these papers, when the extert of extra work required by what niﬂx o

b ‘MMWM
amaunts to the withholdng iaad-he had certified—tehaving SEIVed pis Ceuney Wil i2

It is met plaintiff's pnrpose to embarrass Mr. Werdig or to amney this Cgurt.”' '
But when Jto the efflcial harrassnent a.nd f&ﬁ&ufleatlens and aumereus impos:.tlens and
1ong delays h31ted upon pla:l.nt:.ff by defendants( only a small percentage ‘of which is

of direct relevance in this mstant ease} is added Mr. Werdig's assuramces te =~

plaintiff (undem.ed when committed te wntlng) that, hed plaintiff heeded them; ceuld

_ 4 have led to tn.flty defaulg‘ ‘byjr plaint:.ff in January; and them the failure te previde -

the attachments certified as having beem served; ﬁa\nd then three Tequests were required -
vﬂb;‘.;oré Ith'e~y were provided te plaintiff; and them the most casual examinatien ef them -
provided feasea for eme met of paraneid temdemcies te suspect this was et accidental;
U and then the ginenplotoness of the copics previded is censidered; and atop all ef
" this there is first the pressure fer plaimtiff te ask am extemsien of time when, clearly
 plaintiff felt it agaimst his imterest-te '--da——scjf/nd- then the premise that Mr, Werdig

~ vould obtain this wdded time; even insisting upen mere than plaimtiff said he'd meed;

3 snd there is, thereafter, me-word frem Mr. Werdig, cenfirming er demying, his last

-~ werd beimg the assuramee that plaintiff .hadugll-,_this_ﬂtmiiliﬁ_v_ﬁfﬁg‘i?:ﬂ?w the Court can

-~ understand why plaintiff is filled with the misgivings hemestly set ferth above

—and-eannet but wonder abeut metive,

—New if the Ceurt will 400!181&81' that)by the time thg.t any lawyer c-nld anticipate

~that either plaintiff's werk was conpleted or he ‘was in aerious trouble conpleting 1t,

no working day renaining prior te the expiration of plaintiff's tine a.ud w1th rea;stiable
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expectation - e 3 gRavenels m i=but-sheuvldhezve be 3 43
) : .over a holiday weekend
deadline plgintiff faeee ) “that the letter ceuld n‘ot’muﬁ had te-

—he.
fMhwran

“leave te deliver these papers, pessibly the Court cam understany/ what may appear te
1

" be meedless apprehensien by plaimtiff, -

Wﬁt for plaintiff to be able: te dismiss this, im.additien te all the feregeing,

-he»-/—,have ‘to ferget his having teld llr. Werdigdthat,ifehis_.healthﬂmm%
-pyéetiniddd - mitigated against the drive to Washingtem, "I will mail th.e!&..ﬁ;“ these
; Vil
m
_ papers te have had amy chamce __ef_reaehi;z_,_the,.gour}:}_ by mifl, they would have had te have

been mailed at the time plaintiff received Mr. Yohnsem's letter.

- Again plaintiff feels he must apelagize fer the great lemgth of Plaimtiffls filing.

However, he asks the Ceurt, if the Court “reads all these _papers, te put tnxﬁmtxn

) hixnself in plaintiff's pos:.t:.on, to consider that not a smgle one ef the allegedjzy

’falthful quotatlons of _a_gﬁ Rg- 1aw, regulation, contraet or evem correspondence is

full, accurate a.nd cemplete' that the mest direetly relevant lnguage of law and regulation

1 had been w:.thheld from the Lourt by defendnts, that thJ.s Cou.rt was lied to by those

who shou.ld have know they were lyug and had te kmew they were 1ying that thJ.s Court
was g.wen false swearing under oath' tlmt pla:mtiff 's compl:l.ance w:.th law and regulatien o

had been se misrepresented that thls Court dxd:xzﬂtwas not told even that plaintiff had

filed an appeal and was led ta believe t he had net H that the mature of plaintiff'

requests of defendant were 7 ssly:‘mgﬁrepreshted te this Court, ‘and adds ‘plaintiff's

t'vos and utentions and theseriousness with which
f ivndiofzed flal™~
e Ceurt net realize the cemsiderable time amd

i«p misglmgs abeut Mr. Werdig s

 plaintiff regads his studies (&

effert required for the preparation of these papers — emough te write a beok = is

& represeatation of plaintiff's simcerity amd sericusness ef purpose?), Mepefully,
the Court will realize that this Iemgth 15 What IaIatily vas requived wf kims—
7

g Se that ‘the Court will met be umder amy misapprehensiem abeut pla:i;ntiff'
r~ N — M‘M y)
r. Werdig's inteatiens Pl Tf-addsthat Mr, Werdig was- "over‘dnent eounsel -

“deubts ef
“in Civil Actien 230170, heard- befcre"“ncther‘"ﬁnige” of this Ceurt: Mr Werdig first -

“arranged fer there te be little time feor the hearimg by 2-appearing-im that Ceurt -
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at the hour set/ot inferming plaintiff ef kis ceumsel that he weuld net (apparemtly
) | atgn
——met inferming the Judge, either), That suit represemted plaintiff's efforts te ebtaim

~— what is deseribed as "spectregraphic a.nalynesﬁ'..lﬂithliwttl..e;u.tL&Q_.,fﬂr,.ﬂrgﬂﬂ§!t:,.k3°wiu.
P
--be-tter,«- and producimg ne shewing ef any kind thereef, Mr. Werdig argued, sulumsefadly

- (tanscript, ge 11)s
“1h This ns fuce, -
, the Atterney Gemreal of the United States has determined that it is

ot in the matiomal interest te divulge these spectrographic aulyses 2.

' The recerd shews Mr, Werdig preduced ne such "fetermimatien™ by the Attermey
" Geleral, % ceuld met them, did met have it them, and camnet have it mew, Umder the
(persorally arranged , \
: circumstance he M&e Tefutation mposs”lblemavf"*ﬂleW oy

SIS S—

Fhe right of the Geverament te withheld imfermatien en this basis; recegmized in

'%he eld law, wa s "specifically eliminated im 5-UsS:6:552+ The-Ceourt-will fimd this neted

= Fha ¢
ai& explaimed im Heuse Repert 1497, 89th Congress, Seceond -Sessien, entitled, "Clarifying

né: Protectilg'*bhe Right of the Publie te Infermatienm,

T A__M_.h_.v._,..,.mirese,t,ﬁ“s -of - the same -theught, Mﬁpeeiﬁe T

——— third of the pages of that repert., This repert makes clear that such subterfuges were =

—-the-traditienal Gevermment excuse for hiding infermatiem frem the public, hemce were
—eliminated by the Coemgress te emd impreper suppressiess, =

_ Moreever, as Mr, Werdig sheuld kmew and the Departnent cf Justi-.ee eertainly does

.. kmew, there is me such exemptiem in 5 UeS.Ce 552., Mr. Weri:.g cited the Attorney General'

E‘emora:amhm in his addenda to his imstant Metien, He meed have read buT— twe things in

) that lenoraldun (but a silgle sentence 1f he were familiar with the statute’ (Phn.t

) single sentence by the Ifttorney General himself, and entirely consmtent w:.th a.ll the

RRSNUUSEES SRS

doctrine from the Comess( d in that @ alae fron the President,

rea.ds( iii)

"It leaves not deubt tha disclosure is a transcenﬂnt goal, yielding only to such
“compelling comsideratiens as-Ahese-previded inm the exemptiens eof the mct." ===

&{ ~There is ne-such exemptiomewm he £20.
—Plaintiff deeply regrets even the appearance of "tryimg the case em eppesing

~—  ceunslg". He regrets evem mere tha¥ eppesing ceunsel eliminated amy practicaly aleter
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aitemtivS; Amymx save the umamanly amd, ¢f it is met tee presumptieus, the

reseurces dave fatugue and $3% kst Plaintiff persists in his cemcetrated
T and paiaful
study and effort (iov mere than seven very lengyidswf years. ¥k Nor is it for such

that,with me

" emtjrely umacceptable purpeses that plaintiff was se patiemt befere filimg this imstant
“actien or in filing it, both represcutisg what fer Eamuikt plaintiff is and has
“becn emormous &nd debilitatimg effert. -

T Hewever, plaintiff alse believes that he has, as & matter of law, established that

~“thére 1s We gemuime issue as te guy material fact and that he therefere is emtitked

o ‘"'"tcfjudgenent"in‘"his faver as-a matter of law.. .

_______ f—" S —



