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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



b4

add-2

— =
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






