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after plaintiff indicated knowledge ,M; ot before making acknowledgement and then
{

refusias this copy to plaintiff. When # defendants' "Answer" was filed in this instant
case, plaintiff, believing it required him to have knowledge of the exact provisions of
this "Hemorandum of Transfer", again asked the Secret Service for a copy, explaining that
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vne copy given him by way of the National Archives nad pecn intercepted and not delivered
by the National Archives. The response of the Secret Service was that the Department of
Justice would be consulted. Hollowing this sonsultation, the Secret Service declined to
(Q;XQCle

3 . s o 5 BN e - . W N . s
provide plaintiff with a dkwxexk copy of this "Memoraddum of Transf er", wh;ch is also

andl i Lepat,
public information, having been used by the Government in e public and oot ihed—eennent,

(American YMail Lines v Gulick is in point,)

The Department of Justice, as counsel for def endants in this instant action,
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alleges #® plaintiff is not entitled to what he secks, beesuse 1Y is precluded by
law, regulation and this said €SA-f amily contract, and that the relief plaintiff secks
cannot be granted, thus counselling defendants not to provide plaintiff with copies of
the p_ictures he sec:,cs;e

The Department of Justice, as counsel to the Secret Service, counsels the Secret

Service not to provide plaintiff with that publlc information it has that is relevant

to the photographs plail ti epks&%l/}uhil/kf’{&) / [”/l"“& cavoud éa, ‘[‘""’(’TW

Having counseélled everyone else - to glve Olalntl“’ nothing, the same Department of
- an’_—d——v - ,

Justice promptly and without ﬁquesh on or dlspute gives plaintiff everything relevant it

ww the Department to
has for which plaintif?"’ﬁx&ge four such photographsp §o" &ﬂﬁW‘ﬂq)ﬁ photographs
‘ i ‘

to plaintiff that with res peclt1 to?ghree 1t daes not require either the execution of the

prescribed foms)

wzXQXZEgaziﬂt@xthexthz&eXﬁh@kz@éazxeﬁf sahgaqugnxi .or even pdym“nt ob th( cost of COOJ“HJ
vlnllb neither the execution of the forms e‘r/pdﬁlont bJ the press for copies of

photc;graphs is required by law or practise ,H plaihti*‘f asks this Court to take note that

in ;_12 other case would the Department respbh'd" to‘inlof plaintiff's retiuests without

insisting upon the execution of +he forms » accompanied by ewesexibed advance payment,
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and that in another case beforc this Court, C.A. 718-70, when the Department
belatedly complied as an alternative to trial, it would not provide any copies until
payment was made in advance and even after later issuance of a Summary Judgement never
did-fully comply.

To consideration of these unusual events should be added still another.
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The filing of a Motion to Dismiss or, in the alternative, for Summary Judgement,

& ? H
to the best of vlaintiff's knowledge, is the 1osest/*h1ng to a completely asutomatic
by the Departmnnt of Justice ,
act/inmca ses brought under this law. Yet in this instant case, and especially inowing that
plaintiff was without professional counsel, the Department, acting as coungel for
/( £

defendantu, failed to file such a motion. Instead it filed an,énswer, which is
an invitafion for a full hearing. Not until long after pWalﬂulff filed his zimkIax
Motion fersEswis Surmary Judgement did defendants instant motion get filed. That was
about five months after filing of the complaint,

Had this case gone to trial - and from the various motions and addenda prepared
and filed by the Department of Justice - it would have heen made to appear and is made
to aowear that everyone besides the Department of Justice is suppressing evidence,

that the Departmeﬁ%l%;eely made its copie§ available %o plaintifﬁ; and. that the
1

family (whlch would be widely interpreted as meaning the senior msgle nmember surviving)

and the former chairman of the President's Comuission above gll were. responsible for

the suppression of this evidence,
P Ny

If all of this is subject to sinister interFretaﬁion and suggests an irreconcilable
conflict of interest and ?ﬂ&ﬁﬁiﬁ&ﬁ possible ulterior purposes, two other factors should

cotbhe ;«IJZW %
be considered: that most of the superesston was and is at the direct order of the
: A
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Deparment of Justice; and that neither the sehior surviving male mamber of the family
A

L &«
nor the former Chief Justice a®e political friendg of Ham either the/Administration
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oX¥ e “ttorney General or his Deputye
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They inckude the sjfferring of the long=suffering inuocent and they can influence the

futures of important personages.
Above all, they involve t¢he most basic rights of all Americans and the intergity
of government, the law, and in plaintiff's belie{%ﬁ that of society and possibly its

future,



