¢ -rIBrd;part of\Argument Fols what Lois has

) III Deﬁendants bltatlon>, or relllng it llke it Isn't

In any proeeedlnﬂ, to a degree the Judge becomes the creature of’captlva of the

R U S R v”“_m_n,_ci_rrnv.", : S
lltlgants and is dLOLHddﬂt upon the 1ntegr1ty of their wordg, citations of law, authorltg

and most of all fact W1+h regard to motlon° llke tho se of plaintifi's and deienadnts

| now befor~ thls Lourt it seems to plalﬂtlfi thdt this is more than usually true

because SO much depends upon the representaions of what is fact and what the law

and regulatlons are, pdrtlcularlj as they aadress the questlong is there anJ genulne

>‘1ssue as to any macerlal faetz With both sides allegmng there is ﬁé%wéﬁa'éééhwéiaiéiﬁg“”
that it is 3 of his | tion that there is not “the Court is thus confronted

“with choices of which %o belicve or to decide to believe neither and set a hearing,
Tond

~ The disparity between the litigants may adversely influence the Vourt to lean
& ,

ﬁSEeMHééViIfmoﬁ"fEé”giveﬁ“word'of defendants becquse of their high station in both

““overnment and national 1ife.  Relatively speaking; the defendants are of omimemt

' posttion and plaintiff is unkmown, perhaps regarded as iconoctastor off=beat because

of—thesubject-of his interest; the intensity with -which—he pursues-it;and the—passion—
———————1i%t-engenders in-him; often reflected in his manner -of expression, The-choice here -is-——-

o] Lo

— ~between- +those-—-ef-high -statimon and . Knoqnaﬂd the uAknOWh,—hetucen hish statlon -and—tew,
f
o Detween . Covernment and-all its.majesty and power and a-single stranger Wakugn To the ..

“M"wﬂmmmméourtmandmofmnowspecialuimportance‘to;it.“.m_._ S

oo lMost of all, before a Court of law, is this disparity marked when on the one side

counsel is the United States Department of Justice and the United States Attorney and m 7h

. _an ordinary man trying to act as his own lawyer, ouly too aware of the maxim mhgmix

) hazxngzazfzmkxﬁmzxaxaixzntxx that he who has hrmSelf for a client has a fool for a client.
o Plalﬂulff is @vare that_fyef mere l“ngth of pralntlfr s wvresentation may"tend tomﬁekgIme
nlm as a"foo%‘m?or the nxxk amouno 01 work‘ﬁhereln represented espe01a11y to»e‘?ee Of,unm_
no| means éﬁé 1nlluence, is cons1aerable. The Lourt may wonder th a nobody would exert
; ) thls great effort WhV he consider it worth such effort or even if it is a ratlonal
E thlng to do, Unly by redd1n5 all these words can the bourt formvan 1ndepeedent oplnlon,

0

-t

i,



" been addressed and to be able to spare the Court needless repetitions

—-ran,

III-2

and plaintiff is aware that even if the Court has an interest in the subject matter,

—the-folume of these words can be a severe burden upon -the Court. Plaintiff has heard,

~whether or-not rightly, that the Lourt is not required to read the various papers

presented. to it and thet brevity is therefor its own merit. Perhaps when the opposing

- counsel in this instant case are so markedly unequal, on the one side all the legal

_brains sad resources and capabilities of ti most powerful government in history,

2

- bearlng with them the full accreditation of the highest federal reputatlon 1n th@ law,

olos

» gnq__ on the other & non-lawyer, a mere minor IEXIYEREERX Scrivener, may the—SREEX

~volume alone be an insurmountable liability to plaintiff,

But it is precisely these u'nequalities, plus ‘the regard plaintiff has f or the

subject matter,s 18?15% ]%ﬁe J_ntegrlty of SO(,lcty, that :meels him to take this

tlme, makc th:Ls L,OS‘tlj efiort If plaintiff is to prevall as he believes he should

and mus t fact and law belng as he, not those who represbnt the exalted tell thls

Yourt, the onl y way he @n overcome these 11ab111 ties is by running the rlsk of

m a mountaln of words in the hope that the bourt will beek to mine the gem of truth

There is no way in “which olalntlfz can surmount his hanulcaps except by making

e Compl“te a record as is within his capability. This he attempts. lp that end, he
defendants!

here»uth addresses the integrity of e Tepresentations o?’fact law and regulation,

hoging thet with ne time for rovew hs mad 1s sh il e recall what has already

~ Moreovery plaintiff had laid serious charges against defendants and their counsel,

m-ﬁé from ‘simple omission (whlch toua Court of 1aw plaintift regards as a culpable—

~thing 16 it is, as plaintiff believes ,‘“d"e“libéfate")‘;"'throu‘gh"omi'ssi'on'“bha‘t"amoun‘bs-"' to—

“deliberate misrepresentation; deception of ~the-Court; an-attempt to-defraud -plaintiff, ——

o an(iiﬁfalse swearing that can-constitute perjurys+ Because-these-are the—most -serious ..
~—charges;-it-is-incumbent upon-plaintiff to-put this Court-in-a-position to mske independer
—assessment-of- the--eredibility of g¥ defendants' presentation to this Court as well as

%-wdef endants' -intent. Therefore, .in what follows /plaintiff will compare what defendants'

s ~-
i .did.v.r,e.pre.seni:...j:o‘_..this.«caurt‘lvw,itl“l_..theﬁ. sources cited(and tie meanings givenBALLfT




7

| insert on.\g promptness.

‘ The language of H. Rept 9 addresses the meaning of the law and the intent of’ the

Yongress on just this point:
", ..if a request for information is denied by an agency subordinate the person
ummukinguthe<request“is«eniiiled,toupromptmreview‘ﬁél. R
Neither a three-month delay nor a delay of threc weeks after the filing of a
T T A S

coﬁplaint meet this requirement,
This requirement is emphasized in the Attorney General's Memorandum, where it is-

quoted on page 28, and by the added Lnfiguage of this Memorandum,"Every effort should be
made to avoid opoumbering the applicant's path with procedural obstacles..."(p.24)e

e will b gen i apanid vindin defernBonde 0 pggudiCars.

s b ot 2 - e R
- S - .
/
| - "
/




insert on I3 1 length appeal

g

~ There are 12 paragraphs in plaintiff's appeal, Of these, nine refer to requests

" made and refused. Obviohsly, such selection and extremely limited quotation of it cannot—--

pbs”éi‘b‘ly'bé' faithful to it, least of in & representation of the "Hatefial facts as

= ‘tOWhi—Ch theve 18 110 ‘g‘énuiﬁé""'rsgue""';" e e e e oo oo et o et e e e et 2
| -
7 ! == T e e e = e
I . (,~ S . N B ~ . _ B - -
|
)
j : S S e s e e R
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710&1‘
Fi- (?@E/g 81ngie statement in defendants' Motion 15 ctual and truthfulnébolkb% ¢4b“”%
c ﬁ?’ dans” |, jwvmw‘/l’,/j WW’J aI» ¥ 3o

) The first papers in ~support of the Motion is ldbelled as a "Statement of Material
“qu§9ts as to which There is Ho Genuine Issue," Aside from its laok of faithfulness and

fldellty, thls representatlon omlts, to the p01nt of deoe1v1ﬂg the Court what 1s most
y 1 11
matcrldl The 1aw 1mposes a ourden on plalntlff ax beg1£7w1th requestlng the puollc
1nformatlon, then, if denied, making appesgl, and S0 forth becauee thzs statement of
' DR thWWM? - :
the "materlal facts" makes 1no rewerenoeqto the arduous eflorts repreeented in pldlﬂtlfr s

requests, pldlntlff prosents a summary of them to the Court Aside from verbal requests

g01ng back to the first of November, 1966 in thdt case made to the uhen—Arch1v1st in

person, these requests, beglnnlng with December l 1969, R R it i i €]

and the rclaulvely few responses, some months 1ong in belng made, tObal 25° Of these,

plalntlff' latters to the Government total 16 Of the overnmentsAuine'ietters,

oan four were Jrltten prlor to the flllng oi the complalnt. r"he 51ng1e one 3ﬁ“p1aiﬁtif%fé

: letters quotcd w azkmnkx """ e =

e 3 """'aé“f;aaaats are so unfaithful with that letter they even misdate it), One of defendants’

~ani ™

" letters only is quotated. Its slefserving character becomes obvious when it is rcecalled
that there was no respiﬁse of any kind to plaintiff's appeal under the law until this

“Iéttery written about three Hornths after the corskmssy

‘appeal was made and not until

~ 2L days after the complaint was filed.That single one of defendants' lettersis a
~falsity, as previously set forth; and is the gxwswe grossest misrepresentation-of =m¥mrykki
'weverythiﬁg,-the~previous~eorrespondencewoﬂﬂbothwsideSMaﬁdwthewappeal~to»which it pretends-

-~~—~ree‘»peﬂse~~and»--pretends—--non—re-j—ec-tion:,~j he-obvious-purpose -of the latter dishimesty .
! P

-mbeing~eitherntowdeoeive.thiswﬁourtmorwin defraud plaintiff., Clearly, this Court was in
..-‘ L. (w Y ( C
- themmlnd of the authorg or authors of that misrepresentation. This is no 1ess_grevou8.n

_..an erense because the law A )__a,na_a]lw_ else relevant stipulate promptness in
tNi Bar 34 e yous mbwplifily and

i v
handling appeals, as ‘heretofore cited, Ior is it less éreveuseto quoteﬁout of context,
A

:S

_to make the words quoted appear to mean other _than what that actually say and mean

by OmISolO fiof the relevant, ~which is whau here ‘was done.

ne flrot such omission bldee from bhlS Lourt the fact thab olalntlfl had actually
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appealed earlier and, in effect, on serveral occasions. The Archivist's personal acknowled-

| gem dgement of this has already been guoted, Plaintiff's formal appeal of “Yune 20, 1960,

~was, then edited to accomplish two d:ceptions which amount to frauds: to make it appear
that plaintiff had requested and been refused less than is the case} and that he
_ had been given access to this public onformation, which is false.

_ Thus, the first editing of plalntlff' pJeal to uhlS Lourt ends w1th three aots,?%,;

) . 1o fo 2t i 4
eliminati@gl; thit the truth of wi ch hdo dlready been quote from tha ﬁrch1v1st's 1ptter.
", e anticipating *hdt these requests would be rejected, I asked that if rejected,
T U be Torwarded o you ‘as my appeal under'gour regulations gs a necessary prereguisite
to 1nvok1ng of 5 U S 5520..

i Plalntlfi also antlclpated delaj in handllng his dppeal, so he 1ﬂformed defendants
of what theJ also omit, that if therec was no response within a reasonable tlmexﬂn
plalntlff would be forced to prOCLGd w1th flllng hlu complalnt He submmtq to bhlS
bourt that afuer dll the other delays, hlo Wdltlng two mon*hs to Ille thls ins tant

action is v1dence that he soubnt o dVOLd it dnd gave deiendantsvmorp thdn amplw tlme
4m1n¢y2 b -tk A ‘ o

- j - - T e -
- | The editing of the second quotation is designed to make t# appear that plaintiff's
] "’"”””gééﬁggtg”wéfé’g}gﬁféa;} (X 4s defendants presented it to this Bourt, it
— [ .
- "I have been provided . . . copies of photographs of some of the President's
. fauenis < s s ¢
; B e e

"7 The “omissions say the opposite, that rather than plaintiff's request being

20 Wit Thgsn wwwyg;;/;,w

“compliled with he was given nothing of anJ“vaIue"aﬁé=those_cnky‘copxes -of—the

“TTpictures. The first-omission reads;"-with-utterly meaningless",the -seeond; "those - -

e ~-"show1ﬁgmn0 detaily-nothing but- gorew_erw%heseﬂn4$he~magh&£iea$ien~efwwhichwwasmimpossible)

e The first-omission is. designed to-lend an-gir.of truthfulness. to defendants'

.

e cOHtTiVed.-claim- that plaintiff had not exahusted his "avilable" adh.msr,ratlx(e
ISR p&&?&ﬂ&&b&llil@ﬁ. the second to make it appear that he had been supunlied eI requested
) bMTﬂMTAW{

o —Whereas he had been déniformly and undeviatingly refused and rejected. The relevance of
4\

. this misrepresentation of what plaintiff actually wrote and said is clear in defendants'
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false representations of bcinﬁ entitled to judgement in their favor because they
claimed to have complied with the 1avi,i%ﬁat "there is no genuine issue as to any material
~ fact." Could this have been.. claimed %o vhis Court without denying it the ppoof af
SR S 4 ooy e s e - - sptrasrirn: - g -~ - LT M’{Z
the f]ﬁsity of both claims, by cditing correspondeace request as they were to 2dit law
}a"ndr&’,uiatlons, o

""The intent to deckéve and defraud is made more Clear ‘Efith"'ééi’@cfi"ve”'qu'otafi’g\’n' of the

. “”"d’élé‘yéd"‘fé’s‘“p‘d'ri‘ﬁ’e"‘,”"wh‘i'ch' hides from the Court twa things: th: tplaintiff's requests for-
”“cooples of what wes withheld wes m.thout deviation regected;am‘ “that this-r

R At T fprst
——-the-appeal -was not nade/until 21 days after-filing the complaints This- 1nte:ﬂt s
m N Afendiandn !
e R ane i ThEkEREREEedel endants -language -on - page six-of  theds "Hemorandum-in Support", - .

e "Nothwithdtanding the. response OI:AICh:LVes to phaintiff's requests, he alleges in
the complalnt'“

It is a mﬁzno-}.ﬁbi%%f%ﬁg%?ggeﬁrm% regard to who made t]rgleﬂre-s-pﬂnn*sé quoted m{_&;t

- N——)v;;s?lo_t "the Archives" but the m GSA Director of Public Affairs) What is ‘deception

_ " is the quoting of a self-gerving, ex post facto letter written so long after filing of
" the complaint, hiding his fact from the Court, and telling the Court that "Nothithstandin

“the regplmse", plaintiff then filed the C’diﬁpl‘éih"c;"Tﬁ'&a’jcmi"s”;“ making it seem that not until™

\Sefw davaty 24 ~

after receipt of ‘the— misquoted and misrepresented Letter of responde did plaimtiff file

/’szA /7
Tetter

~the complaint, which actuslly was filed 21 days merkimeisciis

awwy before -

SO ,.“_Was..‘_ﬁrritten;_._ e e

'''''' ——This-deception is-extended on the same- page; EIRIWIWE

-in-ecarrying-the misrepresenta—-

———————tion-of--the--date of -the-rejeetion of- -appeal -further,—with the-cddim-that certain of -
W wha’t -are- -repres’,ented -as-plaintiff's requests-were "disposed of by GSA" in this leiter..

P
e M TN Jiisleading the Court on the dates ).tbis,_ spurious claim would not have been dared. _

o That it is false in and of itself is not as serious as the misrepresefitation of the =

__relationship of _the #mimeixiI R pRsIHE xkwxxke claim to what was "disposed of"

%o the date of £ iling the instant complaint. No such @& "disposal" was possible after

filing of the complaint ) short of compliance, which there hag never been.
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\ The misrepresentation in the GSA September 17, 1970 letter reflecting plaintiff's

requests and of if at fhiémﬁéihf; éspeciéiiy in the mééhiﬁéviﬂféffédbfb.fhgﬁibﬁgwfihal-"

quotatlon, ‘has already be adundantly exposed, It refuses plaintiff's requests save for

" the one made written acknolwedge’ of what is hidden in the acknow—

| ledgement, that despite all the coutrary representations to this Court, exactly ~what
" plaintiff asked and was refused was done for the Columbia Boradcasting System. (The
gy Mwbing
"Itém 5" referenceff Thils kjlu#cﬁ'Leiéiﬁg'of'schmalz'éﬁd'gbfé"iE”ﬁﬁf”thé“faW"méfériEI““'"””

~ Py there s further deception'practisedwupon-andmhidden"fromwthi%/éourtxy"m~~«ww'w

~this-phrasing hides-it prom- tﬂe-GouruoBut-the -mere -existence of -this CBS film mRxwhakx
arlof  coranC be frentel aud [luol”
—YXEEREE-———is-total-disproof- of - the spurious.- clalqsthaﬁdwhat plaintiff asks is prevented

——by-the family contract, which thus, plaintiff again emphasizes, seeks to place the onus

j——of-suppression._on the family. .

. Among the other things edited out to mislead this Court is plaintiff's statement,

Thus,

"I was denied copies" 0£Hwbatmwas_sgugh%§mq_Nthewﬁail?¥?m9iwﬁiﬁ??x“???N¥?§??P%°n_PFHUWWMW

__the appeal of~the Motion and its aduenda to either admit this or assume the burden of

pwoof and prove such denlal 1s proper dna authorlzed under law and regulatlon,{§%€

ggggslte : — L L e,
bs&ag the case.) The providing of copies mK is requlred by both ldw dnd rcgulat1<

There 1s an edltlng LhaE 1s rcleVdnt beCauob of thg requlr cment of the 1aw thdt

requests be for 1dent1flablb records"a Thus pl 11t1ff's lpttAr is made by edltlng to

read,

RECEUSTR

) - "It is the onlj such photograph in the Arohlves of which I have knowledge o« » @
iﬂasked -for-it-or-an-entargement” etCqe e - R e S

—+ There werec-and-are other photograghs. of which pkimk plaintiff knew and of which he

R did. request-copies, What was edited out of the consideration of this Qourt makes that clea
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In addition to the foregoing, there is nothing in def egﬁants "STATEMENT OF MATERIAL

- FACTS AS TO WHICH H}Rhlb ‘NO GUNVINL ISSUE™ about which there is "mo genuine issue". |
= & 5
© The Tirst'is false in that it does not reflect what plaintitf sée'ks'an}i“iffffféd -
preseiting what he does seek, He does not seek to make his own photogrpahs, as previously
- proven with direct quotation ofifthe requests and he does seek what is Tk here hidden
from the ¥ourt, copiés of the existing pictures.

7 The second repeats this ‘misrepresentation, T T T e

- The third, likethe—second; could be- honestly represented to the *Uouriﬁtheuft S

“but-it-is nots It repeats-again what-is not-true; that——

-plaintiff wants the artieles rather than-pietures and that-these "artieles-are-on
! _— S )
—deposit by virtue of-an agreement-dated Uctober 29, 1966." . Title only was transferred
.o ythf:u;day, -in a_dubious agrecment, and the "articles" were earlier and had been on .

2 ,__d_.eﬁgsiﬂt. by virtue of a suppressed "Memorandum of Transfer" dated 18 months earlier.

,___lMoreover, the "articles" are off icial evidence of an ofiicial function of Government,

_ the President's Commission. =~

. The ‘two remaining number paragrpahs have already been dealt with,

There is genuine disagreement as” their is genuine msrepresentatibﬂf/éﬂkzﬂz*‘ )
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Defendants’
morandum oi Bo:.ntb an Authorities™

“This is an exceedingly selective. quotatio, misquotation and omission of the
““known’ and relevant - law,amsxrsn pegulations and other claimed authorities.
"Preliminary Statecment".
- Defendants' ovening words are, "Plaintifi, 311‘1 author..." Yet when plaintiff made

-~ +this simple statement of fact in his complaint, fact well kmown ho defendaiite, gnd theiv

~counsel, mkh&x&aﬁk&xmyxmmxfmaxﬁﬂaﬁmhx@ammﬁx in whau x,hav stylea their

- "Answer", this appears:

"2, Defendants are without mowledge or 1nIormatlon SUfllCldnt to form a bellef as

to the truth of the allegations..." . o

- Ié th_lshay appear as a minor point and minor criticism, on several-counts it is

“ not "The first count is the truthfulmess of defendants'-and their counsel and what
" emds oredence this Court has basis for giving their words-to-it. In a lengthy and detailed
i} éff‘i}iéﬁ"c’ - tach@e d—ts Promintiff's Motion for-Summary Judgement, plaintiff set forth
" just how wWell and""f‘or'-howﬂ;ong- both defendants and their counsel in particular, at both
- the Department - of Justice and-in the office of the Jnited States attorney, it—wes well

Anaw
“kaowsr that plalntlib is-an-author, So,. they here admit the falsity of their "Answer"

f “lnnrn

“But there was pi3 - Rfendants clain there is validity to the

-~ family agreeme;nt.,,,...,which_.%}_é%gS_§_, to_ those with proper credentials, dE@IimusiOx
éeserlbedas”Any serious. Schol_a:;[:‘gr“j__nvestlgatoli Of mat'ters relating to the death of

_--,th.e,.lat,a_.thesidgni,__igr._ purposes relevant to his study thereof i Thus, a'_x:pxmxmaxx

an obgectlve can be attributed to tha ll'll ulal falsehood to this bourt another llnk

)

_in the chain of official suppress:Lon, an att@mpt to prbtend that plalntlfi‘ dld not to

_defendants' know%get the clalmed requ:Lrements of this said cxontract. “
;- The misrepresentation in the words that follow, lleglng thar what plaintiff seeks
_in _u?:gb instant actlon is thal, under the law he wants "to examine “and phot(;gf;;)ﬂ: at

h.ls _expense, ce Y"tdll’l 1tems of clothlng WOT by ’rhe, Pres:.ae,nt lgs been dealt w1th o

pa-r‘b Elr%t, thls eliminates again from thc Court's consniera’uon plalntlli s flI‘%t



