Dear Jim, Re Interrobatories, Answer, T5-1996 3/1/76

With too much haste and considefableX longth 4 havs coupleded a o6 mentary/af ie
duvit draft to lock horns with Wiseman, the FBI and the USAttorney on wnat I think are
bagic is;uesian% I telicve ithe judge Jould aot hev: te re ¢h far %o find to be perjury.

I took/then and mailed ther so there is an outsidc chance you can have them
tomorrow. Surely by Wednesday, your target.

You wii: find tn- iwagth and detail gmeater the you czn 20 UES. I tock the time
vecause in the future you may need the fact you may not want to use now, Whatever you
dccide is oxay. %y belief is that with the pressures you are now under Goin: X® a Coue
plete job is beyond you. “y belief is back to where I was when I did the shorter one,
«ith more generalitiest that we should prescnt an dmoediade hawd responnse with enough
detail to establish unresolved questions exist; that there is conscious, deliberate
non-gompliance; that the amount Wiscuan says does not c.ist that I heve estabdished
does justifies both a motion %o produce and a motion to inventory; and to defeat the
current effort at corruption. You can then promise more if nesded and you have Looe
than we can use of this 'more," even if vou do notk think of what 1 dida

Whatever you decide, 1 would like it to take the forrm of a polite but ext-emely
tough confrontation on fact. The law is clear anc we want to stay sway from tricks with
it. The fact in this is extraordinarily powerful because they have been so extraordinarily
corrupt, dishonest, dccoptive, migrepresenters and general all around bastards. The
really insane part X% is Dugan's sermitting an "ingwer” that involves :dim, personsliy,
in repected misrepresentations to thoe sourt. If we remember how uptight he was on the
11%h and fuel it to the degree possible he may lose hinmself enough to help us and that
glways holl. cut the ocesibility of other developments now overdus and I think perw
haps for which this judge is over-readye He, personally, gave her an aftidavit that is
to his knowlcdge false, besides bein false in other ways oif which I warned him. Remember
ny cauthioning him about an effidavit of the kind he desdribed and my promise to prove
it wanld be false swearing?vtuffed with the arragance »f nower he has gone too far and
has impalec hiuself, This is betver than the situation we had with the other finks like
Ryan becasuse he has involved himself personally in a deliberate deception of the judge
on the question of assurances of payment, which the affidavit nakes material as the Fol
itself sees materiality.

How a sum.ary judgement would fit here 1 can.,t be sure but I do think that with
the motion to inventéry it can goe. 1i we do not get her to agree ou a wotion to produce
why not have a reserve frou the excess to srovide another affidavit to support an efiort
to depose? We put Gallaher and Fragier and Wiseman under oath aug iet thew storewall and
perjurs themselves and we have sonething. (I nave found confirmation of wevy's statement
of what Gallagher szid about time. The crazy crooks have given me a record of the nost
essential evidence reaching Washington thc next day anc i have from TH=226 the idnds of
Wk rocords they did not provide, hundreds of pases generally wrk:iovn. )

Except for prejudices we are in a superb porition. We candt do anything about the
srejudices sc let us ponder what is tne vest we can make of this iacredible boost they
have given use. I thinii a short, hard, general (but with snough s ocifies) affidavit that
does not adiress each "Answer" is the best present ap roach if sccompanied by the under-
oath statement of point-by-point refutation. Let us not overload her unless you consider
it nececsary. sut at the same time we cannot underload ourselves. + leave tho question
of balance entirely to your judgemonte...l think we can allege that no singl. auswer is
Eruthful and re-ponsive and with 40 that is a record! scanwhile, don't forget that like

ilty, we dealt with the afiant, wWisenwi, aud. he knows what he pave us amd can't slip
out on ignorance ani he :nows we pay and Dugan is privy, too. Best,
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There are two paragraphs of gemeral statement of @pposition to Interrogatories.
leither states a basis for thos. Tjas of the Government merely oites the affidavit Wy
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Ndis affidavit, he does not even qualify bimself to yespond for the government. In fact,
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qualifisaticn $hat be, i3 that he is a “Special Ageat, Federal Burean of Investigation.”
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and what follows Rfyem Simbalist s no lese qualified.
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(0r, oombine move %o reject with moticn $o compel?)
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of a) what was done and ¥) what was not supplied. All eight parts of the interrogatory
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of which plaindiff knows are spectrographic, peutron activation and microscoplo-comapriaon.
There may well be others. nunmoms.nwmmmpm.mwmm
mmmtmmt.mmasum. that is apparebt, is the FBI claim to
thez-uhttamﬁathow,whiohiao:p.ioﬁasunb-msmhu-u.mtheMmﬂm

meminmmemrepoﬁ, umhmth-ywnotbewithham.
They have not been supplied.



2. The statement that *Fialatiff has besn provided all tests and exsninations with
reapect 30 the deats bullet and My, Ray's rifie” is a) entively fa 1se and b) is not vhet
eitherk the voquest or the Complaint calls for, This fabriostion, origically uader the
sigoature of he Decuty Attomey %emersl, stamp dated Decembar 1,1975, was fmzediately
QMWWMHMEWMMW“MM“WW.&QR
this trickery is to dignify it. Plaintiff not only bas bean given no reparts and no
mmmntmmammmtmmgmmmmm%m
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to expand upon 4f noa-oouplisnce pereists and \is case gees Vo hearing. Flaintiff dtd
mmMOMtMmMMaymmupmmmmmw
od by defonadnt to revise it. The unsuthorised yevision was moted and rejected o and
a half months before this Renyesponse wae ewscuted. There has besn no request limited
to either "eath Wallet® or "Mz, Ray's ¥ifle." The yequest wes for all tests conducted.
The nisrepressmtation about cagment is vespended to (above)(in the earlier affidavit).
1t is s meretuieious olaim, knowingly 90 on the part of both Nr. Wisemsn sod defendant's
counasl.

k%hmm.ﬂm.Mmmmm.mM
anawer 18 not A resSponse 4in any way.
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was the umed of these 22 yifles is disclosed in handwritten notes that were not withheld.
The purposes of the use of these rifies is not disolosed. With no yesults or other
information provided the purpowe of this interregatory is ovwisus, to establish deli-
berate vithhelding. The notes wewe not made mevely to shov that the FII owms 22 yifles.
Nor %o shov that it can yead menufachurers nanes apnd calidee maikviags. Plaintiff believes

that tids constitubes proof of the withhelding of which yepondent and defendsnt are swase,
maiddng 1% & delidavate withholding the naldness of which is pecrly hMiddem by the nen-



response oalled an "Answer” 4 interrogatery 2. As used in pretended yesponse to 2 it
s false. As used haxe it is aldo utterly irrelewent. This interrogatory addreases what
it not emcompasaed by Interrogatory 3. Moreover, there is nothing in this interrogatory
o vhich either "oost of veproduction” or “"search fess” is frelevant"to locate and
{dentify sams.” The question posed is no more than "Were anyballistics tests conducted
on any other bullets or vifles or upon any catrid cartridge cases.” The answer is either
“yes” or "ho." But answoring "Yes" would disclose non-ommpliance” and answering "no®
would aiclose shat the minimum FBI inwestigation was not made, so defendant and reszpondent
dave not anawer either. The fact is that other tests were made and have been withheld
and this interregatory has the sole basis of helping ostablish noneoomplisnce. The

Hst of By foddow,

5, The glaimed tummamiin "right to privacy® of government employees engeged in
nonepecyet work is p.rticularly indecent censidering the violatioms of plaintiffils rightd
by the governnens and the failure of the FBI even to acimowledge his request for those
files in its possession. In this omes the olaimed immwnity end right to privacy is to
prevent plaintiff fyos deposing them if it were $o beogme ndoessary to go further then
intervogatories. The plain end simply trust is that countless hwidweds of pages have
been made availadle by defendant with these names inoludes, including as recently as
in C.A. T5-226, In that oase, vhere there was masking, thess nanes were ook masked.

The requests are in both osses identioal. Fart of the intent might be to hide from this
oourt the untoward haste with which some previously identified testers and examinaers
took early retrement as yeoounted above (in the earlier affidavit). Vere none of this
taue, a8 all of it is, the invocation of (b)(7)(C) could not poseible relate less then

to the right of privacy, real or otherwise, of federal employses. ¢ is restricted
milxaly to the gemfent of*Investigarory files compiled for law enforoement purpbess, (7),
with (C) relating only to the subjects of such investigatory reports, what would "constie
tute an unmarpanted invasion of person privecy” of those mentioned in such reports. Going

favihur that the total irrelevance of this prodision, even if it were relevant the
legislative history is explioi$, partocularly in the Gonferensce Report, in thelff being



B0 sush im:dnity relating to any such dests. Uoing further still snd parenthotically
also addres ing defendant’s intent, during the debate on the enastod anmndments, on
ey 30, 1974 (Congressional Recerd, p. § #95%, Senator Biward K. Kennedy wessssx
asknd Senator Hart, Doss the Senater's smendment in effect everride he oeurt decisions
in the coyrt of appeals on tho Vedsberg against United States” and Ahyes other cases?
*As I wmderstand 1% ...the inpact and effect would be to overriie these partesularly
dscisions, Is $hat not correst?” Semator “art responied that Senator Keunedy"is cormest,
That was the purpose of the Congress in 195, we thiught, vhen we enacted this.” Ur,
the Cengressionsl intent has slvays been that there be num such imwmity for any such
Sents, the sole iseus in the cited case being obe of these desta, end the smsmding
oould not be of mowe specific inteat. Plaintiff believes and thexefose alleges that
*he grossness and deliberateness of the intent to viclate the law and/er again seek %o
vourite 1t by exploiting prejudioe against the subject matter with which plaintiff
works oould not be move Tlagrant, the deliberatensssness of the misvepressatation of
the law more dotal.
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refusing to dentify those who aotually worksd en the tests and eamainations, meaming
those what have not alresdy teleen flight, i= $0 make it imposaible for plaiatiff o
oonfrent them with a chedoe between proving deliberste withholding or false swearing,

In no prier case going back 12 yeays to plaintiff's personal knowledge hes this
alain %0 imowmity been made (and not by theee entitled %0 kake khe claim) and in no
prior case of which plaintiff lmows has there besn any suoh withholding.

In all of this the faot that the inteswogatosy addvesses ocapliscoe oaly ought met
be forgotten. There is no other purpose intended e and not othar reasonsble iaterrep
interpretation possible.

6. The same iz rtus of this and all other interrogatordies. Ia tiis oase the
intermal evidense of the photographe themsalves is that they a) were not telsn at the

¥ne of the origical yhotographe and for laborutoxy purposes and b) weze designed for
mvmm-mgmmmtummmmwwmmmw
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laentifiesticns ave made by uniwue maridngs fyoxm the firing, those mariings being
obscured by the manner in which these photographe were taken. Affimnt belioves and
therefore avers that these aze nom-ecientific piotures not saken for laborasory ourpsses
and 1s prepared $0 submit sworn statoments fyom recogaised experts so attesting. In
sddition, these plotures are s0 staged es $0 seem %0 give aredidility o what without
Wmmmmmmmurmmwmwmtwm
emouted an affidavit relating to this remmant. 3t ia swom and wnvefuted testimony
in the evidentiary heaving in Bay v Rogs that theis $his particular remnant cen be
Positively identified as ceming from or not ooming from a partdoular rifle.. %o the
mlmdnlommmunmmumdtomwmmmdh
and falme impressiom. in any evemt, they are also Staged mot to show the apess of the
freguent yequired fer identifiseiton purposes.

M'WuMamm.m.mmnormamwimty
wider (bf(7)(C) 15 addrsned above,

N MAHIOR N ine" 15 1nvolved with piotures deliversd in recent months and
following filing of this Cemplaint. The noairespouse to nterrogatory 2 is irreleavnt,

The refusal $o identify the photographer is sot forth above, fear of exposure
of dalideratencss in this zisvepresentation %o the Court.

7. The response is palpably false. Theee photographs ave utterly inoompetent for
thmmdmmtmwmmtheyurem‘!hommuconple‘helyremtedbym
testimony of the Departed Fraxier befere the Varren Comuiseioh in which the purposes of
sush photographe 1s esplained.mat These piotures ars taken ti hide rather then reveal
the mavks in the groves sevared in the bullet fwagment dy the rifling of the bartel,
mhmmmmmaﬂmmmmmuotumuumomuum
in these plotures. Moyeover, Roparted Frasier wwore that he mede proper and scientifie
cozparismm, impossidle if as here sworn these were the only plctures.
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These were gmwmmhbmcm:.‘tmmmmmdaymﬁ
got ther and they were not provided ubtil &) after CBS made this mimilar roquest and b)
thay were first given te CBS, Nowaver, CEB 4id not use them, inatead using one showed
by affiant and not provided by the defendant,

mnwﬂmkmmwmmmm On this there has besn Jgmgs

9. /If tMe “Anewer” mt:m plaintiff is confident it 4o not , tnen tnere
is false swesping,, with 113tle voom for doubt. “Answer 2* is limited to "death tullet®
nad end "Mr. Ray's rifle.” ¢ also says that 100percent has been given affisnt. Thde
Ixderrogatory is limited to "bullets which the FEI test fired." Dafendant has provided
holograghic recoeds of the use of some 22 different rifles. Yefendant has provided pg
"photographs taken of any bWillets which the FEX test fired,” The question irensoemds
the 1jbent of the interrogatory, to addyess compldance. .t is false swesring.

S As diskinguished from bullets, which do ki1l snd are scored umiquely by
ks rifle barrels, defeddant supplied incomplete records of this kind of testing and
examination of shell casings, includfng those not possibly relevant to the arime. How-
over, if defendant were $0 supply we vith proper lad plotwres of test-fived bulletas
fived from "Mr. Ray's rifle" defendsmt would ymn the xisk of msking it possisle for
non=FBB experts %0 prove that the faial bullet remmant was not from "Mre Ray's rifle.”
Toin rrovides sotive. The Interrogatery, houever, mammnznpam only.

Thewe pictures ave entirely insdeguate on s different basis s¥ills the remmant

or fragoent is fyrther fragmented, the core having separated fyom the cesing. The

. plctuzes are dosigned to hide s,

11. The predidiction cf MAr, Wiseman for his "Abswer™ {nterrogatory 2 is pormesting
as 1% is irrelevant, The proper answer t© "Were any huliets or tmllet fregments phetoe
graphed with the ald of s oouparison mioroscope™is, witheut®soarch £ees...necessary
to looate and fdentify® either “yest or "no." The question ie limited to couplisnce, Mo
such photographs were supplied, Departed *wnr awore to such conparuleons bdns m

W&upmnhﬂiﬁmsmthm(wh mxmm&mmrmm
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Here a truthful and non-evasive response could involve Deféndant and Departed
Frasier in tho mog#t serious mbg}u, which provides motive for evading response.

Ware "Answer 2" responsive, as it is not, it would still be irrelevant here.

12, To anyone with FBI training and experienoce this response is knowingly and
to swear that
deliberately false. Indulging the practise of semantios it still remains false Zhxk

uspenpensaxtusisksxintaneagataxyx "Flaintiff received the results of the FEI's

neutron activation and spectrographic analysis [sic).” This is nto true with regard to

~ ARY of the five items of evidence incouded in the Interrogatory. The question is ad-
dreasad to non-aompliance: "Was each element or trace element present in each of the
following items of evidence." Trace elements are those shown by all the scientifio
literature to be moat important in identiffeation by these tests. Presence of elements
without measurement and evaluation is not encugh for identification and is not the end
product or "reculis” of these tests. However, with nine elements identified in the core
Snly of the fatal remanant, enzl:r tin those bullets with which compared, only ome is
noted as present on the clothing, lead. (This tabluation doss ndt list even the elements
in the copper-alloy jacket, or outside encasement of the original bullet,) It is impose
sible for treces of lead only to have been deposited on the clothing, from which numerous
sanples were removed for the teats. The Interrogatory is addressed to hon-oompliance.

Not inly ie it overtly false that anything provided in this case to thia poitn can be
called the "resulta” of the teats but, compared to what was provided in response to a
sizilar FOIA request in C.A.75-226 m« quantities of records were deliberately withe
held, Ang statezent of "resulta" requires a listing and evaluation and comparison of all the
identified olaments. In the one poasibly complete listing~ which shows a difference when
the fatal fragaent was compared with other bullets - there is no indication of the percentage
of esach element present, the means by which posithve or negative identification is stated.
kmwntmmmmﬁmmmmmmnaﬂmﬂqmm, anotherroam
for the Inhrrmtm. th proof the testing was provided.



f3x lNor is there are question of “"additional information” or "sdditional
search and reprodustion fees.” Nr. Vuseman swears to compliance when there was nome.

Tne question of any added costs has been addressed already. It is not an existing question
bt 48 thrown in here partly from habdt,xmit partly in an effort to shift the burden of
proof onto plaintiff and partly to hide non-complisnce.

13. The interrogatory, again addvessed to nonwcompliance, correctlt states the
mlm'W'NMﬁafm&mplﬂhmﬁmﬁm
results of"4heae tects. It them asits, inply if this was done in this case. The ressen,
quite contrary to the Salse swearing of the “"Answer” 0 the previous Interrogatery
here vefered to0 as an "Anawer" to this ome, iz that nothing of this sort was provided.
Not only not a single pheoe of paper but nothing evem iindiciative of the existenve of
any ons. This “Answer” onstitutes further false swearihg because the referred-te
grior Answer” says Pledntiff “received the resul®s” he has not. Hot evem after specifying
%o defondent's coumsel who supplied this affidavit that he hed notjamt that there is
proof of the existon os of withheld and yeadilyeidentifishle recowis; that thare is no
basis for pretemded mimmderstanding of the Interrogatory because it was Ny the same
Ssfendent oorrectly unsersdted 1n C.A.75-226) nd when defendant's comsel seid he wes
about t0 move mootneas plaintiff responded to do that wsder oath might constitute perjury.

The intent to avdae is transparent. The FRI did or 444 not do what it wes suppesed
to have dome and reprwesnted t0 several courts that it had. The information ia clearly
specified in the riquests and Complaing. If the FAI 414 not do its job it can 00 stabe.
If 1t did= and these fou yeoords provided leave mo doubt that the tests were pexformed -
then 1t is as of now deliberately withholding vhat it knows is called for and is ewding
and swearing flasely to perpsiuate the wvithholding. Embarrussaent « hers possible decasuse
or prior sweawing about what the "results" bhow and mean~ is in the legislative Mistory
specifisally stated as w0 dasis for withholding.

Plaintiff again notes the early retirement, beginning with the expert on theee
osts and followed by the ballistios expert, in an apparent effort to make it impos=-
sible for Plain®iff to ask for firsteperson affidavits. It is here relevant.



14,15, Because there was mo providing of realte asked for thess tvo Interro
eatories address pen=gonplisnce by ssking whether oenclusions are stated fehoving
“hether the various evidentiary spocimens ave or could be identical” in origin, close
to identieal "or not possibly identieals” and whother with yespect to these tests there
were such stated conolusions, none having been provided. There is noting in. the again-
odted refovenne 3o the "Answer o Interrogatory 12" except more false sweaping because
nothing of this nature was provided end that Answer swears %o eveprthing have been g
mmummmmdmmmdmmbm
glem whoreas in uo case wvas the results or stated conclusicas. Not only is this the
need and very purposs of the tests but in this case therc was a considsrable time lapme
NWWMMM.”WNMMMMM%M‘&*&“
d%mn%ﬁlﬁ%%%hm%hﬁm”u%“u
sarlier date oontinus to be withheld. In addiition, the purpose in thls case was to
peepare for a prossoutien. The FAI iteelf filed charges other than these filed Ly the
State for whioh the FBI acted as investigator end 4id the lab vork, Witheut o olear
mwmmammmuwmmmmmhnMumet
Mnowing that they meam and withous that there was nothing to counoot the sccused with
the erime. Again, there is no doubt, #his is inmcluded in the requosts and Complaint.
Vhat is sought dees or 40es mot exist. The Answer is fules in saying the results asd
occhelusions wers previded.

16. There 1s not even the suggestion of responsivensss in against referring to
"Anover To Interrogatery 12" beceuss shis Iuterrogatery asks about this time lag and
that "Anewer" makes no refereuse %o that. 't i again false ewearing in saying thet
this wes provided, as Anaver 12 dess, Flaintiff believe and avers that the tests were
cozmenesd iimedistely by Pirst Departed Agwmt Jobn F. Gallagher. By way of added
ummmmummﬁmmmmumﬁnuﬂad&r-m
polate, vas was provided being dated thereafter. AS best thie is not responsive and
4w point again is deliberats non-compliance.



22
17. The statement"Flaintiff has received all photographs whioh weye made of the

ba throom windowsill" is mstmss untrue and impossidle. The Interrogatory again adiresses
mmmomrmmmmmmmaﬁhaamm@m.m
provided offer no means of timxtkfykayg identification/ nor proof of sources, and do not
inchude the micrescopdc comparison with the rifle mussle sworn to by FPrasier.smkmv
Roreover, the supposed purpose of the study of this whndowsill wae to relate a dent
with the rifle. The phorographs that were provided sov fyp similar dents and no come
parisons relsting to the second dent. Added im ortance is imparted by the claim of the
prosecution tluwthe rifle vas yvesting mmt at that point and the statements in what
was provided that the dent, if caused by the rifle, was cased by the side rather than
the bottom of the muasle; that there are no traces of firing detectablej and that there
are no tveoes of paitl, wood or aluminum (from the windowscreen) on the mussle. This
evidence of disproof of the charges provides motive for the withholding.

and “Ansver to Interrogatory 21%,

Mz Vkth .mnmwﬂmhxnmmwmmmvwcqmt
do encompess this serarate question of pietures tsien with a comperiscn miorcscepe and
?m»mmmmmammmﬁm.monmmmm.
Ay, Wusezan has qualiffed himeelf o ordain what is "outside the scope of this suit,”
as he Jmmz here mwars. If he wvants to ewear that the FBI lab does not known the
FBI business perhaps his training and experience permit that, butk the faot is that in
this series of Interrogatories the purposes is addvesaing non-oomplianoe where there
is contradiction of Mr. Wiseman's affidavit by the FBI and under cath and in that
which Nr, Visesan perscnally delivered Deecember 2, 1975,

With Regaxd to "Answer To Interrogatory 22%, which is no more than a reference to
that of o, 20, No. 20 1s not respensivensss possible when Interrgaory 20 asics about
plotures goly and Interrogatory 22 asks "Was any study Awsnxhs or examination made %0
determine vhether the dent in the bathroom windowaill fit the irprint mede by some oome
mon tool or object such as & hammer?” Interrogatory 22 addresses compliance becauss mkhk
vhat has not been withheld etrongly indicates if it does not prowe that the rifls could



have csused either dent if in faot it does not prove this. It does prove that there
wes no Mring as alleged. The guestion addresses withholding because one does assime
mtmmmzummmmmwz‘ﬁ:mummdm
request or Complaint. Mr. Wiseman hare doos not even claim the Interregatory is not
included in both request and complaing so the “"Answer" s not respensive, either. The
possible honest and yesponsive snswers are eithar "yes" or "no.”

g'xnmmzsmmmmtvommm:mmmmmu
obtadn what is called for an was not supplieds

a)Deguty Attornay Gemeral Tyler wrote plaintiff's atterney that “there never
weye any other suspects on the oase,” and

b) The FBI files a conspimacy chargs in Bimminghem, Ala., prior to Hr. Rayls
arrest, |

Interrogatory 24 sske if"any other arrests were made in connection with the
assassination of” Be. Ring. Interrogatory 2§ aske if any arrests were made "y any
authority prior to the arrest of "wr. Ray.

This information is not sought friwelously nor are the Interrogatories unserieus.
If the Deputy Attorney General was oorrectly informed and wrote oorrectly then there wad
no basis for the Bimmingha, charge made by Defendants. On the other hand, one preswmes
that Defondants do not make spurious charges in courts of law.

The "Answer %o Interrogatory 23" states, without stating Mr. Viscean's besis or
cometence to make th affimmation, that "There were no other suspects.” The "Answer to
Interrogatory 34 states "Not other arrests vere made in connection with the assassination®
of Dr. King. That %o Interregatory 25 is ks phrased differently, It begina with this
lizmitation, "Base n information available %o me,”" but does 2ot even indicate what
"information” was "available" to Mr. VWiseman, aside from what is mea niggless,

*through [sic] the files of the" FEI. It then states falssly that "no other arrests were
meadef by any authority.”

Othprazntamudeandwmpummyrepom.lnuddiﬁm, Plaintiff knows
w
of not fewer ﬂw%mmt arrests § of men connected with Mr, Ray. Plaintiff



has interviewed thyee of thoss arvested. Two are bethers of James Barl Mey. When thls
is conbined with Plaintiff's persemal imowledge of at least thyeo other suspests and
in one case with Flaintiff's perscnal delivery %o the FAL of a sketeh and a [oture,
here net oven acimowledge, it is apparent that the response is either not honest or the
alieged search of “the files of the Fmedaral Buresu of lnvestigetisn, whether or not ¥y
Sy, Wtasma, 13 & very bad joke.

Noyeover, with respest 4o one of the “suspects” there was an official FBI state~
men$ vhieh did not deny he was a suspeot. ¢ said emjy that relesse had not been
sulbowiged,

84111 another arrest, invan to the FEI, was that of a “"material witneses” who
was used by Defendent in ite extradithon of Kr. Rey. This most certeinly ymg *in cone
neotion vith the assmssination” of Dr. King{ sndl makes falee swearing or decephicn or
58 incompetence of Ny, Wusemsn's affimmstion thet “No other arvects vere made in oomp
nections with She assasaination” of Dy, iing.

26, This interrogutory asks "1f there were not other suspects sod the rifle
vas founds Lmmediately, why wes 1t nessssary %0 test fire so many other rifles?”
"The "Answsr" 1s “Ohjest,. ‘nterregatery 1» mm t 1% irrelevant o any isswe reised
in this lawewit and therefeve, not & jwoper interrogetory.”

mwummwammtﬁmmmuwm
suit 52 is of complience. AS this stage in this lawewit, particularly when Defendant’s
mummmmuumwmmm.mmmd
conplisnce predosinstes. Retablishing complisnce or non-cemplisnce is the pruposs of
this limited effort at discovery.

The request and the Uomplaint ask for oll such teste. Bespite the wnilatersl
and umathorised effort ky Defendant %o rewwite the request and oomplaint they are
specific. Noverever, efebdent 9o interyreted them through My, Wusemen, who persamally
provided the proof of the use of these 22 other #ifies. Neo results or say other infeymes
Sion of any idnd was supplied on shwmm this testing of these 22 rifles the testing
um&.vmmutmwummuwwm



The FEI 4id, fzmediately, have the alleged murder weapin snd the ocsiwe~of-death
mmmmmmtmaommtmmmm.mmmmaum
on this particular rifle and all others, If wit: thds preifle snd the claime made theye
would appear to be no apparent veason for the testing of 22 others, partiocularly with
the offigial account boing that this rifle to the esolusion of all otdwrs having besm
the weapon that fired the fatal shot, the plain fapt is that the request and complaimt
aPe propey, they ask for all tests, this means those of these 22 »ifles, and not a
single reaord of any tests on Shem has been probided. It ig relevant to tids suit by
Nr. Wiseman's own eleotion in providing Plaiatiff the firet kuovledge he hed of thess
mm«.mmmmwdummm;w-msmmmd
this single sheet or handwritian notes in no way identified by My, Wiseman or the cne
who did the writing. |

This sheet is undated, This gets to the question of the time lag referred o above,
whether those 22 riffles werc tested belfore or after Nr. Rey's fingerprints were belaged-
1y $demtified, This sheet establishes the use and testing of these rifles others than
what defendants desoribes as "Ny, Ray's rifles"

Bavage Models 99,100,1100, 219,1106}

Stevens Modals 325,3298, 3298,3290;

Remingtem Nodels 600,72%,722,729,740,7603
Weathorby Magnmm 300,
official

The differeat celibwes used, despite the/certainty that "Mr. Ray's rifls” was
‘OM e .”.JD-!O. o”“ﬂﬁlMO‘M of ammunition with each.

However, other records supplied shov the FB'as rodeipt of the evidense frem
Meaphds April 5, 1968, which nesms any Sime beglaning caly 6 hours after the orime.
The sworn $estimony of then Special igent in Chaxgs of the Memphis office, Robert G.

FBI headquariers
Jensen, 13 that the FBI'a entrey fmil into was authorised by Veshiughes (also known as
*$00" or "Sent of Government®) 4n a mattor of minutes.

zrunmmmmwmetmmnomrmumm

PR e e e

mtdxm«&mt%mmmnmemnqmmmt

and despite Mr. Wiseman's swomn stadement are relevant to this lewsuit.



Z1. This interrogatory asks for “suy scientific testa or examinations on any
cigrastte Duths, ashes or other cigarvette remains" (emphasis addedO. Mr. Visemsn is
samums deliberately non~risponshve to referring to only thoss from the "white Mustang
abandoned in Aflante.”

mtummmmmmdf‘mmwmm,umnm
them 1n an FEI oontainer, &% identified them vith an FOI 1ab neaver:Fhese reastnsy '/

in the oustody of the Clerk of the Shelhy County Crimonal ¥ourt, have been made
visible to plaintiff, OBS and others by the clerk of that court.

Compounding the question of compliance, the purpose of the Interrogatory, is
gr.ww'smmmemmum.ﬁcmppuedmm1MSdannot
the emidence, again not dated until after identification on Mr. fay's fingerprints.
"Res MURKIN" ( presumably for Muder of King) FBI Hesdquarters on April 19, 1968,
sent FEI memphis this 1ist. The first page 1s headed “Liems FRON 1966 FORD NUGTANG."
The seoond oage is mimsing. It includedd FBI lab specimens identified as Q 118
through Q142," Although page 3 ends "(oontinued on next page)" Mr. Wiseman did not
provide any subsequent pages.

Plaintiff's interest it nok frivolous. Mr. Ray is a non-smeiser. Barlier identifioce-
umo:mmnmmt&smuuumwemmmtmmh.mm
list just cited omits sisss. Defendant has not complied with the request and conplaint
\dthoutmmmlm.wnr.wwmmttomh%
Interrogatory in onder, appavently, to avoid vesponse and/or compliance.

In order to obtain compliance Interrogatory 28 asks where the testin was done.
“r. Wiseman's referral to the earlier noneresponss is even more non-respohsive. Wiz
mmmpmeru.nmwlnmmnwmutwm the
Interrogatory does not, remaina found in the "white Mustang abandoned in Atlants,”
that 4n no way vesponds to where the iaata were pade, a perfectly proper inquiry %o
be able to establish nonecomplisnce or obtain compliance/ by identifying for defendant
vhare the records can be located.



29. The interrogatory asks if FEI reooxds contain "photogrpahs or siceatlies” of
other suspocts. As reocounted above, there wosre other suspects and the FM lssusd
statements that were widelt published, as were at least iwo sketches{ and st least one
photure. None of thene were given to Plaintiff in yesponse to the complaint, with Mo,
Vioeman making th: delivery. The simple request cannot be respinded to Ly the clearly
false pretense that if is for "information[ that] pertains to the intexnal ( sio] preotis
and prossdures” or the FEI, Again questions of honesty and/or competende are raised
by this "Amer "Anewer." However, were this true, M ilunumity is vaived Yy any use.
{Aneximen Nail v, Guligk, oto.) Publication of sicotobes and public statements are WX
ABhlig use and are not "intermal.”

30. This interrogatory is limited to what was not provided,"photographs aC the
20ma oL Xhe oEige” snd further lisdted $o "taken by Mr. Ernest Vithers.” Mr. Wossasn
quites irrelevansies from the Deputy Attroney Yeneral's letter, limited to the offer
of acosss to photographs of SREATAML.AALEAxenS Motures, “of Dr. King's clothing,
the inside of the room vented by Mr, Ray...” It thus iz not a response, if the unswora
and otherwise innacurate letser is competent in response to interrogstories. Moreover,
as previcusly recomted, Ar, Wuseasn has medo plaintiff's exesdnation of thoss piotures
to which he here refers impossible. Noreover, that to vhich ¥r. Whseman refers, from
soveral official statements, hed alveady been "complled" as part of several of what were
descrivied as "internal investigniions.” Were the olaim to ssarch fess peviowsly Suarentesd
by paintiff relevant, as it is not, the faot of prior ocompllation mesns there cun be
m%igdhdufwﬂarhuﬂunututumhmmmnn
matter of this natuve. The Inserrogatery is proper. There is no responsiviness.

Sted. The yequest and oomplaint seek photographs of the soens of the crime,
mu»m«mm‘uwmhfuatmmummu
defendant's filos. Plaintiff beliewes and avers this is falss. This statement is not
based on the Jmowledge that there have to have bdeen pictuves of the sosne of the orime
in eny investigatien. 2t is not based on the vreasonable presumption that they were talesn



becanse they were indispansidble in any investigation and the FBI oonducted this
mﬁaﬁm.muﬁm&mtwrm&nmunhhﬁwtumcaftbo
affidavits used to prooure the Ray extradition, as they were necassary. Nor to the
knouledge that the looal pelice took such plotures. All of these are proper hamses fov
the Interrogntories. However, 1t i3 based on the certain knowledge of dosems of these
plotures the FBI has, how they were odtained and from whom and other detalls the present
disclosure of which would emable the FAI 4o amend its total and ¥idioulous denial %o
include anly those Pefendant can identify and desoride.

Followigg a smary judgesent in this dirstiot against defendant and Sa favor
of plain¥iff &n C.A. s defandant delivered a single photographs that was staged
and was misrepresentod as the finding of the paskage of evidence a block amay from the
mormmmu,mmmwmmw»mmwmﬁ
f1los in the unsworn and wnappended letter of the Deouty Attorney Generel stemp dated
“sceaber 1,1975.

Ludicreus as it is %o pretend that in any kind of murder in which the FNI is
invalved it has no single ploture of the sosns of the ocrime, 1 n this cass, only pertly
boonuse of the magnitmds of the orims, it is an even more ridioulous pretense. There
vere suoh vital legal and investigadory questions as the position of the bedy of the
victin, poituves s:'ummmuﬁdmummwmmmru
use by and understanding prosecutess, eto, |

Anyons can buy photograrhs fyom news ageucies, which ave in the dusiness of
solling them, This &s fyus of almost all newepapers, $0c. Soue of these photographs
woye published. Tp plaintiff's personal inowledge the five media olements cited in theee
interrogatories 414 take photograghs of the scene of the ofdues, as 4id others known
and uoknown.

All the Interrogatories ave clearly sncompassed Wy the request and compl int. I$
is not s yespomse %o direct plaintsff $o start all over agaim (4. Sh;;:;!.ﬂ.)lh all

of this Owweelian evaaion, there is neither the claim of irrelevancy nor the allegation
of nonwponsseston ( "which may or mey not be in the possesaion of shis Durean.”)



Inatead there Lo an iaveeation of haglolatry. 1. the case the saint if 75T eviveey.
It is aotally olaimed %o be a saarsd right of the FEl to ikeep secret het only any
plotures of ite own byt thome obiained Mrom those who make a living by selling them!
()"seeths spuros of eergain photographs which may or may not be .n the pesseasion of
$he FEI.") Tids ssareay is olaimed to extend %o the published pictures, thoss taken by
the five cited and other news elements.

Atop all this, when prior so the exesution of this affidawit plaintiff did
perscnally and g guaranteed by plaintiff’s counsel assure the payment of any coste
ones the suma ware specified, it is here further claimed and filed by defendant's
counsel %0 whom the assurances were givem that in amy event it wvould de neesssary 4o
provide these aseursaees as a Frwoendition. Mr. Wisemen's ova practi-e in this cese
was %0 a) deliver the minusoule fraet of what is calied for that be did deliver amd
b) thereafter accept paymemt.

Vere this not alyeady too much, there gzn Sioee jup internal investiagations,
22k snncunoed pricr thethe f£iling of tlwee interrogatories, and another that is pudlie
imowledge, dating to 1970. With thaes such intemal investigations is it reassmable
$0 clain an expensive seaveh is new necessaxy? (an there be guy jioternal iavestigatien
shat does not include piotuss of the sosne of the orime?

There is a converse %o this. In the past plaintiff has paid seareh fess. Defendant
thereafter nade eopiss of Shat for vhivh plaintiff swsd availahle 1o others. sfendsnt's
regulations require the preo~reting of these fees under these oivounstances. Defendant
has mads no refund %o plaintiff. Plaintiff's purpose here is $o Mug lia for this court
what defendant is up te: frwstreting the law, misrepresenting $o this couwrt ana denying
plalntiff'a rights under the law. Plaintiff is an aging man without means or subsidy,
uuwm’mbummatmmwwamma—-
ﬁﬁmm“hfm.WﬁdwtmumcfihmkWW
of refund frou Hr. Wisemsn's assobdates in that oart of whe Fil, because when this was
not domes voluctarily $he cost thereaftss, in time and money, would have been burdensome



o defendsnt and defendant's employees.The contrast between defndgnt'l and plaintiff's
ramdintha‘.s;mwdmdthaprsclaimnwmdobyﬂﬂ\ﬂmm. oan serve to
inform this coprt about the purposes of these misrepresentations to it.

There iz a persisting suggeation that plaintiff hore secks to violate proper
secrecy. Jt is a suggeetion that would demesn the inssne, ("...secks inforuation
conerning the 80uUX0O...";"...conoerns the S0UPCesss™ ¢ .s0btained from other sourcess..”
v, .. froc any other sources, offiadal or wnofficiel...”)

This epperent hysteria about pictures of the scene of the crime, not seoret in '
RBWES? ot fmdne, not even elained not %o be in defendent's possescion, When not one
was provided in response to the raq_mtanﬁthcmplam. and without any clainm that
Mmmthwlmdmthemqmstmﬁ.mpl&int. and when all “Angvers" are not in
any way responaive, tend %o esjablosh the propriety of and the need for thess Interroges
sories and %o werscore the actual reesons for the widespread and contuning vithhaldlag
detismhwﬂwmthuMsmﬁm Dofendunt has what is
sought, isawitholding it {mproperly. and meeks by these sundyry irrelevancies end dee
ceptions to continue to withhold what ocannot bebunder the law.

359, These interrogatories relate to platntiff's initial request of more than
Pive year ago to which there was neither response not bare scknowledgement, faT accesse

to that to which other writars were given assaecas. Two of these writers oredit the FAIL

intheirboob.mmporvodlyhadahmamdim person gcopies of FBI roperts of what
he said to the PEI that is protected by patient-doctor fmmunity. One could not yoessidly
not have had the FBI as & source for his publoshed and earky writing. 3ti11 another, net
1oaluded by plainiiff whose ourposes Wore narrow 4n these interrohatories, has not only
oredited the FBI but Cartha deloach by name. 1% is no secret in Vashington that Xr,

' aeloach and vefore him %y, Lou Nichale, serves this funotion in the FBI. Yot Mr, Wise-
man, pretending the contrary andnwithout in auy way providing any 1dentification, say
here that he negative rescpomses are "based on an oxaminationmof the documents in

questions." Which "documente inguestion?” Surely not those pages of the writers who



[
jubdishod ‘thear Shanics in Sheir eem bocks. Nor Jim Bishep, vhat thasiked My, Deloach
in nds column of day 14, 1975. (Miamt Herald.) The yeporter knows to have worked fo
the CIAT The files of Mesrs deloach and dichola? These writings include even the texts
of unpublished FBX taletypes.

Bishut identification of whatever Mr. Wisemen man mesn by "the documents in

the “"rccoxds™ he searched include
question” and without his assurance that he searched/the records left by those
naned and their successors, theas "Answers" are at best incompetent and at vorst an
intended deception, it being snytbing hut seoret that the FBI has always had personnel
tc whow these fimgtions have bess sssigned for years.

When the writings oited quose unpublished MBI records, whether or not these
Answers® are frivelous the lnterrogatories axe not. (ue of these writers has personally
told we of help from the FEI and of his havind oopies of confidestial medical records
that defendant also bed end used ia procuring My, Ray's sxtredition. The interreag
towies address coupliance with part of the request and complaint the propeiety of
whidh is waquestioned.

- Naintiff has talon $his time and gene $o this affort %o infomm the cours
that the interrogatories are proper and 1imited to nom-cenplisnce; %o inform the
court that it is being imposed upen; $o show that he is being dented his rightsp and
to demenstrate that still another effort by defendants t0 yeyrite the lav that oone
fyents it with embarrassasnt, vith facing disclosure of its own misconduct and violations
of this law ave afoot. Plaintiff believes ho has demonstrated 4he prepweity of and
noed for thess Interrogatowies; that they have been responded %9, and that they
should be, wnder compulsion if nesessayy becauss they prove non-complisnce.



