Jim, suggestions for response or oppomition to Dugans 10/27/76 10/31/76

™is 4¢ an ~lice in Wondorlend case in which defendant's “emorandum of “oints and
suthorities Tiled Uctober 23 27 is Through the Lookdngglase.

It 4o the exemplificatio:n of basic Orwell, that control of the past enables control
of the luture.

It is the practiss of Poe's rurloined ictter in which defendant pretends not to see
what is in the most conspicuous and open place, or thz table of the record in this case.

The Usfendant's hemorandum of *oints and authorities, faithful to the long record
i this case, ie characteriged by unreality, mx infidelity to fact.mwixtimtxewemedy
emgkouiy satzafuantxex .t i¢ busec on wlawvopresertation, evasion, non-responsivemess and
distortion to the extent that it flies into the { ce of tie testiwony of dofendant's
own witnesses.

Exsrexeusints wankxtiexpie ckERE 1

Tt ie but ore most mecent iu & o..les o the defendants elrorts to misue thiés Court,
the processes o' t.¢ law and the language and intent of the sot to perpetuate non-
comslisnce and deny vhe plalntifl his unguestioned righte under the Act.

Chneistent with the wnre ity of the deisadant's clais to "good faith" and "due
dilirencs® 1is the misrepresentation thati this case dates to “ecexber 23, 1975%. It actually
dates to sarch 1969, when the pialaiiss {iled suverslzmiithexraxueskx those requests
that are stili not complisi «ithe

ineve 1o no reference in ille “suorandun of Yoints and suthorities to the pluintiff's
request of april 19,197se There has 00t be-n cooplisace witn that reqjuest, Plaintiff's
proofs of this remuin without contest. Plaintit?’s charges that there has been false
sweering to couplisncs ~ith this request anc to ins existemce of records calisdi for by
it sn¢ still withh-ld after a yeasr ana s half remsins without response or challisnge. vhen
the nlaintift sought thie proof under discuvery piaintiiit's wmotives werce misrepres-nied
and the contents of what the plaitif! sought under discovery were entirely misrepresented.
Aside froa thiswnat the plaintili sousht under dlscovery beginning with the plaintitt's

motion of hay 9, 1975 -~ ® wotlo. that remains without response after almost six months -



clearly exists in the defendant's files, clearly is covered by the requests in this
instant case, clearly is reeadinly retrievable without time-consuming search and after
all this time remains withheld. Those 25 nurbers volumes already compiled by the FBI and
ihe relevant three boxes of indices are within the plaintiff's roquests of “arh 1969
and April 15,1975, “y one devige after another the defendent rcfuses to supply them.
The reason is obvious. They will prove th this Court the deliberateness of nou~-complince
that takes its doctrine from Alice in Winderland, Orwell and Foe,

The defendantds present proposal is a request of this Court that ii becgme party to
the defendant's clear intention and long record of violating the letter and the spirit
of the dot. Thi. provosal includes a request that www seven and a half years be regarded
as inadequate tiue for compliance vwhem :he law says 10 days. “t includes the request that
it be given an adued six months after which “if the FEI hus not fully processed the King
assaszination file, we will divice the Court of the progrees of what ad.itional iime is
necessary.” Thic is a clear forecast that after a full eight years from the time of the
plaintiff's first requests, a full two years afier the uncompliedwith request of April
15,1975, there still will not be cowpli: nce.

This languege is false anc ptetontious in the representation that the FBI ia
in the possession

the defendant in this instent cese, it makes no reference to the files/of other of the
Departmont®s components that ars within the requesis and remain withheld, The Flaintiff's
evidence on this remains without dispute.

Whatever the defendant may mean by "procsssed” that i: not the point or the end.
The question xf is of compliance. Therc is no single reference to or promise of complianoe
in the defe;.dant's femorandum of Points and Authorities. The plaintiff's exporicnee in this
and all other cases is that there is never "good faith™ or “due diligence” in somplinnoe,
The refusal to provide either those 29 compiled vblumes or the threc bozes of relevant
indices six months after the pliantiff proved their exietnce and relevence is mercly one
of the countless illustrations that remain without any dispute. The firet records given
to the plaintiff were "processed" but they are both incomplete and partly withheld by
extensive and unjustified and unjustifiable maskings. For more than six months, after



the plaintiff's complaiats, after instructions froa this “ourt and even after the
Plaintift presented Director “elley's statement that such masidngs as those complained
aboutmuongandmuthapracmucm like this instant case $imy
that withheld inforzation remains withheld and Lallegingthe filing of these meaningless
prondses of pic in the #ky of the far-distant future are still practised.

There is no asuch thing as "the £ing ascassination file." There are an admitted 203,
500 relevent records only 2,3500 of which are in Washington. Y these not all are &n the
possession of the FEI if today even a majority of thuem are, from the uncontested evidence
in thig instant case. ¢bis evidence proves a congtant shuffling of the FBi's files to
the end thet any component at any time may claim not to have bossess.ion of them.

There is no such thing as an FEINy "King assassination file,” as the ilaintiff has been
forced to prove in his efforts to obtain compliance. It is and has been the defendant's
rretense that a selection of the records imxim found in the PHIL 114 index constitutes
compliancoe, However, it is also the testizony of the defendant's own witnesses that most
of the relev-nt records are not in Washington st all. “n this tho plaintiif's testimony,
that nost of the pelevant records of the investigation are in the Menphis Filed Office,
remaing without dispute. 4+t was not questioned on oress—exasination,

“et cven these meaningless promises are fwmewmmkxey not claimed to ¥m constitute
either compliance or thmxpr even the Promise of compliance, They are limited by the defendant's
‘::mtication on non-compliance, that after six more month the defendant will aak of
tiude Lourt "what additional time is necessary. "

The re=cord in this case i® olesr that should all the relevant records be "procesgsed"
within six months and coples provided to the plaintiff there still will not be oompliance.
The Yefencant's proceasing is a means of perpetuating non-compiiance, From the {irst those
few records provided the plaintiff have bgen made incomplete by full mnd partial withe
holdings. These consist or withheld what is admittedly called for on tre ground that even
aftar ax reaching it with regard to oue item of the requestsit has not, after all this
time, besn rcached in the processing ol another item of the requests. These withholdings

include nsmes well-publiciged on {0 spurious claim of the protection of privacy. The



first proof of‘ thia’i.n the record is now about six months old, ;t is the masicing from an
mamsﬁwmmwwampnmmmwotmw.h
books inoluding the Plaintiff’s, and broadcast all sround the wordd by all eleatronio
media. J+ is tho names of those aubpoonsed as witnesses in the Tenieases prosecution,
of those who sold or were witness to the pelling of the sc~called doath rifle, ALl of
this and much mors that remains entirely withheld is in the publio preceeding in the
court of Shelby “ounty, ‘iamaaan in fhe 1&3 proffer of proof in the guilty—jalu hearing.
gbu withholdings include the soientific tests clearly specified in the requests and
Complaint in tiis inatant case. They contimus, in total disregard of the directives of
this court. @no of the wore recent exanples is in those records delivered to the plaintiff
on the day after the £iling of the dsfendant's temorandum of Folnta and Authorities.
‘wo sirdlar exauples of thds are the April & 5, 1968 felotypa from the PEI's leow York
Pold Vfrice and the April B teletype frox the Unicago Field Uffice, both sddressed to
the Dirvetor and filed offices. The first relates to the earlier arrest of polioemen
who were memboirs oi‘?mm. th: second to0 the dismissal of “hicago policemen whe
were ncobers of the yecist Ku Klux Klan. Both cases were widely and extensively pub=
licised prior o the april 4,1968 as.assination of Yr. kdng, The plaintiff hae extensive
files »f what was published contcmporaneously. Yet all thds is withheld as of the day
after thc meaninglews prouises of the defendant's Memorandum on Points and aithorities
in which there is the claiu of both "good fd.th" and "due diligence.” There is not even
the clain: to an exempiion in what was provided to the plaintiff on October 28, There is,
however, repotitious proof of the false swearing by SA Thomss Wiseman and the misjeading
of thia Court by the defendant's counsel, both of whom assured this @ourt that there
never was any other suspecte The first 10 percent of the records provided the plaintiff
on éctohcr 28, 1976, provide still neu proofe of thi uarelieved false swearing. Using
these records ae an x illustration, sll aexcept two refer to suspects not Jawes Earl Ray,
There is no single instancs in which the defendant has provided an uomasked copy of
a single record after the plaintiff proved there was no basis for any mesking. ~ asking

thus becacnes & separate ebgine for perprtusting non-ceaplisnce. “unnc is a nesns of



the defendantbo owa expert witnesses aitest that most of the records are stored,
The misropresentation st the top of page 3, whteher or not it was genuine on
Vetober 3, 1076, cannot be genwine since then hecause it was discussed between counsel
{or both sides socn ‘hercalier. a2lthough the plaintifs hos reason to believe that the
dedsndant did glve mep copdes of "itdms relating to the Fartin luther King assassination
eseto other porsons™ thds was not the 1aintiff': itestimony on Uctober 8, 1576. The
plaiutadl '3 requeats retlect the elief *hat such materials were given to others. The
recore io this cage includes the public ackmowlolgement of this by other authors. There
ic stilli other r ason ko bellieve that consiatont with a long hWetory of media manipulaticn
this was donees The plaeiniiff's oun lnowi-dge ol this in this inetant case coues {rom
rugortars who consulied with the defendant while trey were bedng siven accsss Lo such
evidence by the detendant, Uouever, what the pleintifi testified to ou September 17
Lurther £iled Cetober 8,1976 and in
is specified dn his afflidevit webdsx attochrents. nbooemitxtwixia It is not that other
perscns Fad recaived informations on the ssocassination of “wxrtin Luther aing” but rather,
a8 the records suxes ¢lear, "in opder Lo dermnstirate that plaivtiff bas been singled ocut
in net hoving hls Freecom of Iaformation cases promptly disposed of." it is for thic reasons,
vhiel recains without any dispute and chout whiol the nlaintifi wes not swem cross examined,
that the plaintilf went through thoee of his files that could be retrieved and testified
o mLout o dozern o e rocuests of thie defaedsnt alone that ressin withoui response,
sore loungar than tha seven end o holf yeors in this insten case. Flaintifi hes much
aalder ogan o present proof of this, the first ve-dng the W-1lp form he filed relating
to the reports wic ghoeturen orovided Lo the dolendant oy one James rowell following
plaintiff's initic) roquest of canuary 1,1969e 1%t is uncontested that years later sowe
of thxis = uest, when Aupdlicatel by anoiher, wanr opmplied withe 4t also is uncontentea
Lt sines e plaintiff providaed this oroof thers still has not voen any compliance
with hat regues® ao0w aliost elsht gonrs without rospouse. Jn wotomer ©,1976 the pleantilt
provivod odded srools thet the dofendant has in  act FExEtexkEmxusk “eecn siugled out™
Thiy t§én
Zor non=gonplicnce by psroving %05t thers was yrompt compliance with a paraileling requesti
for personal [iloo a2k wmade hy wec hitten amﬁhatl :ﬁ‘uen angiher, wmory brown, spetify.ng

he was not using FOlA, askei question of ths deiendant s B quastions were troated as g



aue JSule cequost ond an ooyveal vac Filed for his promptly. In the responses to Bre
drown ww aelonizat  liaslosed o ., Brown, who had not evem made an FOIS request,
thal «iadoh has not hean ddszlossd i th dlaintif? in another case, C.A.T75-226, which
Becas “hab re CTosm inouired abouk. In Cnot the plaintiff's first riquesta for this
ACOrs Lion o8 Dack o 1066, “e filed an action to obtain it in 1970, Ces.75=225 is
e faiwt case Jlaee undes the swended acte

DRk TRGL O e phoantif oY sfidavi L lesaves o besia for defendant's miwiuwd
resresdiibn valile

L pgeciadrn that wOher Bho oalendar osll o Leobtembe . 30 1 scught "o dranatic
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the plaintiff oecoonally
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el vhen ooy wan b ded Lilvoren Ly del prant'e counsel)  anc $hon wnd thereafor
ddvonss. g it wda by ol et Te sounsnd,

el we lovn o dolencent's Souusel thet both this aliicavit and the order to
whion LL sae at.sched were treporcd ordor to that csmiendar call zud thus could net be
dic tevpunse to oy nstouetions on that day or dn wurswnce of whst the plaintifi is
mhercpreoente! ay aeviig ete.

Jhic mdaresresantation fo ourvled Durther with o wisveprescntatiocn of the rlaintifi's
dtabos and wusesbore purposes, Te shew tuat i swnoreal the pledntiff is “a speciel case"

1o ths delenaant nu o other Covendanta,



Plaintiff's affidavit does not allege that others were given information relating to
the King assassination. _t does allege that others were given favored treatment and that
okher were given other information requested by defendant and demied to him. The actual
allegations are without response. Allegatieons not msde are contrived in an effort to
continue to avoid response.

The misrepresentations of what the uour:piz:m:d and plaintiff's counsel
"Indicated" ammX iz projected further in misrepresentations under "argument." The
fact is that plaintiff's counsel stated explicitly what he would be filing and vhen he
would be filing it. Plaintiff's propesed Order is mot inconsistent with what the “ourt
indicated from the first in these status calls. "t is in accord with plaintiff's exper®
ience with detendant's stonewalling, misrepresentations and strategies and tactics to
deny plaints his rights and to drustrate the Act and pretend a basis for seeking modifi~
cation of the Act,

To pull off this attempt to obtain judicial sanction for smwrtiymmsmwiemixfx

atill further stalling in non~response to requests o+ mor: the

214 defendant pretends they are a mers 10 months old and that all efforts to obtain
conp dance are souehow unreasomable if not outrageous. ,hds defendant objects to the
request in the proposed order that defendant "deliver akl records called for an a weekly
basks" (Item 2) m filing of this proposed fOrder the defendant sgys
exactly this (on page 2):"approximately two sections a week can be processed." Earlier
defendant assured this Court that there would be regular delivery of that which was
processed, in units of about 400 pages which is what two sections cemes to. (Fage 2)
With requests more than seven and a half years old Item 1, "all the manpower equired
to assure com|lete and full compliance” in two months does not appear tok be unreasonable.
Ni matter what date im selected by defendant as the first of plaintiff's request, mmmsx
to none is Qpen America relevant. These requests date to early 1969, The renewed requests
date first to April 1975 and the amended renewed requests to ten months ago. Plaintiff
has not demanded forthwith coupiiance in preference to other requesters, Plaintiff have

proven without denial or ever questioning by defendant that defendant has regulsrly
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disoriminated ggain plaintiff, defondant's practise for eight years. There is no fidelity
in the representation that after all this time plaintiff is asking for "preferential
expedited treatment” or that this"would have the ef ect of taking personnel away from
other reqme*(h:? 'nsn)s record is entirely to the ocontrary, thus sk defendant does not cite
the record.

Even here defendant limite himself to the FEI, The FEI is not the defendant and there
has not Leen compliance byxthdefendants other components. The record not only proves this
without any questioh, it proved other discrimination against plaintiff, Estxeskrxiscex
Plaintiff's requests not been processed in sequentisl order. And even after this was
proven defendant claimed the right not to assizn personnel freed from other requests of
Aater date than plaintiff's to the belated processing of plaintiff's requests.

1t 1s defendantss stonewalling and misrepresentations and shuffling arpund of the
records called for in the Complaint the filimg of both requests and Complaint that
require t ¢ search of all F field cfgzr:s?}ln addition an overwhelmdng percentage of the
relevant rocords are outside of Washington, in the field offices, as the Attornsy “eneral
and defendants own expert wiinesses in this instant case prove. From the evidence cobtained
by plaintiff from defendant alome it is frivolpus to delay "search of the files of the
FBI'a" filed offices "until the search of the “"main office proves to be inadequate."
rioreover, this has already been proven. S.A.Wisoman haa sworn that records sought in this
instant case are not in what he described other than defendant's ocounsel does. There has
to date been no evidnoe on what is contained in the FBI's "main office." The alleged
search was limited to something entirely different, the index of FBIHG. S.A. Hoard has
already testified (Septomber 16) that most of the files are not in thc "main office” and
are in the field office. The Attorney enersl hus stated ahat of a total of 203,500 docu-
ments known to exist only a tiny fraction, 2,300 2,300, are any¥here in Washington.

The trush is contrary to defendant's representation froumc citation of Ngerppol v. lavy
(sic). Until certain Items of the requests are processed in the 23tm field offices,
particularly kemphis, other search for those ltems elsewhere are more likely to be
"counterproductive.”

There is need for Item 4 from the record in this indtant case. Numerous records remsin
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in their entirety
withheld iwmy many wmonths after plaintiff proved their existence, relavance and even

location in the "wain office.” The 25 numered wolures and their indices plus the description
of their contents already in the record are a convenient illustration. Plaintiff's

fiavch 1969 and April 1975 requests mske these vilumes and indices Pelevant, Other

records are withheld in part, page after page and by partual maskings for which no
exemtpdon 1s claims in some cages, i3 or can be rolevant in others, and in some instances
uben evem~ even the fact of their becn required to bo nrodcued 4is admitted in court, It

is defendant's own rccord in this instant case that makes this Itum easential if the

Yourt is to be assured of complisnce and th: plaintiff is 4o b permitted 4o have any

such certainty,

Item 5 ig likevwaise essentia) to this., The false swearing in this case, while not
limited to tho e without first-person kno:ledge, does include them, “t ia the defendant's
vractice to sulmit non~first person affidavits wven when firsi~person affirmations are
possidle, This S.A. Wiseman swore there were no pdctures of the scene of the crive,
faithfully repeated by defendant's counnel. The fact is that therc vere. The initial
prtense is that there was no record of this in Washingtone. This slso is false from the
records provided plaintiff on Octoder 28, 1976.

Under dote of April 7, 1968 the ﬁmphim Field Yffice ssnt Y“ashington 47 photographs
of the scene of the ordire. The Weshington and Memphls file numbers are clearly fndicated,
if there is any meaning in the FEIHC index 1t aixply is not possidle that the existence
of these photographs was not knovn to S.A. Wiseman vhen he swore fasely that they do not
exist and put AUSA D,gan in the position of giving similar bul entirely false assurances
to this Lourt,

The ggle subject of theks apparently three-page®iIf8H1 1s "the following photo-

graphs,” The desseription

Anatant cage.(Some also prove the known falsity of some of the offichel representations
about how this monstrouc orime wae com:itted,) The "main office" or FBING file number is

clearly Wisible, Jt $344-36861~ 146, From the records in plaintiff's jossession it is clear
that File Numbsr 35861 in a wajor file in this case, foreover, this airtel withheld until
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Octpber 28, 1976, gives $he means of ready retrisval from the iemphis Fie1d Offtce files
of this and ether public informatien called for by the requests snd Complaint. 4t ts
¥1le Nmber 44-1987.

The foregeing is net the only reascn to believe a fivet-person sffidavit is essential
in any determination of complismes. From the record provided it is not possible to deter-
ndns how many pages there vere to the originsl Adtel. A remote-gemsration copy of the
orifinal was provided. Vecpite thie tho meelings on page 3 is vieible/ in tho itwe
stralght line immediately below the duseription of the last two pheotographe.

Ust in makiug porsemal deliverynto the plaintiff, whe went to the FBI “ullding first
thong the worning f Uetober 28,1976, the delivering agents, including S.A. Sedth who has
teatified in this instant case, apologived for not having found these 46 photographe -
and promised to deliver them at some later date, *his in response to & request of not
later than April 1975 or & year and a half earlier, if not as is appareat in response
to the specific requests for such photegraphs of «arch 1069,

This is but eme of the wore recent of the superfluity of illustrations that the
defendant styles as "prefercntial expoditted tteutment" sought by plaintiff and es
requiring Ytaking personnel away from other requests’ with ke "o dtsasterous effest
on tho processing of other FOIA requests.”

Defendant objects to “tem 6, that defendant “complete compliance without further
costs to the plaintiff;" and the compenion Item 7, to restors those charges for searches
and coplee ;laintiff has alreedy peid.

As this Court has nlrcady noted most ®f if not &l of the public inforuation plain=-
tiff secks was yequected more than seven and a ahlf years sgo snd defendant has stonee
walled ceupliauce to the point where plaiutiff has in cfiect been denied the frult of
all his labor and his use of the infornation sought. The damages to plaintiff from this
alone is great., As detendant hae alredy eduitted now many others have made similar, dupli-
cating requests. .iore than seven years after plaintifi's inithal requests and a year and
8 half after plaintiff's rencvwed iFiA ruquests the louse of Representatives established
8 oouzdtiee that wint all of what plaintiff has requested, Discrimination against and
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"intereat...of the nation,”
B citing 28 Co Fo Be # 1649 (c)(8 @) on pege ¢ defendant does not clair that the
agsessing of =nch charges are mapdatory and in fact the y arc not mandatory. Plaintiff
has mxtrwexkxkmxm:mt nade sll peymentssubjact to the right to attempt to reccover them.
Defendant's clalm that this x is ues in this instant case and in Qpen Amerigs (pess
4) are neretricious and unreasonable. The plaintiff's in Upep .perjca demandsd compliance
ir cdvance of compliance with other requests. In thia instan’ case the recerd is clear
diet ds ondant has vielated even his ovn sequential processing 0. reguests in centinued
and long-ntonfine discrimination agaiast pisiutiffe, Toe "exceptional ecircumsiances” that
now exiet in this instant case are the exceptional staliing and long-la. ting none~comp isnce
with plaintifi's requests., “jn Cpenu «merica fhe court Joww that theve wae no showing of a
lack of "/due diligenoe® in tual case. un thas iost.at case 10U srreent of the evlidence
is of nuither gond raith nor due or uuy other kind of siligenor except in nou~complisnce,
Defilednant'a claim to a "Wacklog" surely cannot apply to roquests soven snd a half
yeare old; or to requests a« year znu u nelf oldy or to reguests aluwost a year olde (Page 4)
The evidence is that there is deliberate non~compliance zith all aspocts of any on? all
plaintiff's requests. 1t is o record of delibsiautc staliing for which the orly claimed
Juetification i- the artifickal designation of this as & "irmojent” requast. Def-ndnnt
has violeted the Aet in dela ing cowpiiance #ith "projeci” requests and not bezinning to
process then in order of receipt. lhere is, frox ik zroofs ad uced frow defeniant alone,
00 basdn for no having tuliy compiiec. .itu plaintifi 's 01A requasts pefors nowe Mot having
done this doen represent suecial discrismication against plaintiff,
In asking sk tiat oo ormginet viles of the I'TT be seardhed and *that there be no
search of them until some wike in v uwnspeciiicd and far-dictant Tuture bo postponed
until after an aliewed search ol the winuscule {raciios of them that usy be in Wesjingron
defondant is asking for jud.cial sauction tor i over. engine for non=compliances The
above-citad records of iae :empm.s #ileld viTice are one of many proofs of this and of :he
dzlibaratenesas or this nioye { pugs J,
Lt =imply is not true o designate pieintifi's soquest for iho renission of costs

a8 "entriely iwproper.” Thie is providec for iu ibe .ct an: it has been delendent's sractige
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4n other cases apd on infre.quent occasion with plaintiff, Most of what was delivered

by derencant to pladnlift in C...T5=226 was without the charging ot cither search or
copying fees. in ever sense that case and the decision of the court of appeals No. 75—
2021 exactly duplicater this mamm instant cas. some items of the requests in this
lagtent case are gn exuct duplication of those in U.d. 75226,

in & case as old as tnis, <ben the Fuii requeats arve without dispute vrover, when
e is no contesting that they wers sade anc that the records exist and can be vetrieved
st proviced, rover more than seven ond & aall voars an oraer of compxisnce ImxummExwkiiy
ilu two mmxi w0 ths 15 A0L unreesdiabie, 16 consistent with the letternand the spirit of
sivs Lady ey widi be burdensonc to dalfenawnt only hecause deflendant has created this
3isust.on of a sustamatic and delibavate canpaden to vitiate the Act ang to deny plaine
aLD ks rights uader che aot 8s part of tos campaism. the evidence on thin in this in-
abouie cage s wbat ther have been repeated -earching of the same files for each mcoparate
requester and LhAt in nonc of these Searches was there any complisnce with pleintiff's
requests for wuat is in thos. searchec files when plaintiff's rocuests for what is in
hek £0 vat to vanuary 1,196 in fect, Sebehowara, who identified himself as tlw super-
VASOP in cnerge, claiwocc to have no knowiedge ol any of Flaintiff's several dosen requests
Jor what s i those files and has not veen provided to him. this surely ie unprecedented

without srecedent that

wid v thir ietelt ldkew:se 18 within plaintif{i's xnowledge Xhmg his checks would be cashed
by veoondant, Jowe 6ol destr.cticl snd vaping together again, with no compiianoce.

-Ere 18 00 staliing that delecaant and aefendant's counsel have avoided in this
i ptent cescs oVER Tho Teyuest oi plaintiii'e couwsel thet plaintiff’s requests and other
corveLpoidEnCe e produced was rebulted. Now, lons thereafter, defendant inforus this
court fhed a8 sc.n as v o KA Ful locates this information) which is not in any «ay
Jiitea Lo the «Z4 anc was wore offten addressed to vbtoer uviiicials of the Department,
Mt Wi, wslatealy be nroviaed, "Defendant’s counsel ie in the process of provaring »
ICILONS8e ¢ LG8 2=e) Jhis sepect in itself is month old, Plajitifif's testimony is s
mONGH Al s ad: a5 66 paste 418 ovher reyressntations, by atiidavit and through counsmel,

ar. slder otiile witi either “goud faith" or in the ewercise of "due dilirsence” tieve would



16

not now be anv nesd to ~ok 9411l more time with en Order pending, and Brder the propreity
of which this uaurt indicated months ago and deluyed uwnly ot #e the request of deteudant's
ronsel, Thiec nonweszistent need was deldbverately conitrdived Tor still another stalling
devinc, In snv wvent it iz pot relevant to compliance in this instant case, iIts relevance
is linite ! to detendant's record of delivsrate discricduation ageinst plaiutifl,

cefencant s roasome For this as etated by pledntifi are wiihoul dispute as they were
without rrosc-cramination when defencant Lac the ouportunltye Plaintift's work is
roraneiile, v denls 19 iref, not Lheorye Jialutifl is Go ds knoslouge unigue in
the vicl? sf wi+ apeecinlization in not belicvedns o1 Sharglioy ths Fol «ith gwilt in the
rrlioinel sin. w2 has on wore then ohe ocCasiou we.onded oven v sol and the Viad sgainat
tales charges wmade by those wie ra ge fros i paranoidal o the co..urcialigors and
seli-rropoterse Bow-ver, dezivndant's disiuforuatiouai inverests and  desire to avpid
erperepastent fron the record are Lurtbered uy thwse @il reas Ml unressonable charges by
the uniniomed seli-gecking. 7.6 aoz% recent ol these is the aliegetion to the vongreas
oy n aelf-nromofer who will mo. nuve equad access to ell of plaintiff's accouplisiment iu
thie inatant cagse. tark Iane aotually clisged €. tic “’cmgwss vhat the 18l is responsible
for <ho agsae dation of *re sdnge »c;‘% CLarEes Ly ¢liali headlines {or lire “ane
hut they are not hurtful o Jelendaut, Jieyare, cather, acl il wtcause whsn th tiwe
romeg dorendant witl without diffigulty and ss the vesuil of noi {ewer than fouwr internal
“re-inveaticstiona" prove thes to be falses Sy thie weens ueleudaat hopes Ly be able to
wndermine the credivility ofall criticise of the Fui snu olber compooents vi the Depari-
ment of custice, rizardless of truth.

#ithont the deliberstely contrived dedoaye in this instant case this situation would
ne” exlot LOSYe

ditr the existeacce ol 2 -ougresvionsl conuitiee wiose sork wili require the saue
irformation sousht by rlaintity sinece “arch 150Y awy Jirtues delay for any reason, rual,
iraglear o7 mecafactured, is cniirely waressonable and 1s for other than the stated
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