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Paéé* B

2 It simply is not true, as here represented, that the first quot.d paragraph

of my requests is not included in the Dallas r@quest but is limited to New Orleans
only. The two requests are identical except for the last of the three here quoted
paragraphs, which pertained exclusively to New Orleans information, "persons or
organizations who figured in" the VGarrison investigatione

Comments I do not regard this as an accidental error because it is the one means
by which the FBI can claim to have complied with my request without searching and
by limiting response to the few provided main files onlye By this serious and basic
misrepresentation the FBI now pretends that my Dallas request does not include
"records . . o that are noz contained wlgh;n the f;leﬁg} on that ination, as
well as those that are.” (Empha51s added)

X 4, lines % ff, 4AG Shenefield did not decide with regard to by far most of my
appeals, although this language represents that he decided with regard to all of them.
By far most remain ignored as of today.

The repreSuﬁtation in the first full paragraph, that both Oswalds, Jack fuby and
the Warren Commission seasrches "was not required by the original request" is not
true and, in fact, is even contradicted by the fact referred to on page 3, flirst
fhree sentencés and footnote, becuse those are the very files included in the
releése referred to on nage threee There is no doubt that all are within both
requests.

The lgst paragraph, relating to Hew Orleans, states thst I was to have been
provided with main files and portions of other files relating to Ferrie, Garrison
and Ruby. Wit} regard to Ferrie and Uarrison, the New Urleans search slips - that
are not e Search slips prepared for this case in any event ~ list a number of
existing records that re in withheld, without any claim for exemption, and in

and provoded f//m”ﬁfﬁﬂ,Jw
addution I have” 1éentifledTother Ferrie records that have not been searched for
and processede
Comments: It will be safe to assume that everything I state herein is in the case
record and undisputed in it. I will indicate any exceptions I recalle
5 Without describing them, the brief admits that "various files and tapes relating
to the JFK assassination" would be processed. dctually, no search for tapes has been
made and, as with the very significant tapes of the police broadcast, search has
_been refused even when + identified files in which they should be 1ncluded.af£Heven
a special place in which they and films were stored in the Dallas office. No search
has even been claimed to have been madee Instead, with regard to these particular

tapes, Phillips prowided a series of conclusory opinions each and every one of which



I proved was not truthful in a series of response affidavits. (If as I strongly
believe, excerpts from my affidavits should be quoted, I think these are quite
pertinent in reflecting that search was not madelfnd was refused and that untruthful-

s l/b(//l’/"'-
ness characterizes the FBI's ru resentatlons.)( )I ”—L{ mo iij Opétgf}’/rﬂ /

5 With regard to the alleged ggarch after the bhenefeld letter, the FBI does not
file by subject 4nd it knows it does not file by subjecte So, instead of searching
under the "crltlcS" by name, which was intended by Shea, w ho knew and told me that
the FBI%gfgs not file by subject, the FBI engaged in a charade and searched for
indices "eritics", an entry it knew did not exist in its general indices. More-
over, my appeals included the actual file numbers of some in both Dallas and New .
Orleans, numbers disclosed on other disclosed records, no search for even those
correctly and specifically identified records has evef been ma&e, and these appeals
are among the majority of appeals that remain entircly ignored.

6, lines 8-12: While I‘cannot statefit with certainty, I am pretty confident
that "six filws and eights tapes" were not provided. lioreover, to this day a
correctly identified film, meaning movie film, which also was the subject of a
separate request I filed 1/1/69, remains withheld. Another of the movies remained
withheld loeﬁ after my appeal and was not provided until after L ififormed the FBI thit
it had provided this to another and later requester, who had informed me of ite To

this day no search for all films and tapes has met been attested toe. The only -
references to claimed search is to what was within the mgin files in those offices

and with regard to both offices the requests are specific in including what is not

in thos%maln files. BO?L:Z?ﬁy}ezyxn Code 75—1996 I was provided with the transcript

of an excerpt of a tape of‘bugéingi;f Jinm arrison but it has not been either searched
for or provided in this case and I did provide proper identification of it to the

FBI and on appeal. (It also is included in nmy affidavits.)

6, lines 14 ff; Citing D.B. 8 the brief alleges that in this case "the FBI
reviewed 35,775 documents, consisting of 148,196 pages," of which 23,969 docunents
had already been processed." Those 23,969 documents, which are far and away most of
the 148,196 pages, were not "reviewed" in this case. They had been disclosed before
this suit was filed, ?EEEE? my requests were made. The footnote to this misrepresentation
states that "Many FBI Headquarters documents are duplicates of field office documents"
and thus "were not processed again." But the truth i: that because there was no

review and becausc it was assumed that everything sent to FBIHQ was disclosed when it
had not been, an additional 34500 pages ultimately were disclosed when I pressed the
F3I and appeals office on tbis. The disclosures were thus not voluntary at all and

requiréd this litigation forftheir disclosure. This comment gpplies also to a large
percentage of the



documents next referred to as disclosed, 11,806, 4s .y uncontested affidavits make
clear, compliance was claimed with the initial processing and I had to press for the

subssquent disclosurese v 24y /H ATy fJi i

7 The indices} compliance was clained before these were dlsclosed/)ZﬁaXEKﬁ$ZXZKZ

thus, again, without this litigation they would not have been disclosed. They may 0”447

be the most important of the disclosed records for syéblars

7 "records relating to tne(§arrlson investigation:" H1ll search slips are claimed

to have been provided and there are no such search slips. Moreover, this language,

consistent with the FBI's misrepresentation throughout this itigation, entirely

misrepresents my actual request, which was not as stated here in the brief but

was for "all records on or pertaining to o . . persons or organizations who figured

in District 4ttorney Jim Garrison;s investigation." Instead of searching to

conply with this request the F3I merely stated that it had no separate file on the

Garrison investigation. However, the phony New Orleans search slips list many

peftinent Garrison and other records not processed and withheld without claim to

exemption, with the spurious claim that they are not relevante

8 last graf, "I, the abgencei of any complaint from plaintiff.e.." There were many

couplaints in the form of -appeals that were and remain ignored. There also were in

the form of@g?ﬁggglﬁaV1ts, which documented these "complaints."

8 botton, the proposed Vaughn index: This proposal co..pletely ignored the

complaints I had already made with regard to the withholdings, complaints that

had 1little prospect of being included in the 1/100 proposal and which remain ignored,
9 bottom, the alleged "refutation" of my allegation that my appeals had not

been acted upon. The brief holds no citation and no truthful citation is possible

because most of my appeals remain ignorede

10, lines 3 ff. iis is a bobtailed and unfaithful accounte. When counsel left to

confer and my counsel phoned me I offered to settle the case and not refile it if

the FBI would make a search under the critics and this would have obviated the need

for any costly Vaughn. The FBI and DJ refused outright, withou: consultation with any

higher authority, to either make the directed search for the recorés on the critics

or to waive a Vaughn. Theyéctually insisted that they wanted to do a Va hn, regardless

of coste With regard to the allegation about the 31 persons and organizations Wwho

had never been mentioned or identified," the fact is that such lists existed and I

attached several from official files to my appeals, still ignorede. All are, in

fact, "mentioned" in the disclosed FBI files and in the form of lists prepared



by the government when the gérrison investigation was curreht. In addition, as
indicated above, t e file ;umbrs of soue had been disclosed, without search being

made, and they are indeed more than merely "mentioned" in both my appeals and

affidavitse (Fof the most part the FBI obliterated the file numbers when it disclosed

records on or about the critics, but in some inétances it did not and thus I was

able to provide them, and did.)

11 The so-called "multi-tiered search”in Phillips 5/3/82 affidavite I believe

that this is the affidavit in which he actually admitted that “allas, instead of

malding any search at all, sent my request to FBIH. where, without making any search
or any being possiblé for him, SA& Thomas Bresson decided to limit compliance to the
field office companion files of the FBIHY files disclosed earlier. Moreover, Phillips,

in FBIHQ, was not able to provide a first-hand ¥allas search affidavit,

11,12 It simply is not true, ¥EX whether or not this is material, that the

i%ems mentioned by my counsel "had never before been raised by plalntlff.' All vere
included in my appeals and affidavitse 4nd ignored.

12, middle This is not a fair represcntation of the defendant's discovery demands.,
What they actually demanded is each gnd every reason I had and each and every
relevani'documeqzﬁ Because of the issue I've made of this they’glve any entirely

unfaithful representation here to make it appear to be at least superficially not
unreasonable whereas for all practical purposes it was impossible for ue, As they
continue onto 13 they omit my allegation that I had also provided this information and
documentation in affidavits, and I think, based on what “esar told me about what

the brief says about those affida.its, that includeat least selections off these
points would be important. (For example, Ronnie Caire, who was very definitié?' withih
with the Carrison item of the New?rleans request and had been the subjectpof an
earlier request to which a false responoe was then sent me. I included the records
referred to 1nter?iiigcig_response to m#{?equest and I was written that the FBI had
no recorés on him at 21§ In fact, Oswald had applied to him for a job, the one

known job application the FBI never investigated, and Caire was the registered

agent for a CIA-supported anti—uastro group whose New Orleans address Yswald used

on literature he distributed. 4s the case record, iecomy uncontested affidavits

show, the FBI simply refused to provide a sample of Oswald's literature in which

he used this address to the Warren Commission, and in the end it had to obtain a

copy from the Secret “ervice. “his, in greater detail, is illustrative of what I had,
long before this date; already provided, with conplete documentation.)

13 With regard to my statement that “the discovery woulu be Yextraordinarily

burdensone for plaintifig to provide, part&cularly given his age and ill-health,®"



the brief continues, "but he did not give any other information or attach any
affidavits concerning this claim.(sic)" In fact the FBI was well aware of my
'age and ill health, particularly its FOIA section, and in fact I had provided

an affidavit so attesting. It is only after a snecring and insulting reference

to this, intf'erring that I was lying, that I provi.ed still another and fully

detailed and documented affidavit regarding my medical history, going back, as I
recall, to discovery of acute venous thrombosis in 1975 and in greater detail

for the period beginning in 1980 and in still greater detail, complete with

a long serioes of bills, fof the period of the discovery demandse With regard

to the blatant lie that I did not provide informatiorf relating to burdensomeness,

_f did this also in gfeat detail. With regard to harassment, I also provided

detail and documentation on this. There never was any response to any of this »

by the FBI and it was never addressed in any attestation it provided. The record

in the court below is clear, elaborate, detailed and undisputed, so this is,

whether or not semantics I do not detect are employed, a gross liee Jim told ne

that you have a copy of thé longer or longest (I may well haye made other

references in other ignored affidavits) of these medical affidavits and in the

light of the magnitude and potential significance of this misrepresentation hope

you will agree that at least a summgry of it should be presented to the appeals court.

Bith regard to the FBI and DJ knowledge of my medical condition and limitatuons,

and I'm certéin that this also is in the case iecord, in gll my cases filed under the
amended &ct a large number of FBI FOIA personnel were in court and in conferences with
me, as were a large number of Civil Division and USA attorneys. From the last quarter
of 1975 on I have be:n required to keep my legs# elevated when sitting and they not
only knew und observed this, and even made arrangements for it on occasion, but were
also present when this need# was explained to each and every court at the outset

of each casee Both the LI +0ia unit and DJ lawyers were aware, beginning in late
1977, of the arterial blockages and the weakness I then suffered because they had

to park Fesar's car inside the ¥5I building for me to be able to confer with them.
This is to say that both the Fsl and Civil Division had all the required knowledge
without my having to provide the affidavits ! in fact did provide.

14 At the top they admit the filing of the last affidavit only. But they do not
refer to any effort, by affidavit or unsupported allegation by counsel, to dispute

my clain to extreme burdensomeness. Obviously they could not refute my representations
regarding my healthe. So, to thiggggyggy;%%%éstations are undisputed. Unly ignorede The
brief to this point refers to no refubition, /7%¢§¢ b home 04,5444,/lé$m4{

In this recolinting, perhaps to make~§ﬁm appear to be contemptuous, the brief

ignores what he reported to the court and FBI counsel, that he had tried to get me

to couply with the discovery demands and I had refusedo I believe this is clegr in



the transcripts. If there is no lé:ier mention, it is ungquivocal in my affidaits.

It also was the subject of conversatuons Jim reported to me when LaHaie phoned him to
threaten me, I cannot date this but I am @ertain that it was prior to the date .
mentioned, Hay 12, 1983, mgék mention limited to official notificatiqn of the courte
(beginning line 5 up) J"I.};r owiced @ J&fa Fite atEidavs pa Tmo.

15,16 quotutigns from my &pril and Hay 1983 affidavits: the fact is that these

Sovine o3

meeely repeat/what I had earlier attested tooﬁnﬁathe act is that these and my

. Ao G 13 oM o8 LOYq ¥
earlier affidavits femaln ignorede WhéZ% selection may appear to be.extreme to
) all oF Ths £ 2 cuid recad gnd 5 iy refwtod -/

the court, in fact theysse well &ecamented} s 1 : s my—béliﬁﬁjxﬁujzaa

as i . -

MOz hgise , ) - £ " ? =
that thoy woult enaebd’ agsin in this kind of tlﬁng,%/ o s yg&‘{é NS

DJ testimony with regard to how the FBI treated me and my requests from the Benate

FOI4 hearings. It is in the case recorde The fact is that the FBI has not made
even pro forma denial and however they may quote it %Fe case record is without
refutation and in fact is undﬁsputed‘ with regard %%gthese allegationse -
16 "June”records, beginning five lines up: It would not have been possible for

each and every one of my appeals to have been provided in the litigation and I‘m sure
the judge would Bave complained if I hade But there is nothing new in anything we
filed in this time frame and"Juné‘is in my earlier appeals and my earlier affidavitse
In fact, long before this date, the FBI was required to disclose one of the Dallas -
JUNE records to me, the"adma%‘JUNE file on the Harina Oswald surveillancese 1t is not
true that "plaintiff héd not mentioned earlier in the litigation" such things as the

unsearched JURE recordse (top or 17)1 Pﬂefdm\ld mm a{?f c‘;v( b‘e__%g\;é ﬂ{u :{l/f’( M ”"“ /"V)drm

The "Statement of the Case" is largely misrepresentaion of the case record aégjulu"plyaj
is somstimes untruthful.

SUMHARY OF ARGUMENT (pp 18-22)

Whether or no it is mentioned in this section, the brief in the first section
does not refer to any contradiction of uy allegations of burdensomeness and in fact
there is no contradiction of it in the case record. liy affidavits are the only
evidence in theg case record relating to burdensonenesss

I forgot above, with regard to ticklerse That also was not a new clgim, as this

brief represents. I raised the fai‘ure to seaych for any ticklers with the FBI and
the appeals office, they are the subject of ignored appeals, and in my affidavits I
even told the FBI who to ask about them and where to lock for them. One of the areas
of refusal to search, with no first-person affidavit provided, and of the significance
of:my undisputed but ignored affidavits, is ticklers, pertaining to which Phillips
misrepreé%%ed, evaded and did not even ask for any Dallas or New Orleans searches.

Ticklers have been relevant and the subject of controversy in all my FOILA cases and



the FBL always refuses to search for them and claims they do not exist or cannot be
found., The rcason is apparent when they are forced to disclose: the content of these
ticklers, in the subject-matter of my iunterest, is largely political and they contain
what i: relevant and is ggj in the main fileso. The FBI pretends that all rclevant
information is always in the main filese

18 "Defepdamt's. served interrogatories and a qgaument production request upon
plaintiff in order to discover the bases for plaintiff's claims that the FBL had not
conducted an adequate search in response to his FOIA requeste" This is palpably

false because I had already provided all the information I had in ny affidavits and
appeals and all that had been ignorede The FBL has not even offered the suspicion that
I could provide more information or documentatione (Here again I think a few samples
like Roknnie Caire, ticklers and the Dallas_pclice tapeyﬁill be impressive to the
court.jn fact my Rponie Caire affidaﬁit{includes aﬂ”legst one thoroughly detailed and
documented appeal, both remaining en@irely ignoredo) 7@4‘Ai0~¢,

18  "Plaintiff had claimed ghat unspecified information and documents in his
possession supposedly substantiated his claimse" This also is false because my
appeals and afiidavits may be longer than the government preferred but they are
specific, detailed, documented - and ignored. Having entirely ignored those several
file drawers of documented appeals and all my many affidavits, the FBI now represents
that this alleged discovery "was the only means of finding out the basis for plaintiff's
n'e._-e_again a few samples will make it clear that this is simply untruthful.
19 In admitting that I had filed these appeals that held the reyuested inforumation

allegations.”

the brief ignores the affidavitse (Lines 3 ff) It then states what is not in the
case record and is quite untruthful, that "Qlaintiff's administrative appeals,
howover, while replete with allegations of the supposed existence of files (sic)
not searched, fail to supply the claimed support for.these allegationse" I provided

thousands of pages of xeroxes of mostly the FBI's own records with these appealse

This is followed by another lie, "Frequently, plaintiff_;ixaxgi-simply cites a
sequence of other appeals which end in a referepce to additional information which he
choses not to provide." There was But one instance of this in several file drawers,
and the reason I refused to let the FBI know what I knew was quite specific, that -
if it knew in that instance it would limit its search to what I specified. (This

was based on prior experfience with the FBI.) 4s a result, as the brief does not
acknowlcdge, the Fil was forced to provide what it had withheld, even to the extent
of making a spurious claim to exemption to withhold a reference to it, the Marina
OswaldeUﬂﬁlor suvrveillances fileso (&nother similar illustrayion is the withheld
Aégguerite Oswald files. 1 identiiied one and in the end I got onee later, to another
li;igant, and ¥in has thié, it ﬁus'disclosed that FBIHQ ordered Daliﬁ?éo set up still
another Marguarite Usuald filee +% remains unsearched for or not reported on any



a

When we discussed your brief I read‘gou and excerpt from one o: their pleadings
in which they admitted that I had agreed to provide this and had in fact provided it
long before they{filed forfiiscoveryo This is one of the reasons for believing that
fheir discovery was no more than a deliberate Cointelpro operation. I think it should

be included now and hope you will agreeo



L

search slip and even after larguerite Uswald compliance is claimed in this litigation,

it is still withheld, without clainm to any exemptions [+ wcilh ywh of vudt 15 1 hd oged
However, with regard to this one misrepresented instance, described falsely as

a “"frequent" occurence, neither the uppeals office nor the FBI <ver asked me for

any more information and it is quite obvious that none was nexessarye. It is all in

the indices and the FBI knew this if it had made any search at alle, It did not

need any¥ information from me, which is the basic claim of this partpof the argument,

411 it needed was to be honesto (See below at *)

20 The brief claims that the affiefavits L provided "belie" my claim of burdensome—

UnJh§> e o
nesso Thi argument was made in district court, refu

“1%5 effort was made ‘o

dispute what I statede I accounted for the time required by those affidavits and

pdinted out that all they required was that I sit and types They did not require

the engrmous searches demanded in discovery nor the fregpent trips to the basement

where all those records are when steps are at best a scrious problem to e and I can
use them only a few times a day withput danger due to my medical conditione Or, at

this point, where at the distri0§4{ével the governmenf mde no effort to refute what

:£~stated under oath, they are being less than honest %nd imposing on the trust of

the appeals court tofgake this fulse and entirely unsuppoerted claim after it

was compeletely refutede (See ** below.)

20 The brief admits that I argued "that defendants did not xmwwire really

require this (i#e, the discovery) information" before the district court. The

brief does not cite any’iiﬁ—evmfence the government presented to the district

court in refutation. There is no refutation of this before the district courte

If what I stated und f eath was to be disputed, was bhe government not

required to dlspute‘l befo?g&%he district court, instead of substituting un-—
supported argument aoout it before the appeals court?

Here again I believe that actual excerpts from the affidavits and my affidavit on
this very point, in the case record, might be cited or quoted efi'ectively because
this is the one effort to address my appeals and affidavits and it is unfaithful. ¢§31[£&/UZ
This is enlarged hpon on 21, linec 10 following,"It would have taken no more effort,
and likel{f less, to answer defendant's discovery, which simply required a good faith,
reasonable effort at providing answers." This is knowingly false, in what it states
and what it misrepresents of the case record. What was demanded of me is each and
every reason and gggh EEd gvery document, with at least 40 file cabinets of records
involved, not merely ggg,reasonnto believe that the withheld records exist. 4lso,
there is no government evidence in the case record on thc time and nature of the

effort required, thus there herc is no reference to the case record. The exact

opposite of this representation is the onlyzﬂﬁfentirely undisputed evidence in the
case record in which I did in detail address the excessive anfi extraordinarily



The sole purpose of providing that incomplete appeal was to reflect the fact that
I had filed JUME appeals. There then was no point in providing anything else. However,
as is obvious, I did later provide the identification and as a result ﬁﬁe FBI was
forced to disclose what it kmew it had, what was embarrassing to it, and what it
nad asserted improper clainms to exenption to withhold identification of it from me.
This thus is first entirely out of context, next is false because it is the one
fime T temporarily withheld identification, and it is not an accidental offense

becauss I provided an affidavit addressing this entire matter that remains unrefutede



burdensomne natﬁre of the demanded dise¢overye

21 Lihes 14-15 There is this misrepresentative sentence with regard to the

discovery demands, "Plaintiff, however, did not even attempt to answer." This

does not say that I did not answer the questions, it suys I made no answer at alle

1 did not ignore the court, I did answer with my undisputed affidavits to the

burdensomeness and lack of need of the discovery. They and what my counsel did with

them are an answer,

21 With regard to Lesar, lines 4 up ff, "for his counsel had failed to fulfil (sic)

his responsibilities as an officer of the court, to éég%igilln controlling the course

of the litigation." This and what follows is flalse and the case record shows that

it is falsee. “ecar came up here and spent most of a day trying to talk me into

at least making a gesture at doing what the government demanded., This is quite

explicit in the case record. What follows at the top of 22, that all we did was

repeat béanket ohjections that we had meme before, also is not true. Thus again

no citation o%/the case recorde

22, lines 3-5 It is alleged that my counsel "acted siumply as a mouthpiece" for

me, filing my "affidavits without regard to their relevgnce or gppropriatenesse"

While I do wish he had made more use of the@, I know that frequently he just did not

have the time and I have no doubt that he had been worn down by the FBI and DJ,

However, with regard to any claim or even suggestion that By affidavits were ﬁot

relevant or appropriate, is not the place for that bufore.thc disZ;?ct court,

where I then would be able to respond? =nd where they would then ed the focus

of attention? This was never done. Their relevance is not disputed in any FBIL

evidence nor is their appropriatmesse [ r)b(o\ e T‘W J/‘"}S/Jb wruld ﬁ/( / // ”mlﬁﬁﬁly )
ARGULENT (22-49)

25  The misrcpreuentation of limited and simple discovery is repeated, thé\?%he

interrobatories and document wvroduction demanded "defenu:nts simply attempted to

discoverg the bases for plaintiff's claims that the FBI had not conducted an

adequate search," If this had been the p&%pose the F8I would not have had any need

to demand each and every rcason end each and every documente This is persistently

misrepresented in this briefs It did not ask me merely to establish something, not

that it was necessary, and my allegation that it wasng't is undisputede It deliberately

went farthur and demanded everything about anything and everything, which under

any circumstances is knowingly excessive. loreover, even after I pointed this out

before the district court it refused to make theo-mepresswsed simple requestso

2%, line 7 £ff '"Defendant's did not, however, undertake discovery to relieve them—

selves of the burden of proving that the F8l's discovery was adequatees" This is
. ———————



directly the opposite of the reason given to the district court for demanding
% .
the discovery, that it alone would enable the FII to prove that it had made an

adequate search. Jim should be able to provide this or I will, if you do not have
a copy of ite 4nd I do think very much that the more we can show them saying two
contradictory things the better all around,

Thig is £ ollowed by another mwswmmenckmss BB LD A D AIDAD O 8 % 0 A A

direct contradiction of what they told the district court, "Hor could defendant's
discovery have accomplished this,"
Comnent: The obvious purpose this deliberate misrepresentation serves is an effort
to refute my allegation (puge 25, lines T7-8) "that defendants were trying to shift
the burden of proof in a FOI4 caseo"
23e lines 9 up ff, the representation»that I did not specify what was withheld,
First they pretend that I had not provided this in detail earlier, as I had
in the appeals and affidavits ang as they admitted in the pleading I cited tb you
by phone beforg you filed your brief,'and then they say the exact oppisite of the
representation that their discovery demands were siuplg by pointing out that the
FBI had released "more than 200,000 puges of documents‘?to mee Any search of them
by me, particularly when I do not have I'BIHG's indices éand most are FBIHQ records)
is obviously no simple matter under the best of circumstancese This is followed by
an obvious untmeth, that "derencant's only meansﬁﬁﬁdiscovefing the bases for plaintiff's
claing was to serve discovery requests." It is not only that I had already provided

this information, it is that in what I refer to above they admitted thig before

) o Als | had 5 poc 1 Lyg v de pu}z hovw ﬂ’h7 W Lt f
they filed their discovery demands,. Jesa e ih m{' ;:41: st ped wte e

Following thisy of all the nultitudinous ignored appeals, they again
¥efer to the one about the JUKE files referre to above, again ignoring the case
record subsequent to this misrepresentatioﬂ<§§ ity that if I told the FB3I it would
limit its set chmﬂjt isy I think quite significant that a’ter they were corrected
abo&%néggjain the &istrict courf they continue to deceivg:;;é misrepresent; It then
states thé% "There was no %enclosed appeal attached toa'my affidavite It was not
nmecessary to the purposes of that affidavite It was, howevery provided initially
to the apveals office, from whichg or from me if it had wanted it, the FBI could
have obtained g copy by uerely asking for ite It also is not truthful to state,
as in contradiction to the case record the brief states, that without my providing the
specification the FBI already had and didn*t need, "defendant's could not directly .
respond to whatever evidence Plaintiff intended." (Later I did provide the information
to Shea.) What the brief does not state is that the ¥FBI made any search at all after
my appeal or after my affidavit and the plain and simple truth is that it didnt®t,



w

Tt
What actually ghppend, and thgcase record is quite explicit on this,¥Ythe FBI withheld

from its Dallas inventory all refer.nces to the files on the bugging and wiretapping
of Marina Oswald, under b2 and of all things, TD claims. But I qftained that

s AT

information oaia&ée:ﬂhts=e&se»and thus knew what. it was withholdinge When there
was no alternative, when the FBI merely refused to search, gnd Shea asked me for the
proofy, I provided it and the FBI then disclosed the withheld records of which it
knew in this case withou: additional search because it was listed in the inventory
and the FOIA unit withheld it frpm that,inyen
qtt. Acfff mv & av
= 0 is my specification of all of this

befo¥: the district court. This misrepresentation, thercfore, cannot be accidentale

Thus this was not in any way any kind of "difficulty" for the FBI (Line 2 up),
and there is no specification of what is not truthﬁul; that it had "similar diffiéulties!
with regard to all the other points. This is the only specification of any diffie

« 0O

s The expurgated and the un-

expurgated cogies are
T

culty, it is the only claimed need for information fron me to search or prove an

adequate search, and it was all false, witness the fact that the withheld records

were listed on the Harina Oswald index cards in.ﬁallas and FBLHQ, withput any

search made or attested to, and it was also llutvd in the inventory that FBIHQ

made spurious exemption claims to withheld from mee Qlso I'P\:D 4[/44 tf‘li“/é J /"é % / 90& 0.
all of the roregoing and more is in the case record and is entirely undisputede

I +therefore believe that this misreprésentation is deliberate and not accidental or

from ignorancee It is all in my affidavits responding to the similar misrepresentation

to the distrjct court.

29, lines if.

refuted in an

repeated here after I showed it nq} }%iuﬁz?rect. The last three lines are
particularly untrue because I state< he exact opposite in that affidavite. The
documentation I attached was at hand and required no search for me at alle If I
remember correctly, I also state in the affidavits themselves that I was not able

to make additional searches to attach additional documentation. I actually prepared
and attested that * prepared those affidavits from my knowledge, without the effort
required by their all-S@nclugives discovery demandse That affidavit even includes the
amount of time required of me and that it was spread over a 10-month period. €?G¥ ¢
%0 The misrepresantation of the nature of the interrogatories and total omission
of the documents demanded (lines 1 ff) is significant, as is the misrepresentation
that it would have rcquired less time and effort to provide the discovery, again
refuted with the refutation uncontested in the case record. They acknowledge receipt

of this (lines &Z ff), and follow this with a nonsequetur that also is not true,
"Plaintiff attempted to claim that the affidavits did not require much new research



oL,

I do not know that you will need this but I would like you to understand better
what this refers to. In my small office I have 8 four—drawer file cabinets, four tiio-
drawer cabinets and four two-drawer legal-sized cabinets. My desk has a desk orga—~
nizer which right now has fewer files on it but has 19 worﬁﬁng files in it. Aside
from stacks of material I expect to be pertinent. I also have a threedrawer subject
Tile@# in the office. In the basement I have two four-drawer file cabinets of JFX
assassination subject-filed duplicate copies and two cabinets of King and JFK
appealse &1l of this is entirely separate from the 200,000 pages from which
entirely falsely and in contradiction to the only evidénce in the case record the
brief alleges I actually searched for those affidavitse 411 the cabinets I pefer to
above are of name and subject files and they contain no ofiginal records disclosed to
me by the agencies. They do include duplicates of the originals that I made for
this subject filinge The originals are prescrved exactly as I received them, The
foregoing reflects what is "at hand" and required no searth. The searches I made in
those 200,000 pages are very few and when I made them this is reflected in the
affidavits themselves, For example, the affidavits on the Dallas police radio tapese
and that search was simple because { used the Dzllas index, wbich imnediately reflected
that the ¥FBI had kept all of that information out o the main assassination filese

There is absolutely nothing in the case record to justify the language of the
brief, "These affidavits clearly required significant effort to research and write
since they(reference specific documents from among the 200,000 pages," 12;5 is a
lie and before it was uttered it was proven in the case record to be a liee No
effort was made to refute my afiidavit, which, typicélly, was entirely ignorede

However, the language I quote is ang entirely different description of my appeals
(ﬁéﬁn ofldocument;$;§n refused) and does constitute acknowledgement of recéipt of
"significant" reasearch and documentation long before discovery was soughte

(See page 7 above re brief pages 18 and 19.)



and that answers to the interrogatories would have done sOo" (Again, no reference
to the document demands) aApparently the language used is used to pretend that
the cited La Chemise case 1s relevant to what I alleged "But all that was requiredess” /Q§)4
Thefe is no contradiction either here or in the case record of the enormous effort
+hat would heve been required of me to conply with the ggzggl rather than the
consisteﬁiy misrepresented discovery demandse

"y reasonable good faith effort," apparently the ¥a Chemise languages would
have required the enormous effort to which I attested, with ny attestation un=
condradicted at the district courte - .

(§£§i£rnot true that they are limited to what is in the district c%’i;_record?
Nome of this is for the obvious reason that it would have been falsee ﬂhe—e;iy claim,

that in the same or less fine 1 could have complied, is proven to be false in the

district couft record, where T EX AT ERRERE. my attestations are undisputed.)
I do not recall whether Irspelled out exactly how L proceeded, but for your
understanding what i did is address each thing® in any pleading or FBI affidavit
in the order in which téi; ap eared, from what was in my heade Or, exactly as I an
doing nowe L haven't consulted a record, naven't searched for one, and I've made
notes of only a couple I thihk you should haves Of these few, all are in my
oftice, so I do not have to use the stairs. They are all attached to ny
affidaVits, which are in my offices I also had all the case records in Iy officey,
so on the rare uses L made of what had been filed, they were all at hand. Any
examination of my af.idavits make it clear that this was my undeviating method,
attesting in response page by puge, without any offort at reorganization, alas
one of the rwasons for soue df the length. But there was 1o other practical method
for me and it took renarkably little timee
This also permits me, except when 1 forget, and when I forget I can regret it,
to get up and move around every $ 20 minutes 4r SOy doctorst orderse Prolonged
gitting also further impairs my already impaired circulation and that means potentially
serious problemse
While I do not have total recall and while my newory is not as good as it was,
that is what I am limited to. ind I have worked this fast: I once did the draft of
a book on a weekende L used the same method because it was about another booke
Each of these afiidavits was in response to souething the government filed. During
the entire period I had wallking therapy six mornings a week, three hours daily. I walked
for a few minutes inside a nall then st and rested the leg, and when I rested 1 read
and annotated the filings to which I responded, so the tine reﬁpired of ne x;;x
at my desk was even less. and, of course, 1 could no]'make searches in my basenment

when I was at the mall reading their filingse



1va

I think that they got carried away with their lies here and made a significant

mistake in the last part of the sentence that begins, "But all that was required,"

————

which is, 2}"Was a reasonable good faith effort at providing answers without

significant new research." There is but one way in which this could have been

possible, and that is by duplicating what I had alrecady done and provided, by

addihad

Bekénc-—mew copies of the appeals and tﬂe affidavits and their attached documentatione
Of course this language is entirely different than the actual language of the

discovery demands but it defines what the government now says would have satisfied

it and all Alleged obligationiand it acknowledges all over again that I had already

. done this, which is precisely what 1 statédo

There ié not any way I can think of that would enable the government to sfate
that its discovery demands did not require any "significant new research" other
than from knowledge of my existing research, and the only means by which it could
obtain this knowledge is from that research itself as I provideé ite

I think this alone kills their case and destroys their integrity and exposes
what they are reslly up to in all of this, including abuse of process, L think it

is caJled.



3% , footnote 16, refutes the text, which represents that 1 did nothing f07éhlong
time, stated nothing, etc. In fact my counsel and I in my affidaviis repeated’ my
basic objection and my intent to take the issue up on appeals
What concerns me about ignoring most of what they go into is that still another
Judicial defamation of me will resulte The persisting misrepresentations of the
FBI and DJ did lead the court in the case cited into serious factual errors that
do defame me, I did not expand my request in that litigation ahd I have not in this
litigation. They merely misrevresent my reyuest and what I did and did not do. and say.
‘his has other than personal significance because of the importance of the subject
matter of my work and its uniqueness in that fielde (I also am the only one who
is not a concpiracy theorist and whose extensive published work as well as my
court affidavits have no serious error.) : is and has been seriously hurtful to
FOIA and what ifl means and represents, N _
36  Footnote 17 is the kind of thing I had in mind when I read to you Shea's and
other DJ testimony to-the Senate FOILA subcommittee. It is in the case record and I
h@pe you will now include it because this kind of thing can be poisonous and has
been in the paste. The record also reflects that as disclosed to me this document
had the entire text withheld, after which it was disclosed to another, Mark Allene
When I saw what Shea had writteng,olearly to preserve his own precariou; position,
which nonetheless did not survive it, I wrote him and told him that if you would
tell me where I had been unfair to or in any way vilified anyone in the FBI I would
immediately forward a written spology..le ngver responded and it just isn't true.
But again, this kind of thiﬁgfzeggzizggggzgghnsel, is very hurtful to the cliente
With regard to the delays attributed to me, I think Jim can document tgat the
opposite is the truth. I did no single thing to delay the litigation.
5% The false claim that drafting those affidavits took more timﬁ/than complying
with the discovery demands is répeated, agein without reference to what was actually
demanded, again without citation of the case record and again the exact opposite
of what my uncontest7%wa£f§%ﬂziz‘iﬁsgsted to. Are t?ey not limited to what is in
the case record? I can see his kind of fqéiification being very hurtful before
some judges, especially those who have been influenced by previous mendacitiese
Comment: I think it is necessary to quote the exact language of the all-inclusive
discovery demands as well as my uncontested reply afiidavit when, not on evidence but
as unsupported argument by counsel, the similar claim was made to the district court.
39 At the bottom, repeated allegation that I was able to produce "lengthy refer nces
to documents on other matters," I think this also can be hurtful because it is a

-~

deliberate misrepresentation. There are relatively few attachments to those #ffi-
davits, as couwpared with my earlier affidavits in all cases, and virtually no



searching was required because most of what I used was at hand in my office. I am
pretty certain that the afiidavits themselves explain the absence of additional
attachments., I am also certain that this is addressed in the response affidavit I
refer to above. In no case do I remember any real search. 4s with Caire, ==&%

all that was required was one trip to the basement 0 FEEXXEYE Tmove one record

from the Caire appeals file and that was it. The only "lengthy references" 1

recall are to the search slips and they were in my office because of their importances
I made duplicate copies of them for this purpose when I received them., Moreover,

most of what I used was already in thee case record, my copies of which are in my
office, and required no seafching at all, This whole thing is contrived, without
basis in the case record, and simply is not true.

40 middle of page, "Plaintiff has failed to demonstrate gny extenuating circum—
stances.a."(Emphasis added) While they pretend, without any evidence, that my

health did not qualify as an extenuating circumstance, and nevér once cite their

own language ol their own demahds, they have not even bothered to deny that I had, as
without contradiction I had attested, already provided all the information and
documentation of which I knew. Not "any?" /S h'-} WW‘ MWJ{") A/WVﬂH'r /1€ )

40 aﬁigrd of fees against ;esar, I%do not know if you or Hitchcock will respond to
this but early on in the hassle I provided an affidavit in which I attested that

he had come here, spent much of a day attempting to persuade me to make at least a
gesture toward compliance, and I refused. lie did not have to remind me of the
possibility of a contempt citation but he may have and I know we discussed it then
and later. He even contrived a situation in court that might have been intended to
coerce ne or lead me to believe that thereafter I had no alter%%5¥:3ﬁ’and in his
continuing effort to get me to do as he counselled he even failédx<to ®ell the court
then that I had refused, although he did not long thereafter. There simply is no
basis at all for any ef:ort against him and the case record is clear on this. I think,
in the intC%rest of all attorneys, the response to all of this and what follows

ought be vigorous. It is misgeE outright fabfication to intimidate all attgﬁheys
willing to take cases for those who cannot pay them as well as,_in.some circumstances,
attorneys with well-off and corporate clientse

41 Third graf,"Plaintiff and his attorney have failed to show any reason who
expenses should not be awarded against them." This is a plain lie, more grevous

with regard to Jime With regard to the second sentence, it claims that because Jim
pursued my legitimate objective, rfectly lawful thing, that he is subject to sanctionse.
ihis gets to the Stanton case again, and in the interest of all attorneys, not just

Jim, I do hope it will be cited. de was without question subject to severe sanctions
if he failed to pursue my lawful objectives,



It also is not true to Say that "Plaintiff opposed the discovery on the basis
that the government should\ﬁiirhever be allowed discovery on the search issue." This JZ%ﬁO
#ye. that I had no other "basis," which is falses It likewise is untrue that i knew,
simply because the judge had ruled against me, that my "continued refusal to answer
defendant's discovery was unjustifieds" I knew that he had held against me but I
also knew that what I had filed was true and relevant, and I certainly knew that I
had the right - Iiregarded it as the obligation — to take the issue up on appeale.
That L intended this was well and clearly known to the government and the judge,

I even asked Jim to ask the pudge to expedite it, and Jim did and was refused.

Their misrepresentation is compounded at the bottom oif the page, continuing
on the next, when they first say 1'd "shown no special circunstances that would make
an award unjust" and then limit their supposed proof td their misrepresentation of
what I did do in that tine period and then limit this to a) a misrepresentation of
what they asked in their interrogatories, not once quoted, and b) ignore their
demand for "each and every" document, (The meaning of their actual discovery
demands is in the case record and is unrefuted, I digd respond to this misrepresentation
under oafh and they here misrepresent it, having produced no evidence of thédr oun
at district court on the questione
Comment: Based on extensive prior experience, I am seriously concerned about the
cumulative effect of such extensive and deliberate misrepresentation, s0 extensive
that there simply is no possibility of refuting all of it. I think this makes some
strong refutation of as much as possible essentiale If you knew the truth behind the
# spectro decision ghey cite you'd better understand what 1 mean by my actual
experiences when courts are overwhelmed by an accumulation these kinds of mige
representations, with some members perhaps welcoming them, But ny major fear is
for the nullification of the act, fof practical purposes, and the hagard to
attorneys, that cam result,

4 It siuply is not true to allege that Lesar did not "demonstrate that it was an
abuse of discretion to order the award against hime.ee" (lines 8-9) The concluding
sentence of this paragraph makes Stgnton more essential, I think, "

The next baragraph is a concatination of fabrications. First, Jim is not in
any way responsible, their word, and he did not act "jointly" with me, He went, I
think, a bit too far in the opposite direction, and the record is clear on that, too.
Then begins a $erious of outright lies, ngnning four lines up: "Tye distriet court

CoNSe,

had closely observed plaintiffts relations ¥® with plaintiff in this litigation

for more than five years." This didn'+ happen even a single time and there was no

possibility of it having halgened. Ny ernte \ﬁ{ L‘7 /WM heave
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Of course ~here is nothi:g in the case record on this and I understand they are
limited to what is in the case record. But in those veqrs + kept a rudimentary diary.
It shows that if there was a status call in 1978 I did not attend it. I went there
for one 4pril 6 but abruptly that afternoon Judge Oberdorfer recused himself,

I did not attend any status call, if there was one, in 1979,

In 1980 I,was there 3/25° As I remember it, Dan ﬁétcalfe and Lesar agreed in
advanﬁsito give(F%I more time, I sat in the audience,nnot with Jim, and Metcalfe

blockedA‘mith's efforts to throw the New Orleans case out siuply because I'd asked
for the Dallas records! (The additional aggérial obstructions were diagnosed &/2,42)
grdxbyzihenxkimuaxbaretyzablextarnaXsdxzx (555‘65£§;£ed on 9/16, discharged

9/30, rushed back 10/1 for emergency arterial surgery, discharged 10/16)

I have not been able to get to any calendar call,or anything else in Washington
since, except that 1 have medlcal transportation for my regular (every Sl ks)
sufgical checkup. [M Vl"’n\ M Lo fm“"VM jw‘”/““] f’/

So, the gne chance Smith had to "observe" me I was not even with Lesar and
there was no reason for me to be with him then'and there was no other possibilitye

There is no reason to believe that Smith "observed" me, lezve along "closely,"

gnd there was not, on that one occasion, any possibility of unything that could

be interpreted as "closely observed plaintiff's counsel's relations with plaintiff

«esfor more than five years. "

On that one occasion in 1980, Dan letcalfe represented the government, not
any of‘iﬁi§§§§E§§§§;;-}hose on this brief, or LaHaie. To the best of my knowledge
not one of them, including Lalaie, has ever seen me and I am confident I have never
seen any of them, anywheree .

Thig is a complete and total T ion, manufactured to be dqmaging and
and to deceive and mislead the courtd It is anythf% but justification for the
fabrication that follows and is oased‘E%gg%f’that it provided a basis for the
court's "dlsceptlon to decide that plaintiff's counsel shared responsibility for
refusing to comply with discoveryees"

If the situation were reversed the government would regard such an offense as
actionable. I think that it is necessary to move to expunge and that this is much
more inportant than any delay that would ensue in oral argument. This and the
deliber&ie lie about the Dallas request, which is essential to the claim that there
was gg;l}allas search, are enough basis for moving to expunge but I believe there
are other bases, It is, I believe, 'uungsfgnﬁp y perbozii lnteﬂﬁﬁf n Lesar's,
and possibly most of all, in the interest o s Which 3% and hyé)i;:n my

primary concerng, It would .go a long way to resolving this case in an acceptable



manner, which I've sought for years, to mitigating the libels these misersble
creatures have laid on me to the courts (and I have every reason to believe
elsewhere), and it just might reduce similar abuses that if my experiences are at
all typical, taint every FOI4 cases, ﬂl“{ A 7" L// 7’”’ &L,

Checking my diaries reminds me that they've lied also about the delays.

I not only was not responsible for them — I could not have been. They alone were,
until the time they moved for discovery. rerhaps there may be something I do not
recall between Lesar and them, but if so it could not have been an appreciable part
of those four yéars, which are 80f5 of the time in questione Yet they repeat
througg that I ve causé%lthe delayse Thel® own schedule of the production of
records will come close %o eotabllshlng this by itselfs Their falsehoods about the
¢*elays appears to me to be a major part of their case, especially in the allegations
ageinst { esar, for them hold hlﬁ%gespon51ble, even for not "controlling" me when I
responded under oath to their persisting misrepresentations that often are much
more serious thay simplg misrepresentations, as my uncontested affidavits state.
45  the business about lesar's asking for two weeks 2/22/83 because he intended
[534 to draft responses to the interrogatories. They represent that he was not truthfule
He was truthfule. He had been here, I had refused, he asked me to tell him what could
be said, and briefly I did. He had every reason to believe that another draft might
have been required becuzuse he knew I opposed even what he had in minde. What I saw
and he did not, quite aside from principled objections to entirely unnecessary
dixcovery in an FOIA @ase when it would only have further delayed that case and
is, I believe, wrong under the law, is that it could have subjected me to new
charges becuuse it would not and could not have complied with their ggigg& discovery
demends, even if limited, as their demands were not limited, to interrogatories.
In the end, for both reasons, principle and personal hazard, I refusede. So, he was
completely truthful and I am confident that the actual case record, rather than
this deliberate corruption of it, will leave this without doubte In even their
representation, "Plaintiff's counsel claims that he had expected plaintiff to
P rifpond but was unable to persuade him to do so0," Jim was truthfule While I might
#‘*“éﬁml do not doubt that Leadr hoped I would agree, if only fes/m») 1&/
fear of correctly anticipating what has ensued,

That all of this is contrived to defame gesar becomes apparent in what follows,
the charge that he had "forgotten entirely his duties am an officer of the court."
There is no other basis for this assault upon his integrity and professionalism,
and in order to strengthen this purpose there follows another misrepresentation of
the record, limited entirely to what is in the brief, which 1 presume means your A

o

_ \\if,fpﬂtrt
brief, "Indeed, nowhere in his brief on appeal is there any acknowledgement of his



Response is not limited to giving them the answers they demanded, as they try to
make the court believe with tids formulation and what follows. They here attempt. to

deceive and mislead and, I believe, they do msirepresente



duty to assist the court in bringing this li’tj.ogation to a resolution.” But in the
case record there is very much of what he d;i_@‘to facilitate just this, beginning
with ny offer of a major compromise, to dismiss and not refile the case, which
they turned down while insisting upon the Vaughn index I also agreed to waiveo
If‘e’T;m?n_?ﬂl-;repesed, other coursay, incJud:Lng, ab my recuest, asking to be enab
take the questions at issue directly to the appeals courte H

d to

dnother lie, perhaps less so if reference to your breff only is intended, is,
"There is no suggestion that plaintiff's counsel advised plaintiff of his obligation
to comply with the orders of the courte" On this the case record is overflowing and
is exactly the opposite of what the government represents, including at least one
affidavit from me that, typically, is entirely unrefuted. (No effort made.)
46  While my recollection now is nog certain, I belié\fe that it is f\:ljgse to
represent that all we filed "was merely a repetition of the very same blanket
objections the court had just denied." I also- thi_nk this is established in the
case record after they made those charges at district courte

The more I read this the more I fear that those dreadful people expect to take
additional steps against Jim based on thesmabrica‘bion and this, in
turn, makes me believe even stronger that they require vigorous and definitve
response.
46 He had the "obligation" to "control" me? l If there was anything wrong with
those affidav;tﬁ the place to do something was in district courte They made a
gesture againstnone and even Smith denied thate They ignored all the others sinply
because they are in ’point, are factual and are irrefutable. They waived any basis
for objecting to those affidavits by not responding to them and leaving them
entirely uncontradicted. 4nd, once again, it is a lie to state that these
affidavits "belie" my cleims with regard to what their actual rather than their
misrepresented discovery demands requ:.red of me, Once again, I filed anf aﬁfidavit
and they did not dispute ik in any way, leave alone attempt to refute ite ( Even
after all the medical records and bills 1 filed they refer only to my "claimed"
medical condition and limitations, in an effort to accom ligh improperly what they
could not do properlij J“&'Mm /1}( W /,

It simply is not toue and'*:".s their standard boilerplate for what they cannot
gddress in any other way for them to claim that what I filed was itreley Mnt and
" virtually :anomprehensn.ble and ma.llémed the FBI and its employeess 4nd, obviously,
if there was any factual error the place to address it was at district court, not
with this kind of entirely unsupported slander that is immune because it is before

a courte In each and every instance, I am confident, each of those affidavits
Ae"n_ns with a statement of my qualifications and is followed by a precise statement

~ofthe
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of the government's filing it addressese. 4gain, I believe a few samples would be
illumingting:ito the court, and the business about maligning makes more relevant
those few pages from the Senate subcommittee's DJ testimony,where Shea and the
Civil Division people stated that the FBI's behavior toward me was indefensibleo

While I, too, would have preferred that Leaar present more than a "notice of
filing, " I know hefeiun't have time then (I'm sure there are leng delays after
he received my affidavits, as the dates will establish) and he may well have
believed that becamise each 6f these affidavirsm rather than being irrelevant,
begins with a precise statement of what it responds to, when he had no time there
was 1o real ne@d to file anything else with them at that time.

It slanders both of us to state that he "viewed himself solely as plaintiff's
mouthpiece" and in fact he did not file all the affidavits < provided, This,'interesting,
is the exact opposite of another charge they laid on him earlier, that EE was merely
using'gg for Qi§ own endse I believe he can provide ite I recall responding in an
affidavite '

This is followed with the same fabrication documented above, "The district
court had observed cpunsel's behavior during the five years since the action was filed,"
when nothing at all transpired before the court for most of that time, and the
charge that
47 The judge "saw the delays caused hy plaintiff and his counsel's acquiescence
and encouragement of plaintiff's interminable demands for an ever-increasing search,"
This is the pr@cise lie they were able to con the court in in the spectro case.iE_gig
EQE_E? any way enlarge on my requests. The problem is that to this day they have
never searched to comp’y with my actual requests. ,/)
Comment: Whether or not this, too, is intended to be the basis for an action against

“esar, I think it makes much more important their deliberate lie EBE bout ny
Dallas request, what it really asked for, which is the basis and puipose of their
lie on page 2,

In any event, they attribute delays to ust but do not specify a single one at
this point and no relevint one elsewhere, other than the +Wo weeks in which ﬁlm tried
with@ut success to convince mey Two webks in five yearsx is insignificant.

and again, this untiuth is not in the case record and thus is not cited to ite
Throughout you will find that what is not cited to it is not in it and is Jjust made
up for purposes of this brief, which mskes no reference to yours thgt I remember %o
this pointe. Or to Hitchcock!se:

Citation of Gullo v Hirst is not specific, but it appears to be based on the

false representation that Lﬁsar rather than they caused the delaysv- It appears to



represent that my announced intention to app:al the discovery is improper:
"harassing.e.recklessly invoking court action in frivolous causes by foot dragging
and delaying in order to deny or postpone the enjoyment of unquestioned rights."
The refer to what they imp$y is Yesar's obligation in this citation,"not to
indulge in any of these practise" and thus imply that he did, and the conclusion
‘of the quote fortifies my belief that they are up to something against him,
"(W)hen the responsibility can be fixed remedial action should be taken."

I believe that failure to make ﬁigorous and appropriate response, meaning
really definitive exposure, will merely encourage them to make such an effort, and
that, ceptainly, aside from the harm to h%yﬁ will take infinitely more time that
making that response now and making it unequivocal and definitives

Is there any doubt in your mind that if you or lesar or Hitchcock would do as
they have done they would seék sanctions against you?



