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disrepresentations characterize the defendsnt's

plain- q&f‘s position that the defendant sesks to shifit its burden of proof onto him

i i

)

and. the equally periisting misrepresentation
quegtion about the FII's refussl to search its i

referred enarie "JUHD." The defenis

what it stated to the district court with regard to its attempt to shift +the burden

of proof and with rezard to ihe ¥ vnnade JUI
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t made up
entirely and persisted in before t e district coirt after it was proven to be untrue.

-

Deféndant now states (page 23) t

-

1wt they "did not undertske discovery to relieve

themselvos of the burder of proving that the F3I's search was adequate. lor could
defendant's discovery have accompliehed this.! Yet among the diametrically opposite

representaiions to t e districtbcourt sre these:

\

"eoolf only pleintiff would cemply with the Ciurt (si ) dis veﬂy orders,
thei Reply of June 237 (check)198% ci laims, defendant wou,d be able to demon %Tate
beyond any question thatbits originel search was adequate
"In fact, the very reaspn why defendants undertook its very limited
discobery (sic) was to enable it to meet its burden of showing that its search
vas adequate." (Oppp:itian of June 20, 1983,,page 4)
With regard to the "JUUE" searches that still have not been made the defendant

seriously uisrepresents the case record and persists in a fabrication that was

abundantly proven to be without any basis at all in the case recorde.

after defendant has misrepresented both the purpose and content of a single

page ol an agppeal to the district court that plaintiff had provided nothing
else at all and had continued to withhold slleged necessary informaticn, both of
several
wgich are not true, plaintiff provided a number of detailed and dccumented af{id davits



3

"doreover, the defeniant would be abls %o deno.istrate beyond any question that its

RS - o\ s 4 e " S - i
original search (310) was ddequate if only plaintiff would couply with +the Court

(sic) discovery orders.ss "Reply of June 23, 19853



files electronic survelllances information outside the main files susbtsituted

73

"adminkStrative matters" file, Sumber:66, for this purpose and to hide such records
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le réfutes derendant's clain that he had not

n and stated that aft:r he provided the very
brief represents he had not provided the apveal ofiice foreced the
those recorcs, two "administrative" matters" files on the bigeings

%

£ Haring Oswalde It s

ates that the defendant lmew of the exishance

cl*

of these relevent records without msking a search because the defendant haé nsde

spurious claims %o exemption to withhold all reference %o them in en existing

inventory. It staf

3 thet the FBI s4ill had not made the recuired searches to

Llocate other relevent surveillances information published sccounts of the existince
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of which he also providede It states thet the FBI's FOIA supervisor in this itigation

also should have known that the FBIL had disclosed sxistence of thes cords because

tel

in other and carlier litigation in vwhich

to kake this same search he also was the case supervisor

then vprovided other FBI records reflecting these surveillances. Lt

identification of these “arina Oswald surveillance records to the appeals office

vecause he feared what search and provided only

X .- ?
then happened,

demer DA o
devotes 26 pages to
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information. It has Ttached to it%6 exhibiis of
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to another litigatant in




President fennedy and its investigationse

1 e
3

L =t thus is apparent that aside from what the F2I knows sbout its own f

<

This also included the fact that the FBI has not fewer than

L h Three indicies not
search in this litigeiion relating Lo its electronic surveillances information.

It indexes by the subject of the

surveillances, those overheard on them and those

ercepted conversationse

aside from what the FIZI knows sgbout its oen

filing and indexing,which required no di covery, plaintiff had, e.actly the
made up and told

opposity ol what the delen ant now tells this court, provided considerable and

throughly documented information that has not been refuted
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