
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
For the District of Columbia 

Narold Weisberg 
Route 8 
Frederick, Maryland, 

Plaintiff 
v. 

V. S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
14th and Constitution Avenue, SW 
Washington, D. C. 

V. So  DIPARTMMIT OF STATE 
Virginia Avenue, NW 
Washington, D. 0. 

Defendants 

Civil Action Jo. 718-70 

MIMI TO =Ott CAM MID hOTIOT FOR LIMP 

1. Plaintiff brought this *talon under Publio Lau 89-187; 
$ U.S.C. 552. 

2. Two provisions of stbsestion (o) aro relevant to the Petition 
and the Motions 

the district court 	shall have juristtotion to enjoin, the 
agency from withholding the *posy r000rds and to order the produs- 
titan of ay *posy **cords inpreperly withhold from the oomplainant 
a •• 

In the event of nonroonplianso with the court's order, the 
district spurt wry punish the wosPessible officers for enutompt* 

3. On August 12, 1970*  this Nonerable Court did Lases sashes 
order, directing ***plisse* within a nook. That order was not oompliod 
with within the time set, whoroupoa this honorable Court signed a sum-
mall loftiest is favor of Plaintiff on August 19*  1970. Zs Plaintiff's 
belief, there has not boon full oemplianeo to this day. 

44 Plaintiff balm,* this to have been a contemptuous set, 
within the meaning of the law, and that perjury was *omitted as pert 
of the eoatinotuous act. 

5. Plaintiff also believes he was Wood, that it was Defendant's 
undeviating intent and purpose to damage Plaintiff, that the alleged eau-
tempt and perjury were but part of * long and umendod saris. of illegal 
sots and impropriotios, all in oleos violation of the law and the intent 
of Congress, the purposes of which were to damage Plaintiff, to dopy him 
his rights undo, the law, and to undormino a law Defendants find 
uncongenial. 

6. Plaintiff represents himself in this Petition and Motion, 
being unable to afford sounsol. 
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7. The Complaint was tiled by a Neither of the Dar, Kr. lernard 

Ponsterwald, Jr., without retainer, because of his special interest i
n 

be law. Mr. Pensterwald bad been counsel for the Senate committee fr
om 

which this law emanated. Se is also interested in Plaintiff's current
 

writing, which is on the political assassinations of recent years, 

especially that of President &bor. Kennedy. 

G. Plaintiff did net obtain counsel until after five months of 

unsuocossful efforts to get that to which he was clearly entitled unde
r 

the law, give months of total silos** from Defendants, in which no 

single one of Plaintiff's requests was responded to in any way, even 

acknowledged. Thereafter, counsel proceeded with patience and toleran
ce, 

net to burden this *movable Court without need, but the result was no
 

bettor than further stalling. 

9. When this Memorable Court directed Defendants to *amply with 

the Complaint, to make *mailable to Plaintiff what had been withheld 

frog him, 	Pansterwald, believing the natter °lose*: with loss of his 
time req■ired than expected, agreed to devote this time to another 
similar Complaint by Plaintiff, since filed, Civil Lotion:Ie. 2301-90.

 

V3. Plaintiff asks this ***arable Court to take judicial note 

of the fact that, in the request for public information that is at 

issue in Civil Action**. 2301-70, Defendant United States Dopartsumat 

of Justice has acknowledged it leered Plaintitt'a ulbosnests for four 

11. Thus, and for other reasons, it can be seen that the *con-

tempt and perjury are not isolated things, are not unique and excep-

tional, but are part of a deliberate, systematic federal 'campaign to 

undermine and violate this law and to deny Plaintiff his rights under. it. 

12. So that this Menoreble Court may better understand, Plaintiff 
makes the following **planation, hoagies the Court's indulgence for the 
time required and any unintended departure from Ursa practices. 

13. Plaintiff also bogs this *Onorable Court to take note of the 

out *slept 0 	oudtuts were 	tru fast that  1,1175 sirsp■ act and dooamagiiin tr/3*pr 11A■o4 with-  
oat 	102010411a0 ROWS 

or to Plain 	and of the fac 	one purpose accomplished by thee* 
transgressions against truth were to impede, delay and otherwise inter. 
fere with Pleintiff's writing, which is critical of Defendant Department 
of trusties. Such conduct is, in itself, violative of the law, which 
specifies "prompts  replies to requests for 

public information. indeed, 
upon signing the law, President Johnson said that this right, freedom 

of information "Is so vital that only the national security, not the 
desire of public officials or private sit:sena, should determine when 
it nest be restricted." In his 'Foreword to his directive to all federal 
agonise on this law, entitled Atteraet General's 	o 	of t 
Maio erect on Section et t 	 vi roe wet 0  , 
ittorsolnweserai said that °ibis statute Imposes on iha executive branch 
an affirmative obligation to adopt new standards and practices for pub-
lieation end availabilityof information. It leaves ne doubt that dis-
closure is a treesceaeda goal, yieldieg only to such eowpollinceon. 
siderstioms as those provided for in the exemptions of this set." 

14. Its successors are like the biblical *maiden whose brothers 
entrusted unto her the keepieg of their vineyards, but for own Vineyard 
did she not keep. 
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1%. The federal government has kept aloe* watch on Plaintiff 
and his writing and appearances. Defendant Department of Justice has 
yet to make even plo forma  denial - after a year and a half - of alleged 
misconduet of and Interferon** in the work of naintiff by its agents, 
lied plaintiff, unwilling to believe such things can be sanctioned in 
our society, has solielted mach denial, atter reporting what was reported 
to bin. 

14. Plaintiff's mil has been intercepted and interfered with, 
onl one of the emeequenees of whieh was to provost publication 

of Plaintiff's first book. There is reason to believe this *con-
tinues to this day, as sweetly as this booth. 

174, All of those who partieipated in such unseemly sets are not 
sympathetic to such things, which are the hallmark of totalitarian, not 
free, smieties. Thus, Plaintiff has labia possession copies of war 
veins*** upon bin - and not electrostatic but carbon copies thereof -
of considerable volume. 

18. Wader the cited law, popularly known as the *treed** of 
torerletione  law, Defebdobts APO required to make available to Plsintiff 
and others all ieformation her which they ask except what is elmolT_ 
defined= by Congress in the law and therein desigaated as "exemption". 

1T. When the 1st. Dr. lartin Luther Xing, J46 was assassinated 
in Keaphis, Tennessee, on whisk mosesion at least one representative 
of Defendant Deppmaartment of Justice was present and on the scene, said 
Defendant De ment of Justice immediately entered the ease and soon 
preempted the investigation thereof. Thiss,is but a single basis for 
federal intervention to smolt* murder, conspiracy to violate the civil 
rights act. 

20. Simultaneous with its having taken over a matter solely the 
concern of the State of Tennessee, unless there was such a *empires'', 
said Department or ;tette* insisted there was and bad been no such was. 
'piracy, which is the official federal posture in ell resent political 
assassinations. 

21. Despite thivrepeated'officitl insistence 'that there had 
been no such conspiracy, Sofeeds** Department of thistle*, in 
Birmingham, Alabama, obtained a knowingly spurious indictment charging 
precisely *mho conspiracy, therebyeleatiag its intrusion into the 
affairs of the State of Tennessee with a legal fig leaf. 

22. Plaintiff, who was writing a book on this assassination, 
was refused access to the *Iridium in the case by local authorities, 
who, with the participation of Defendant-Department of Justice, had 
**mooted and oonsammated as invidious 'deals  with•defense counsel, to 
the end that there be no real trial,-  there being instead?  as part of 
this "deal", what Plaintiff and others tern * 	 , at which 
there was no mere thee the official ironies of alleged proof that would 
have been presented bad there lemma real trial. Plaintiff was told 
nobody would over see this suppressed evidence. Por all practical pur-
poses, all evidence was tbms suppressed. 



23. Thereafter' Plaintiff, in order to omelet* his investiga-
tion and his book, sought certain of the evidence in Defendants' pea-  
session, tliintiff.was eareful to avoid asking for that whi4h, bad the 
official investigatiom of this Grime been for' federal law-enfortement 
purposes (whioh it weit4aoto  albeit false federal jurisdiction had been 
contrived by deeeption'preetieed on said Dirningban, Alabama grand 
Jury), could have been claimed to tall within one of the exemptions of 
5 W.S.00  552. 	 , 	- 

24.. Defendants obtained the expedition of the soeused.sesessie„ 
James Barl:Ray,:brPreeenting certsin.affidavit evidenee to the SOW 
Streetllagistrets's gotart, in London, England. This court avidenee was 
prepared and oertified - by the Defendant Department of JUstioe and fur- 1 
Aber sett/fist/4 Defendant Department of State, as required  bylaw,: 
both defendants keeping copies of what they prepared for thieve, in 
(mutt. Sons of this evidence was certified by this Iffenerable Court, as 
Plaintiff was Later to learn.  

46.: Plaintiff respeCtf011iunetes-.that he at no time requested -1 
of Defendants anything that reasonably and honestly can be.deseribed:ai 
an "investsotiv*Itiew - . whether or not for rlaw.enforeoment purposes", 
song the tests of the eaenptios. 

26, Plaintiff's first request, dated.Mareh.31, 1969, was 1104 
"the svituincoki including affidavits, latittiAt14ltaatin the  ;111+ 
extraditionvhearing." (Alphatis addedT4--71IIMUT-tbii-iiked for 
that whisk had been presented court, the zak-lioly-used  *videos, o 
the public,  trial of an American c xen, whiohled been attended by the 
public and reported, by the press.  

27. This and subsequent requests were completely ignored by 
Defendant Department of Justice, which never once responded to these 
written requests in any way, verbally or in writing. 

28. 'Plaintiff renewed his request in letters of April 10, 1969; 
April 23,  1969 (where Plaintiff again emphasised that he sought only 
"the evidence presented in court in linglend");. and June 2, 1969. 	-.. 

29. Smoke long delay in responding to - ignoring - the proper 
requests of a writer is seriously damaging to his work. Xt eonstitutesi 
federal interference in his writing, research and investigation. Delay 
alone is violative of the letter and the spirit of the cited law, as 
Defendant Department of Justice indicates in its own instructions on 
promulgation Of this said law. 

30. When his requests were ignored for so long, on June 2, 1969, 
Plaintiff asked for the instructions and forms required of him for in- --i 
vosation of 5 1.3.0. 552. Without these said instructions and forms, 	j 
not only may Plaintiff not make proper request under the law, but his' '.1 
request maybe rejected by the courts on the basis of Plaintiff's not 
having exhausted his administrative remedies. 

31. Ultimately, Plaintiff, who lives 50 miles distant, had to 
go to the Department of Justice to obtain forms and instructions. This 
is but one of a large umber of such trips unnecessarily imposed upon 
Plaintiff by Defendant's actions. 



32. After agreeing to represent 'Plaintiffs  Ir. Pensterwald wrote the Attorney General under date of Magnet 2Q, 1969, informing 
the Attorney General, that be_represetted Plaintiff„ that we desired , 
to avoid °lettering:this Menorible-Court with- unnetessat7 litigetiOns of Plaintiff's: 4May unanswered requests, of the fast that what Plain-tiff sought Was in-Defendants' possession-and was Plaintiff's right under Section, (e) of the said law, which specifies "'prompt asoess", describing again, fully and completely, that Walsh Plaintiff .sought..7  even including citation of proof of Defendants' pOsseseion-of,uhat Plaintiff .sought..,_ 

- 	33, .:90-CoUnsillslotter alsc.therevas no response until, by Ono' of t eerie.' of remarkable "coincidences", Plaintiff and counsel 
discussed what they:aboulaido and'. decided to proceed with IthefilingH  of this inettot*ction4 Thereupon,:forYall the 'World as though there 
were efficient eleetronio eavesdropping, counsel received a telephone. 
Gilt from alir....leeeph: Cella, of,  the Criminal:Division of the said 
Department Of:JUetioe.: Ir. Celia said counsel's letter of August 20, 
1969#  bad been referred to him and response would seen belied*. 

31.. lehme.tbe premised resPonselete-net made. Pliintift'itetana.- sel wrote Xr.'Cellaiunderidate of .October 9, 1969, romihding4tii:et this an&ether.Cieeneweredrequeste made by Plaintiff. 
35. *gain there was no response.,  and itgain.'as soon as Plaintiff and his counsel discussed alias this action, Mr. Celia again telePhoned counsel, in a diesesibling manner, telling counsel that, if be Would 

hold oft on tiling the suit fora short period of time, we might find 
it unnecessary, said hr. Cell* having drafted Defendant's response., 

36.:Yrinaliy, Is. Fensterwald did receive a letter of an entirely 
different Character and content. It was signed by the Deputy Attorney 
General, Ir. Richard Rleindienst, dated &troths, 13, 1969. In a corre-
spondence notorious for its undeviating resort to falsehood and dome- tioa, this letter is conspicuous for what nest in honesty be described as perfidy and unbeoiaming.trickery. It and the related correspondence referred to are attached to the Complain* in this instant case, Civil Lotion No. 718-70. This letter saida  

A. '. 1410 decrements in the files of the Departnent are identi-, fiable as" hose sought by Plaintiff; and 
8. °Further, such records pertaining to the extradition of 

James Earl Rat as may be in our possession ere part of investi-
gative tiles °owned for law enforoenent purposes and, as snob., are exempt trout disclosure under the provisions of 5 Q.S.C. 552 
(b)(7). 

37. ReletiVely minor, but, consistently, in ,everT reference by the Departuent, without wieeptione  is the misquotation accomplished by incomplete quotation of the exemption, part of an effort to pretend 
that all the tiles the Department wants to denominate as "investiga tivio" fall within the exemption. The rest of that proviso, also con-
sistently - also always onitted - reads: 

except to the extent available by law to a private party 
other than an agency. 
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This file would be available, even it it were what it is not, an "in-
vestigative' file, to "a private party other than an agency*. 

38. loth statements quoted from the letter signed by the Deputy 
Attorney General ,are false end were known to Defendant Department of 
Justice to be false at the tins the letter was prepared, signed and 
Mailed. 

. „ 
39.. lot only did the Department have the particular file Plain-

tiff sought, as will become distressingly:614er, but, *a 'further dis-
semblingbrought to light, it also had duplicates of this tile. 

• I0, The till is not an investigativellle. It never was sit 
investigative tile. :It tr. file prepared for the purpose for which 
it was used, to accoMplishLthe extradition. of'thi*seensed, by being 
presented. in open court, precisely what was done with it. 

41. Wen more incomprehensible, considering that the:signature 
of no less aversonage:thauthe Deputy Attorney General of the United 
States was to be signe4 to this letter, is a abildishdeviee'that *mild 
not credit theimaginationor intelligence - 4f a Pre-puberty cookie-jar 
raider.: Were Plaintiff asked for a file of affidavits presented by 
the Government of the United. States, at the end of the long and atisipli
eated sentence beginning with the false statement that the Department 
possessed no snob, file, the words "United 	om" were substituted, 
in casual but deliberate misquotation of Plaintiff's  letter. 

42, That this is no accidental error, no unintended misqnota-
tion, is established by 'Plaintiff's unsuccessful efforts of November 
26, 1969, to get Defendant Department of Justice to reconsider, and 
correct, to recognise that, so to speak, its hand was ()aught in the 
cookie jar. This letter and the response of December 15, 1969, re-
iterating the "error" are also attached to the Copplaint. 

Dereever, Defendant Department of Justlies files contain 
a similar letter to another who, at a later date, sought to duplicate 
Plaintiff's efforts. In it, the identical device, the shabbiness of 
which is not diminished by age, is repeated in the identical misquota-
tion, *United Kingdoe. Plaintiff has a copy of this lotto*. It his 
the same Aignatory, 

44. Under date of February 2, 1970, Plaintiff appealed to the 
Attorney General, as relmired by departmental regultions. Plaintiff 
received no reply, not even acknowledgment. In Plaintiff's belief, 
this makes a mockery of the law and the processes of Justice. 

h5. ftanuhile, knowing that the Department of State also had 
a set of the sought files, Plaintiff requested them Of the Secretary 
of State. Under date of December 10, 1969, in a letter ignoring the 
fact that the Department of State has a set of these files, the Deputy 
Legal Adviser replied (also attached to the Complaint). 

46. The Department of State acknowledged these things: 

A. The file sought is a public record, "part of the records 
of that court" to which "submitted; 



D. "Br. Day (that is, the man. accused. of the *rims) himself made a similar request," Wherefore "the Department wet able to have the affidavits returned to the United States by British authoritieeiberdly neeessary,..eonsidering thit electrostatic' cop/era:ire owed% in London, as in Washington, and considering alto the number of duplicates of this file that resained is 	' Washingtonit-'' 
C. After the, return to teh:OOlternment of the Gated States of the W7official set of copies orthese doennents , notelteady In its possession, "the Deputy Attorney General advised eel in-VestigatiVe files of his Department,and exempt:from disclosure 
D. :Therefore,: the confiscated court: file, fron London', the w - "no-existing": one sought by Plaintiff, was retairned to originating agency" (this - paragraph commences by elaying6_ "the, affidavits were originated by:the Department of Justice"). 
$. Thai,' there 'esuribe no doubt as, indeed, there never had been, that When .theDefendant Department of 'Justice told Plaintiff ;,it did not,have-any404kfiles, it had.: its;  own copies, tbose of the pritieh court, and Whateltevother:copies itHmerhave:obtainetlySthiteswr nein* frosidwatever,other.siources.„ ,  
46. After Plaintiff filed Civil Action De.118-70 and just as the ease was to be heard, someone in thevDepartment of Justice sual denly recalled Plaintiff's undnsveered, ignored, three-month-old appeal. A letter was'drafted in the Civil Division for the Attorney Generalls signature. In it, even, the most perceptive reader will find no refer-ence to Plaintiff's existence or to that of the civil action be filed. Suddenly, out of the goodness of an overflowing heart, the said At-torney General "determined that you (the lawyer who did not seek then, that is) shall be granted access to" the tiles his Deputy twice said did not exist. 

47. This letter did not say when, where, how or through whom Plaintiff could have acmes& to what the generous Attorney General had "granted".'nordid any other. For did repeated telephone inquiry elicit response. Plaintiff finally did get to see the said non-= existent filet by virtually camping in the Department of Justice, beginning in the allies of its fount of magnanimity. 

. Upon *Depletion of his examination of the file he was given, Plaintiff presented a list of those pages of which he wanted copies. Five, photographs in the tiles, were to be photographs, the remainder Xeroxes. 

49. Plaintiff's efforts to 
copying were unsuccessful because, 
the Department of Justice does not 
of reading and comprehending those  

pay in advance for the cost of this 
apparently, the Civil Division of 
know its own rates and is incapable 
preepribed on its own torn.:  

50. After some delay, Plaintiff was telephoned and told all his copies were ready. The copies were handed to Plaintiff by the Special Aesistant to the Deputy Attorney General, who led Plaintiff to belie/a everything requested was included and to whoa Plaintiff made payment.laillaintiff reduced his order for pictures to a single 



one when he was told that pictures involved still further end apparently 
interminable delays, at least three weeks atter the time of delivery of 
the Xeroxes, then already long delayed and acre than a year after 
Plaintiff nede request. 

51. However, aside from this Picture, two ether things requested 
were missing. These are the envelope in which the file was contained, 
identifying it and containing other and significant notations, and 
statement from the person in cherge of the file stating that Plaintiff 
had been given access to the entire  tile. Obviously*. Plaintiff bad no 
way of knowing this. milithim did the laMyers of 0. Division other than 
thoecin which the tiles are kept. (MA:1.1am impoises an,affirmative 
burden of proof upon Defendants. The Attorney General's ftmorandun  
(page 28), quoting the Sonse-Beport, says "a private. citizen" has's,: 
way of knowing and thus Gannet prove whether there has, been with,. 
holding.) 

52. Now, it happens that these things, still denied Plaintiff 
after the Attorney General's letter saying Plaintiff would be given 
access to everything, Plaintiff knew he would not get because Assistant 
Attorney General earl, Eardley, in use presence of Plaintiff's counsel, 
told Plaintiff right out that he would not. This assumes more interest 
with Mr. Eardley's letters, to be quoted, in which he plays variation 
on the theme by the Deputy Attorney General and denies existence of what 
Plaintiff placed in his hand and which he thereupon told Plaintiff he 
would not permit Plaintiff to have. 

53. First, however, in response to Plaintiff's written request, 
instead of a copy of this file envelope (soon to be alleged to be non-
existent), Defendant Department of Justice caused the said envelope to 
be Xeroxed in two pieces, each piece then being cup up lilt a jig-saw 
puzzle of which only two small pieces were then taped together. This 
was sent to Plaintiff under the false representation that it was a true 
and complete copy. 

54. Plaintiff sent a photolopy of this gross misrepresentation 
and amateurish effort at deception to the Deputy Attorney General on 
June 15, 1970, asking for the entire cover, that which bad been excised 
being essential to Plaintiff's writing, albeit the source of possible 
embarrassment to Defendants. 

55. Plaintiff still has this pieced-together fraud in the 
original envelope in which it was sent him. There was no covering 
letter, the Defendant Department of Justice by this time regarding 
Plaintiff as one of its own and sommunioating with him by means of 
"internal" routing slips. 

56. hr. Eardley replied to Plaintiff's first complaint about 
not having been given all Plaintiff requested in a June 26 letter to 
Plaintiff's counsel. Mr. Eardley said of the tile envelope that "the 
papers examined by Mr. Weisberg were in a plain unmarked file folder. 
We are therefore unaware of what tile folder Mr. Weisberg has in mind." 
This, notwithstanding the feet that Plaintiff had placed in said Eard-
ley's hand the real tile folder, a pleated manila one *outlining 
stamped and other notations, the one which was later copied, the copy 
then being out up and edited before being pieced together and small 
parts thereof mailed to Plaintiff. 



57. When Plaintiff's counsel corrected Mr. Eardley, 	Zardley 
replied under date of July 30,.this time having found "the only accor-dion file cover" of which he enclosed an illegible sopy.. It was not the right one, but it establishes Defendant's possession of. 	fewer 
than three sets øt this file Defendant claimed not to have 

58. In this letter Mr. Rerdley also Managed to gilt.,  Plaintiff's 
counsel the wrong date for the scheduled hearing. Mad plaintiff not noticed this, Plaintiff would  have been blithe position of defaulting. 

59. On August 12, this lonorable Court directed the Defendant Department  of Justice to provide Plaintiff within a week with what it had'withhold, David Anderson represented Defendants. This is the only , time he and Plaintifflasee met. 	
,• 60. Prior to the opening of court that morning, in the presence of witnesses, Mr. Anderson shoWed Plaintiff sprint of the withheld picture and told Plaintiff-he had been given it only the ,night before  by the office of the:Doputy:Attorney, Oeneral. 	 . 

Anderson also showed Plaintiff :a doltored,,KSOttiveePy of the right file cover*--Plaintiffshowed•MMAnderson that. this copy had been doctored. Mr. Anderson reftsed to tivevIleintiff either the, Oicture 
or the file cover, with the masked notations added, also in the presence 
of witnesses. 	 ,   

62. On the second day after this Honorable Court ordarAtompli-ance within a week, Mr. Anderson filed an affidavit in support of one of a series of premature and inaccurate motions, to dismiss. 
. 63. Knowing full well that he had not done it, knowing also that this Court . youldnot have ordered to be done what had already been done, and knowing further that, had such a thing happened, he would have noted it in the record, Mr. Anderson swore that "a copy of said file cover was delivered to plaintiff on August 12, 1970". 

64. Other statements in this affidavit are also false. Per ex-ample, but not the only example, those attachments said to be "true copies" are nobto the masking being visible to the unaided, unskilled eye. The only denial of information was to this Honorable Court, Plaintiff already having an-unaltered copy. Why the Defendant Department of Jus-tice felt it had to withhold intonation from this Honorable Court and then swear that whet it gave, this Honorable Court was "true" copies is a speculation in which Plaintiff does not engage. The facts, however, are obvious. 

65. With this Honorable Court having issued an order, this false swearing to compliance with that order is, in Plaintiff's view, moat material and therefore perjurious. Plaintiff believes it is also con-temptuous under 5 U.S.C. 552 subsection (e). 
66. Not only did the Defendant not comply with this order, but the Defendant also did not even appear before this Honorable Court with any explanation. Accordingly, with Defendant not present, after the ex-pirationef the week proscribed in the order, namely, on August 19, this Honorable Court signed a summary judgment. 
67. Thereafter, Plaintiff's counsel received from Carl Eardley a 
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covering letter, dated three da s after the Anderson false swear and that which 	erson swore 	s vere 	 e er, ran-_r than saying Anderson had delivered it, says, "We are forwarding copies of the file cover." (emphasis added) 

68. This letter also discloses that the photograph withheld had not yet been copied. As this honorable Court noted, printing the existing negative requires but moments. 

69, Upon issuance of the summary judgment, there was some 4011* sternationimithin the Defendant's' offices. Its official spokesman west so far as to describe the action of this honorable Court as "bull-shit" to a reporter. And then, in great;  baste, the photograph was copied and sent to Plaintiff without any covering letter (Plaintiff remaining mistsrns1"8 	unsigned, undated "Internal Routing" slip  was enolosed), Plaintiff, having had long experience with official devices for delay and frustration of proper inquiry and of the law, took the precaution of going to his post office daily so that the post office could establish the date of delivery of the said picture. That it'net within the week ordered, whichexpired August 18, but, withal the great rush, August 21. 

70. Shaving enjoyed the flesh of delay, the Defendant also lusted for the taste of the blood of vengeance. This it hot by means of studied and deliberate technical imperfections in making a copy of the said suppressed photograph. First, instead of making a print from the negative, which Defendant has, having made many prints therefrom, Defendant went to the extra trouble and expense - and delay - of photographing the photograph from the tile. As a consequence: 
A. The resultant print is indistinct where it need not be -and it is evidence, Which should be as clear as possible; 
B. it has a corner hidden by the folding-over of the adjacent Page; 
C. It was improperly dried, in the rushed processing, thus being needlessly blotched (unless belated desire to make it ap-pear that the order of this honorable Court was being obserted can be described as "need"); 

D. And all the lint and dust, all the fingerprints, no doubt including those of Plaintiff, are faithfully reproduced, also tending to make the contents less visible. 

71. When Plaintiff, by this time not represented by counsel, wrote and asked for a clear print, made from the negative, the Deputy Attorney General wrote Plaintiff's former counsel to ask that, as he put it, with the ease still in litigation, Plaintiff address him only through counsel. Anxious to accommodate the Defendants and to get the matter cleared up once and for all, Plaintiff accommodated Defendant, but to this day there has not been response from the Deputy Attorney General to Plaintiff's letter sent through former counsel. There ap-parently in no subterfuge to which. Defendant will not stoop. 
72. Plaintiff does now, have a copy of the file cover; albeit less clear by far than is possible and not really suitable for Plain-tiff's purposes. 
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73. Plaintiff does not have the complete picture, nor does 
have a clear picture (and assures this Honorable Court the built-in 
unelarity serves the purposes of suppressios of evidence, is not 
whimsy or incenpstenee)-umds fro* the negative; and does not have the 
explanitorylegenden. thebeek efthe:vietnre. 

7J.. To this 64, ?leis-tiff has metier reeetted.any meaningful 
or acceptable assurance that hishas. been given access to the entire 
file, Defendant having without deviation refused to have any ***patent 
person with first-band knowledge matte such * statement. The lawyers 
In the Civil Division4'whathseither thii'file-nor any of the dnpli,- 

sates ;45side, have no_Say of It:dewing whether Plaintiff•wae given the 
Mire file. Plaintiff subaits it is no problem to bare the custodian • 
of the Mile write such an assurance. Plaintiff likewise oahmits thit 
the perisistent refUsal:OrPefendant-to,pereit any competent persen with 
Ahevequisite knowledge to make eucha.statelent at the very least leads 
to the suspicion beat Plaintiff was not, in feet, given assess to 
entire tile. 

Moreover when the lawyer wheprovided this *assure :m.7.-  
tiso'provide&three:Sifferent enddentredtetory stories about the 
single file, eatas.14`seind, it a*Ithiad* that the others werefalie,' 
there would appear to be no rims= to aseept any assurance from him. 

Ou'raged that thii:Honorable Court and'ths, prooesses_of 
justice would be imposed Upon as Plaintiff bad been, the ineomplete 
record hors set-forthdiselesing that no single truthful letter bad 
ever been written by Defendants in this matter,'some of the false 

statements being of an inconceivable nature, Plaintiff protested to 
the Attorney General,, especially about what Plaintiff believes to 
have been contemptuous behavior add perjury. 

77. Under date of September 14, 1970, Mr. William D. Ruekellp. 
bans, then in charge of the Civil Division, since promoted to pollu-
tion control, made non-reeponsive rejoinder, to Plaintiff's former 
counsel, to two of Plaintiff's letters of protest, to the Attorney 
General and to his Deputy. There is no denial of contemptuous condUct 
or intent, no denial of false .swearing or perjury. Instead, there is 
the suggestion that, if Plaintiff bas *any further complaints or de-
mands, I can, only suggest that" they be taken to-this Honorable Court. 

78. Plaintiff hereby aclowkodates Defendant, as he has always 
sought to do, despite Defendant's record in this and related matters. 

WBEREFORM, 

Plaintiff prays this Honorable Court to order Defendant: 

To show cause why they should not be held in contempt for 
filing to obey promptly, properly and completely the August 12 order 
of this Honorable Court and its summary judgment of August 19, as 
set forth above, and for what Plaintiff believes is perjury; 

To comply, finally and completely, with the said order and the 
said Summary Judgment; 

To cease and desist from any further falsifications, misrepre- 
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sontations, stibterfuges, delaying devices and other interferences with Plaintiff's. rights as a *Ms** and as a writer, and to comply fully, .honorably, 'meetly and promptly with, the letter an, the spirit of the law, 5:vis4c. 552,-  in thisiand:related mattersj' 

To *moo and desist'from any further impOoitions upon. the trust of the courts, as embodied in the endless filing of premature, spurious and false:notions, pleadings and assorted papers, including falsehood under oath (the cited case not being the only one to dateis  melt improprieties littYOnly debasing the isonwts and the laws, but further denying Plaintifrhis rights and pntting him to intolerable and wrongfalcoste.tind trouble and wasting mach *lee for him. 
Plaintiff is a man without seats. In this country, rights and:wealth should bear no, relationship tO:each other, *specially under the19w. Peeeession of wealth should not be i prerequisite of luttice Defendants have engaged upon a aystematie,campaiga to dent_ Plaintiff his rights and in so doing further to impoverish him, which in4tself is an interference with his first-amendment rights, .-.2be soots to whichillaintiff bas been put by. Defendant's,openflagrant and deliberate evasions and violations of the law are, tellainti4,:-, considerable and burdensome. 
Plaintiff is without means of obtaining counsel to seek to recover these costs and restitution for the damage inflicted upon him by Defendant's illegal and otherwise reprehensible conduct. 
However, if government can, with. impunity, so tiagratly vio-late the law concerned with what La so basic in a free society, freedom of information, then the law is a nullity, Congress sits, deliberates and enacts laws in vain, the people *loot their repre-sentatives to no purpose, and the entire structure of society is in jeopardy. 

As Plaintiff, a layman, reads this law, 5 W.S.C. 552, be sees no specific  provision designed for the punishment of such deliberate, repeated and contemptuous offence. It does not seem likely that the Congress anticipated such official misbehavior from the executive branch. Thus unless the district courts will set, the law is a futility, a And and a delusion. Plaintiff does not believe this is the desire of the courts any more than it was of the Congress in enacting this legislation. 

Permissiveness in the face of federal crime is more dangerous, more subversive, than- permissiveness in the face of common crime. Lest the Lord watch the city, the watchman waketh in vain. Law and order, like charity, should begin at home. That agency of government entrusted with the safe-keeping of the law and its enforcement, with the protection and upholding of the rights of citizens, ought not it-self out the corners of or violate the law and deny citizens their rights. Government should do more than prate law and order; it should practice it, setting a proper example for the people, especi-ally those just entering upon adulthood and its responsibilities. 
Plaintiff suggests to this Honorable Court that: subsection (c) of 5 0.8.0. 552 may provide the means by which proper punishment can be assessed against Defendant and a means by which Defendant may 
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be compelled to restore the costs and damages their illegatoonduct 
has imposed upon Plaintiff. The pertinent section reads, win the 
event offlOn-complianee•with the court!!! order, the dist:Piot court 
may puniah.the.reappniible officers.for.eontempt.r 

Sow this will be done by the courts, What the punishment will 
be, is not specified. Plaintiff:holds this to mean.that. the distriut 
courts may, therefore, iMpose whatever punishment of whatever,form 
not inoonsiatent with other law as the :courts may , deem Appropriate. 
and-jUit.-14Plaintiff believes. that, where Violation of the law, 
especially a law of such. purposes and intents as  the instant 
needlessly and 'wrongfully imposes costs and damages upon "13 injured 
Plaintiff, without punishment to compel tha offenders to make good 
the costs and damages their violations, of the leW have caused, there: 
is no °Motive deterrent • to continued and persisting violations, 
particularly ,whengoWernment officials have Something to hide or 
spleen to vent. 

In this instant case, Defendant did not'somply,With the order 
of this Honorable Court by not complying fully or within the, time 
stipulated by the Honorable Cenrt 	. 	•. • 

. 	• 
Defendant!' also have not fully complied with the Summary 

Judgment'of.this Honorable COUrt, having failed to this day, more 
than a year and A halt after first and proper request, more than a 
halt year after the Attorney General's promise, and three months 
after the Sumiary Judgment, to supply Plaintiff with what is set 
forth above. 

Respectfully submitted, 

• Harold Weisberg, 	se 
Route a. Frederic 	. 2.1701 
Tel: 301/473-8186 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that service of this Petition and Notion 
has been made upon the Department of Justice by mailing two copies 
this 16th day of November 1970. 

 

Harold Weisberg 



11/1Z/70 

Deer Mina Moreno  

Porsuant to our recent correspondent and your very helpful 
Suggestions, I will be filing, tomorrow, a Tetition and e Motion. I am 
sending two copies to to* Dopertment of Justice and will eat the clork 
of toa court ',het else is proper or required.1 will, of course, also 
have copies to be filed 10tAille ease, Civil Action No. 718-70. 

I regret the length because I know the Judge must have more 
then enough to reed. uowever. I felt I should be specific and detailed 
eo:that I ctuld inform him fully and to be fair to the Dopertment of 
Jueticoo:,so tnibTeil1 know sweetly *het I allege end why. 

Pertly because of tie:length end pertly beams of the Costa 
have not **tanked the letters quoted. Should this be desired, of course' 

I Will do that. Or, should the judge went any at them, to satisfy him#.;  
self lust I hove represented them fairly end not out of context. 

Again, I do thank you for your kindness. I hope my leek of 
knowledges of such matters has not led no into en $ serious deviation 

from custom. 

Sincerely, 

herold Weisberg 


