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U.S. Department of Justice

Federal Bureau of Investigation

Washington, D.C. 20535

June 25, 2015

MR. JOHN GREENEWALD JR.
THE BLACK VAULT

FOIPA Request No.: 1291314-000
Subject: KLEINDIENST, RICHARD
GORDON

Dear Mr. Greenewald:

The enclosed documents were reviewed under the Freedom of information Act (FOIA), Title 5, United States
Code, Section 552/552a. Deletions have been made to protect information which is exempt from disclosure, with the
appropriate exemptions noted on the page next to the excision. In addition, a deleted page information sheet was
inserted in the file to indicate where pages were withheld entirely. The exemptions used to withhold information are
marked below and explained on the enclosed Explanation of Exemptions:

Section 552 Section 552a
™ o)1) : I ®O®W ™ @®)
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W (b)(6) ™ (k(T)

330 preprocessed pages are enclosed. To expedite requests, preprocessed packages are released the
same way they were originally processed. Documents or information originating with other Government agencies that
were originally referred to that agency were not referred as part of this release. This material is being provided to you
at no charge.

in accordance with standard FBI practice and pursuant to FOIA exemption (b)(7)(E) and Privacy Act exemption (j)(2)
[5 U.S.C. § 552/552a (bX7)(E)/(j)(2)], this response neither confirms nor denies the existence of your subject's name on
any watch lists.

For your information, Congress excluded three discrete categories of law enforcement and national security
records from the requirements of the FOIA. See 5U.S. C. § 552(c) (2006 & Supp. IV (2010). This response is limited
to those records that are subject to the requirements of the FOIA. This is a standard notification that is given to all our
requesters and should not be taken as an indication that excluded records do, or do not, exist. Enclosed for your
information is a copy of the Explanation of Exemptions.




For questions regarding our determinations, visit the www.fbi.gov/foia website under “Contact Us.”
The FOIPA Request Number listed above has been assigned to your request. Please use this number in all
correspondence concerning your request. Your patience is appreciated.

You have the right to appeal any denials in this release. Appeals should be directed in writing to the Director,
Office of Information Policy (OIP), U.S. Department of Justice, 1425 New York Ave., NW, Suite 11050, Washington,
D.C. 20530-0001, or you may submit an appeal through OIP’s eFOIA portal at
http://www justice.gov/oip/efoia-portal.html. Your appeal must be received by OIP within sixty (60) days from the date of
this letter in order to be considered timely. The envelope and the letter should be clearly marked “Freedom of
Information Appeal.” Please cite the FOIPA Request Number assigned to your request so that it may be easily
identified.

Sincerely,

Dbl

David M. Hardy

Section Chief

Record/Information
Dissemination Section

Records Management Division
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EXPLANATION OF EXEMPTIONS
SUBSECTIONS OF TITLE 5, UNITED STATES CODE, SECTION 552

(A) specifically authorized under criteria established by an Executive order to be kept secret in the interest of national defense or foreign policy
and (B) are in fact properly classified to such Executive order;

related solely to the internal personnel rules and practices of an agency;

specifically exempted from disclosure by statute (other than section 552b of this title), provided that such statute (A) requires that the matters
be withheld from the public in such a manner as to leave no discretion on issue, or (B) establishes particular criteria for withholding or refers to
particular types of matters to be withheld;

trade secrets and commercial or financial information obtained from a person and privileged or confidential;

inter-agency or intra-agency memorandums or letters which would not be available by law to a party other than an agency in litigation with the
agency;

personnel and medical files and similar files the disclosure of which would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy;

records or information compiled for law enforcement purposes, but only to the extent that the production of such law enforcement records or
information ( A ) could reasonably be expected to interfere with enforcement proceedings, ( B ) would deprive a person of a right to a fair trial
or an impartial adjudication, ( C ) could reasonably be expected to constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy, (D ) could
reasonably be expected to disclose the identity of confidential source, including a State, local, or foreign agency or authority or any private
institution which furnished information on a confidential basis, and, in the case of record or information compiled by a criminal law
enforcement authority in the course of a criminal investigation, or by an agency conducting a lawful national security intelligence
investigation, information furnished by a confidential source, ( E ) would disclose techniques and procedures for law enforcement
investigations or prosecutions, or would disclose guidelines for law enforcement investigations or prosecutions if such disclosure could
reasonably be expected to risk circumvention of the law, or ( F ) could reasonably be expected to endanger the life or physical safety of any
individual;

contained in or related to examination, operating, or condition reports prepared by, on behalf of, or for the use of an agency responsible for the
regulation or supervision of financial institutions; or

geological and geophysical information and data, including maps, concerning wells.
SUBSECTIONS OF TITLE 5, UNITED STATES CODE, SECTION 552a
information compiled in reasonable anticipation of a civil action proceeding;

material reporting investigative efforts pertaining to the enforcement of criminal law including efforts to prevent, control, or reduce crime or
apprehend criminals;

information which is currently and properly classified pursuant to an Executive order in the interest of the national defense or foreign policy,
for example, information involving intelligence sources or methods;

investigatory material compiled for law enforcement purposes, other than criminal, which did not result in loss of a right, benefit or privilege
under Federal programs, or which would identify a source who furnished information pursuant to a promise that his/her identity would be held

in confidence;

material maintained in connection with providing protective services to the President of the United States or any other individual pursuant to
the authority of Title 18, United States Code, Section 3056;

required by statute to be maintained and used solely as statistical records;
investigatory material compiled solely for the purpose of determining suitability, eligibility, or qualifications for Federal civilian employment
or for access to classified information, the disclosure of which would reveal the identity of the person who furnished information pursuant to a

promise that his/her identity would be held in confidence;

testing or examination material used to determine individual qualifications for appointment or promotion in Federal Government service he
release of which would compromise the testing or examination process;

material used to determine potential for promotion in the armed services, the disclosure of which would reveal the identity of the person
who furnished the material pursuant to a promise that his/her identity would be held in confidence.

FBI/DOJ



FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION
FOI/PA
DELETED PAGE INFORMATION SHEET
FOI/PA# 1273373-0

Total Deleted Page(s) =

Page
Page
Page
NSD;
Page
NSD;
Page
NSD;
Page
NSD;
Page
NSD;
Page
NSD;
Page
NSD;
Page
NSD;
Page
NSD;
Page
NSD;
Page
Page
Page
Page
Page
Page
Page
Page
Page
Page
Page
Page
Page
Page
Page
Page
Page
Page
Page
Page
Page
Page
Page
Page
Page
Page

17
18
20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92
93
94

Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct

Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct

Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct

78

62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section

62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section

62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section

1-Serial
1-Serial
1-Serial

1-Serial

1-Serial

1-Serial

1-Serial

1-Serial

1-Serial

1-Serial

1-Serial

1-Serial

1-Serial
1-Serial
1-Serial
1-Serial
1-Serial
1-Serial
1-Serial
1-Serial
1-Serial
1-Serial
1-Serial
1-Serial
1-Serial
1-Serial
1-Serial
1-Serial
1-Serial
1-Serial
1-Serial
1-Serial
1-Serial
1-Serial
1-Serial
1-Serial
1-Serial
1-Serial

2
2
2

QO O 0O O 0 O 0 O W W W W W W W ~J ~] ~J ~1 ~J ~1 -1 -1 -1 -1 ]

/ NSD;
/ NSD;
Enclosure

Enclosure
Enclosure
Enclosure
Enclosure
Enclosure
Enclosure
Enclosure
Enclosure
Enclosure

NSD;
NSD;
NSD;
NSD;
NSD;
NSD;
NSD;
NSD;
NSD;
NSD;
NSD;
NSD;
NSD;
NSD;
NSD;
NSD;
NSD;
NSD;
NSD;
NSD;
NSD;
NSD;
NSD;
NSD;
NSD;
NSD;

N N N N N N N N NN



Page 167
p-10;
Page
Page
Page
Page
Page
Page
Page 191
Page 198
/ NSD;
Page 199
/ NSD;
Page 200
/ NSD;
Page 201
/ NSD;
Page 202
/ NSD;
Page 203
/ NSD;
Page 204
/ NSD;
Page 205
/ NSD;
Page 206
/ NSD;
Page 207
/ NSD;
Page 208
/ NSD;
Page 209
/ NSD;
Page 210
/ NSD;
Page 211
/ NSD;
Page 212
/ NSD;
Page 213
/ NSD;
Page 214
/ NSD;
Page 215
/ NSD;
Page 216
/ NSD;
Page 217
/ NSD;
Page 218
/ NSD;
Page 219
/ NSD;
Page 220

185
186
187
188
189
190

Duplicate - to
to
to
to
to
to

Duplicate -
Duplicate -
Duplicate -
Duplicate -
Duplicate -
Duplicate - to

Duplicate - to

Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct
Referral/Direct

Referral/Direct

Referral/Direct

62-HQ-115389-Section

62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section

1-Serial 4 Enclosure,
18-Enclosure
18-Enclosure
18-Enclosure

1-Serial 1-
1_
1_
18-Enclosure 1-
1_
1_
1_

1-Serial
1-Serial
1-Serial
1-Serial
1-Serial
1-Serial

18-Enclosure
18-Enclosure
18-Enclosure

62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section

62-HQ-115389-Section

1-Serial

1-Serial

1-Serial

1-Serial

1-Serial

1-Serial

1-Serial

1-Serial

1-Serial

1-Serial

1-Serial

1-Serial

1-Serial

1-Serial

1-Serial

1-Serial

1-Serial

1-Serial

1-Serial

1-Serial

1-Serial

1-Serial

1-Serial

22

22

22

22

22

22

22

22

22

22

22

22

22

22

22

22

22

22

22

22

22

22

23

7
7
7
7
7
7
7
S

Enclosure
Enclosures
Enclosures
Enclosures
Enclosures
Enclosures
Enclosures
Enclosures
Enclosures
Enclosures
Enclosures
Enclosures
Enclosures
Enclosures
Enclosures
Enclosures
Enclosures
Enclosures
Enclosures
Enclosures
Enclosures
Enclosures

/ NSD;

4

4

’
’
’
’
’



Page
Page
Page
Page
Page
Page
Page
Page
Page

221
222
223
224
225
226
253
254
255

Referral/Direct -
Referral/Direct -
Referral/Direct -
Referral/Direct -
Referral/Direct -
Referral/Direct -

Referral/Consult;
Referral/Consult;
Referral/Consult;

62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section
62-HQ-115389-Section

1-Serial
1-Serial
1-Serial
1-Serial
1-Serial
1-Serial

23
23
23
23
23
23

):0:9:9:0.9.0:0:9.9:9:9:9.9.0.0.:9,9:9.9:0.0.0.0.4
X Deleted Page(s)
X No Duplication Fee X

X For this

Page

X

X

):0:9:0:9.0:0:0:9.0:0.0:9.0:0.0:9.0:0.0:9.0.:0.0 .4

NN NS NS NN

NSD;
NSD;
NSD;
NSD;
NSD;
NSD;



Trunsmlt the followmg in

FBI - | |
. Date: 10/17/72 -

(Type in plainle:\;t or code)

Alrtel

&/ !
\¥m)

(Priority) »

T0  CACTING DIRECTOR, FBI = i
: © ATTN: OFFICE OF LEGAL COUNSEL Cﬂyﬁpf
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‘Plainviif
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V.. .-
uQBLL R0, et al., -
Defendants .

~ description of the premises which were the subjgct of the

o e
t

JOEN N, MITCHLLL, peing duly sworn, deposes and says:

- - l. I am the Attorney Geseral of the. United -States:,

» L.

2. - I submit this affidavit in connection with the -

opposition of the United States of America to- the disclosure -

-

the defendant McAlister of information concerning whai,

-

ot

the Government believes are probably telephonic overhearings

C Lo W - T ) . . . -
oL herAvoicefwhich occurred during;fhc course of a national

CIE )

SPCL:ltV Jurvellldﬂce of a *,lcguo e‘ingtallation to whlch

she initiate % call Qr;frpm which callsg were initiated to = -7

hexr,  In additioh,to other pertinent information, the sealed

exhibit submitted herewith for in camera ins pec ion contains a

telephonic surveillance, and transcripts of, the conversations.
- . / . i . . . . . ;..‘: ° . N : .

. L

3. The.Surveillanco of ﬁhe’telephone install tion

at the plCﬂl““S ueacklbea was one aui horl -ed by the President,

d

ﬁcting-through°thc NAttorney Genexal, and was one decned necessas

A

to protect against & cleazr and present d 1nq0l to- the s tructure
or existence of the Government of ithe United States. The

decision to authorize such surveillance was based upon the.

s

infermation contained in a xecuest of the Dirvector of the

Federal Bureou of Investigation which was conxim~ ed, an

-
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and 18 U.. .C. §2J?O 'Tﬁe jutiedictioﬁ'Of‘tﬁis Court is invoked  -
pursuant to. 28 U S C. §133] 1332,4and 1343(4),.18 U.S,C.v§2520,
and 47 U.. C §603 dnd the aforementloned LOHSthuthDal
prpviSions.. The . matter 1n cthroverby -exclusive ef 1nterests

and costs, cxceeds the eum of $lO 000. OO

:,fARiIEé

3; 591aiﬁti£fwsISTER ELIZABETH_McALISTER is_a‘
'eitizen efAthe United;statee;éﬁdfe resident of tﬁevStete]of‘

_ Neﬁ‘york; Shé resideevet 137 W. 85th St., Ne& York, N.Y.

4.  Piaintiff'%iLLIAM DAVIDON is a eitiéen ef the -

: Unitedlstatee.and a.resident of the Easterﬁ Disttict of |
?ennsylveﬁié; He-resides att7,Cellege'Laﬁe, Havetferd, Pe;, and
'ieféha;fman:ef the.Depa:tment of PhYsics’atd Havetfotd:Coilege,

t5.A Défendaet~JOHﬁ N,.MITCﬁELi.is formet AttorneY-
General of the qnlted States. His present eadrese ie unknown
to Plaintiffs. ht the time of the events glVlﬁg rlse to thig

Complalnt he was Attornef General of the’ United States.v

6. Defendant RICHARD KLIENDIENST is,AttOrney General
‘ S _ _

zqf-the ﬁnited Stateé;
7. Defehdant'i? PATRICK GRAY, III is Acting Diteetor
of the Federal Bﬁreéu of InveStigatiQn.. He is the:suecessor |
to J. Edgar'Hoqvet, the»ﬁireetornof the Fedetal'Bureau of
‘fInvestigationlét_the,time of 'the eventS'giving rise to this =
Combialnt
_‘é;y Defendants MASON SMITH, CHARLES DURHAM‘and JOSEPH
JAMILSON were agcnts of the Federal Bureau of Investigation in
Phlledelphla'at the time of the. events giving riee te this
‘ Cémbié;nt°, Upoh‘infetmation ane belief,*they are'presently;

-



emplbyed,by thevFederalADuréau"of_IﬁQéstigatiohtin”like or
siﬁiiar capécities’at'locations,noﬁ unprwn‘to_Plaintiffs.

9. Dgfendanﬁs &dHN D;E and R£CHARD ROE, whos¢ 
true‘names‘are as yetlunkpoWn to Piain?iffg aré peréons whp
ﬁaVe‘aireéted,‘éuthofizéd; paréiéiéaféé iﬁ; disélosgd and/or 
hﬁégd electronic'survéiilaﬁée on behalt of<§thér Déféndants
or .the ngernment‘agenciés.headed byAtheﬁ, or on-behalf of

. other persons or agencies as‘yet.nnknown to Plaintiffs.

CAUSES OF ACTION

10, ‘Uéoh infdfmation and belief, between ﬁhe dates
:VNovembef 24, 1970, and Janﬁary-6, 1971, the‘télephoneiCOH— |
Versétibns'of Plaintiff DAVIDON were'mon;tored, reéorded{ dis~—
élésedléndlusedby'agehfs df the United étates Govérﬁmént.

" The use ané disélosure contingediafter th§t date éﬁd continues
‘to the pfésent Fime,:: |

11. %his.surQQillance was continual and uninterrupted,
~_with the poséible.ékception of the period Deéembef 24, 1570.—
Jaﬁuary 2, 1971 inclusive.

: - _

12. Thi$/surveillance was iﬁitiated and maintained
withogt warrant opiother lawful authority, and was done at the
di:ecﬁion-ofiand with the approvai‘pf Deféndant MITCHﬁLL. It
was carriéd_out by agents whose idéntities are unknown to
-.Plaintiffs. |
13. Duringffhe cdurse,of'thiéjsufvéiliance, Cdnyer—

. sations to which Plaintiff McAtISTER was a pafty were monitored.

14. Plaintiff McALISTER was one of seven defendants

‘in United‘States'v. Ahméd et al., Crim.—No.>l4950, MLD;'Pq,, 1971. -



. DuringAtﬁe course of pre#trialfproceedingg ip this case;lthe

fact of'the surveil lance was made known to hér'and her attorneys.
See. Exhibit A, attached heréto..:Ddring the'cbﬁfse Qf_poéif
 'trial proceédings, the contents oflher pwnIponitoréd”¢0nversétions
‘were made kﬁownvto’ﬁe£. -

15, Plaintiff DAVIDON has to this date not been
formally advised by the government that his convérsationsvwere
monitored. He‘ailéges upon'ihformafidn‘%nd'belief théﬁ he
Qas thé térge£ of fhe.;dfvéiiianée on the follqwiné grounds:

(a) The tafget Qf thé sQrVéil1énce in,qﬁestion
.'ha§ been acknoWleaged‘by fhe,éovernment;thfough}the‘teStimonyv
¢ of Defendant;SMITH) to}£éve béen_an'ﬁniﬁdictedfalleged co-con--
épiratérpA This acknowledéemenf was madefauring the course

of post-trial prfceedings in the above mentioned criminal case.

13

1t Hearing on Electronic Surveillance,

¢

(Testimony of MASON SMITH:

May 2, 1972, at p. 14, Unitedistates v. Ahmad ef'al.; brim. No. - .
e 1 . . : .
14950, M.D. Pa. 1971.)
- | | (b) _Defendan&s SMITﬁ, DURHAM and JAMIESON, the
_indiQidﬁals‘responsible for and with. access to the logs-of tﬁe
surveillance in questién,were empioyed in the City of Philadelphia,
_ana the said loés were houéed iﬁ:their'qffiée in that-City;
(c) Plaintiff DAVIﬁON is the only unindicted
alleged co~conspirator in.ﬁhe ébove criminal case who lived in
*or near Philadelphia at the time of the.suiveiliahce in question.
(a) Newspaper'repérﬁs af thé time‘the disclosure
of surveillénce as to Plaintiff McALISTER was made by thé
govefnmeﬁt s%ated"that%Plaintiff DAVID@N was the_subjéct éf.

the wiretap which monitored her conversations. The source of
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Ginitetr Shintes Bigtrict Court
" : b6
FOR THE b7c

® ~ EASTERN DISTRICT: oF PEWSYLVA&IA

. 'SISTER ELIZABETH McALISTER
. WILLIAM DAV1DON

Plaintiff |
RICHARD G. KLIENDIENST, IndLVLdually
and as Attorney General of the.

United States

PATRICK GRAY, III, Individually and
as Acting Dlrector, Federal Bureau

of- Investlgatlon

Miés(»—-.

<

g;rOHN N. MITCHELL, Indl\fldhn.x.uy
N former Attorney General of the United

States _
N |
:?ASON SMITH Ind1v1dually and as Spec1al

Agent, Federal Bureau of Investlgatlon
’ .
CHARLES DURHAM, Ind1v1dually and as Spec1al
- Agent, Federal Bureau of Investlgatlon
JOSEPH JAMIESON Inle1dually and. as. Spec1al
Agcnb, Federal Bureau of- Investlgatlon

and as

-

SUMMONS

(1]

b6
b7C

oo .0

oo -

ack J, Levine, Esq.

Trgiyoe : M

;treet
9102

an answer to the complaint which is herewith served.ufpon ‘you, within 60 ; days #fter service ‘cf this

°ummom upon you, exclusive of the oay of service If you fall to do so, ju dcrment by default will b

taken af*a ‘s you for the relief dem'\ndod in th‘ comﬂnmt

JOHN J,

Ry e / ,/\[A /“If“ e _HARDING o
o , 4 ﬂ ,C;/ () ~Clerk of Court.

/i /%f'/&-//\f//ngw,/ A f!'443¢&4542L£;Z
/ J. Heo gdenckes Deputy Clerk,

Date: 10/10/72

&;te:-—-’ﬁ‘lﬁa summaons is is}med pumuéu% 66 Ruls 4 of thoe Federal Bules o
- |‘_ !

RS

i

[Seal of Court]
} }1’ ,? i'n g

£ Civil Proosdure.



JOHN N, MITCHELL, Individually and as

. MASON SMITH Ind1v1dually and as Spec1al

IN THE UNITED STA@ES DISTRICT COURT ‘
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

 SISTER ELIZABETH MCALISTLR c @ p feivil Action No /29"
WILLIAM DAVIDON - S L | .

"Plaintiffs,

90

V L4 )

RICHARD G. KLIENDIENST, Individually p
“and as Attorney General of- the
Unlted States c

ae

(1]

LOIPATRICK'GRAY, ITI, Individually and
as Acting Director, Federal Bureau
of Investigation o

(13

‘former Attorney General of the United
States :

e

Agent Federal Bureau of Investlgatlon

"

CHARLES DURHAM, Ind1v1dualLy and as Spec1al

Agent Federal Bureau of Investlgatlon

JOSEPH JAMIESON,‘Ind1V1dually and as Spec1al
Agent Federdl Bureau of Investigation

JOHN DOE and RICHARD ROE

Defendants

COMPLAINT

R T

1. This action;is broughé by plaintiffs fof com—

pensatory and punitive damages occasioned by defendants'

unauthorized and illegal electronic surveillance, overhearing,

interception, use and disclosure of. plaintiffs' oral and wire
. ' . B - . o .

communicationélin violation of plaintiffs' rights to privacy,

- free speech, association,iand political expression.

. JURISDICTION

2. This action arises under the First, Fourth,

and Ninth Zmendments to the Constitution of the Uni ted States

-

. Jury Tﬁial Demanded



the information which led to these press accounts is unknown

'_vto Plaint@fﬁswbr thgir;attorneys;

(e) . Defendant SMITH testified during the course

of the above mentioned post—ttial»proceeaiﬁgs in Harrisburg.

fhét-fhe wiretap was “GUt of operation from December 24, 1970

g Toow

ﬂtquanuarY‘Z, 1971...because the subject or target, whatever you

call it, 'was not at the premises." During this period Plaintiff

DAVIDON was visiting relativeS'in.the‘Western;and Midwestérn

pért~qf the United States. Hearing Transcript, supra, at p. 31.

16, All:of'this surveillance was -in violétion‘6£
“vthe Firs£'éﬁd Fourth and'NinthnAﬁendments, 18 U.S.C.»§252O
;,and'4§'U.s.¢. §605. |
 .17, Said ihtérceptions, o&erhéaring;iugé—and dis-
-closﬁfe'wé£e notjﬁade in:éooalfaith>¥éiiance on arébu#t brder
" or legislative éuthorizatioh, h
. | f :
WHEREFORE, i;;ailu‘tif.fs, pray:
tl.. That:éach Plaintiff‘havé judgmént égaihst ghe
?Defen&éﬁﬁs jdintly iﬁ.tﬁe sﬁm df | | o

(a)_/$lO0.00 per day of surveillance uponh him

and'hérp or $1,000.00, whichever is higher (See 18 U.S.C.
. | . o _ >
§2520(a)) . ‘

(b} $50,000.00 punitive damages.

ii 2. Thgt Elaintiffs,individually'have judgment
againét'ﬁﬁé DefehdanﬁsAjointly in the sum of $50,000.00 for
 vinéti§; éf thgir Fifst; Fourtﬁ.and.Niﬁth Amendméntxrights.i
‘r>z 3,? That Plaintiffs‘joihtly have judgment.against

b

Defendanﬁs‘jdintly-for reasonable attorney's'feeé and other



costs red onably incurred in covachlon thh tn1 action,

~ pursuant to 18 U.S.C. §2520/(c) .

4. And fof su¢h other and ﬁuxﬁhér'reiiéf;aé may

be just and proper.

Res?eétfully submitted,

| N0
Jac?\J) Levfm% -
‘David Kairys
David Rudovsky
1427 Walnut Street ,
Philadelphia, Pa. 19102
215-563-1388 -
215-563-8312

_Wllllam Bender
103 Washlngton Street
: R - Newark, N.J. 07102
S e, 201-648-5427 -
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Airtel

/S . L 11/2/72
To:, SAC, Pmladelphm (62-5421) ‘ e
RE‘QQ A BT A L My Miller
From: Acting Dwector, FBI B IR 1 Mr'. Dalbey
SISTER ELIZABETH McALISTER, etal. v.© . 1 - Mr. Mintz

RICHARD G. KLEINDIENST, et al.;

MISCELLANEQUS - mmaMAnON CONCERN‘ING i
CIVIL ACTION NO. 72-1977 A
- (E.D. Pa.) |

B " Reurairtel to the Bureau 10/17/72.

- The Internal Secumty Division of the Departmem has requested
a litigation report in this civil suit.

Philaoielpma remew the complaint and submit an LHEM contaimm
the facts and responding to each numbered paragraph in the complaint. -
Advise which allegations may be admitted and which may be denied.

Further, suggest any proposed interrogatories and/ or requests for B |
admissions to be served on plaintiffs. L

. Submit your reply to attentlon Legal Counsel by November 14
1972, :

!

' ' otz ‘ o
NOTE: Based on incoming letter from the Depat'tment dated 10/2 5/'72

JAM:deh | - wagos |
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‘-":-_‘::‘“: Airtel |
To: SAC meadelphia (62-5421) -11717/72

From Actmg Director, FBI 1 Mr. Da_lbéy o o

o

7 BETE@%ALISTER ot al. v. 1o Mrey Mintz .
. "RICHARD l‘- DIENST, éfal.,, = - = TR g
CIVIL ACTION N/ 72-1977, E.D. PA. .. O
 MISCELLANBR(S - INFORMATION C‘ONCERNEIG“ b
CIVIL SUIT.~ \ | S

sulg, o

Gebhardt

: JAM:deh EE)

(5)

Re Philadelphia airtel to Bureau da.ted 11/ 10/72

'Re airtel enclosed copies of an LHM dated 11/ 10/‘72 at =
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, and advised that the- Philadelphia Office
retained one copy of the memorandum for dissemination to the United’
States Attorney's Office at Philadelphia. For:your information and
guidance in dissemination of that LEM it was submitted to the Internal
Security Division of the Department as received except the spelling of g‘
the name of the Attorney General was corrected throughout the memorandum

P

Jw

\&#d

NOTE Based on incoming alrtel from Ph11ade1ph1a dated 11/ 10/ ’72 and E
letter to the Department dated 11/16/'72 JAM deh, D

SI 106
RF_C 5.

5 ég //53 75

~—~“
| aenov 18 1972

6

1o
-
\

\ .
i

Jenkins
Marshall '
lMlller ES_ &?é S T
Purvis
Soyar 972
\waltemo\l 2 o1 :
le oom
Rinley ___ | w
R \qtrong M
OEN . /
"‘ MAIL ROOM TELETYPE UNIT n]




YA éa? //5 jg/,é’ %ﬁ
%

Assistant Attorney Gener L ’ November 17, 1972
' Internal Secumty Dxmsm 4 2{7 J : e . .

. ) ; 1 - Mr M111er ‘
' Actmg Du'ector, FBI o .1 - Mr. Dalbey-
- | "' 1= Mr: Mintz
SISTER ELKZABETH McALISTER et al v. _f',.,.’. SRR

'~ RICHARD G. KLEINDIENST, et al o e e

_ (E D. PA. )CWIL ACTIONNO 72-1977 .

Your letter of October 25 1972, requested a lmgatmn
report and any . proposed mterrogatomes and/ or requests for
admissions to be served on the plamtnffs :

, ' 'Draft mterrowatemes will be submitted as soon as they
. are available, Enclosed are two copies of a memorandum dated
.. November 10, 1972, at Pmladelphm, Pennsylvania, which contains
o responses to the allegatmns in the complamt filed in eaptioned cunl
- suit. C :

o Your a’ttentlon is dlr'ected to the material submitted in
response to paragraph 10 and paragraph 11 of the complaint.. This
“-material is being furnished the Internal Security Division for purposes
L - of completeness and clarity. We would prefer to-avoid having to
}Jo ~ admit that the electronic surveillance was directed at William Cooper . '
: Davidon and suggest that careful consideration be glven to-development
of a means by whxch disclosure of this informatmn may be avoxded

For mformatmn, my letter to the Assxstant Attorney General

: 1. Civil Dnvnsien dated October 26, 1972, enclosed copies;of the summons
- ;i;) ‘E‘ and, complamt in this case recelved at the Washington Field Office of -
a ; Bl - the FBIon October 19, 1972. Three-copies of each were received
g‘ e 4| designated for Mason Smith Charles Durham, and Joseph Jamieson
g = respectwely. ‘There was no copy indicated for L. Patrick Gray, II.
‘ % "It is noted that Smith and Durham are assigned to the Philadelphia

é,#a____,: " Office of the FBI and Jamiesori is currently assigned at Los Angeles, @ :
Baker - .»7 California.  Personal service on them would noQ be. approprnate < Dt

Bishop .

gfe“ve:;::d—’ ' through“the Waslung‘ton Field Office. ' My letterzto the Civil Division.'
Caniad ——. requested tha.t appropriate representahon be provided in defense of tth \
e sut. RN S )

R:?lrlztﬁl}}lﬁ—_ E Enclosures . (2 i T n"

Sopars \L ‘ NN Assxstant Attorney General

Walters JAM deh '\~~ . Civil Division:

gf‘i:iﬁ‘;‘;“‘g'ifrﬂﬁﬂ 10#8x B NOTE PAGE 5 & I (/ Mﬁ B
r. Armstron ’ i
.xfs.ﬂprMAlL ROOM [} “;EEMQ'I,‘,YPEﬁMT.—L A( b Z 4 '
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FBI

Date:  11/10/72

Transmit the following in : -
» o "(Type in plaintext or code) ~

Via ___AIRTEL

(Priority) .

.___._________._____________________.____________.__.__,__.___L_..___‘_.._'..._

“T0: - ACTING DIRECTOR, FBI
= (ATTENTION: OFFICE OF LEGAL COUNSEL)

FROM: - SAC, PHILADELPHIA: ((02-5421) (P)
SUBJ'ECT: SISTER ELIZABETH MC ALISTER, ET AL vs.
, RICHARD G. KLEINDIENST, ET AL, -~
CIVIL ACTION #72-1977, EDPa. -

- CIVIL SUIT. |
(00:  PHILADELPAIA) ‘w/;)

}3‘3 ~ © . Re Bureau letter to Philadelphia dated 11/2/72.

~¥§§ Enclosed for possible future dissemination by the

R S Bureau to the Department of Justice are five copies of a
ﬁék;) - letterhead memorandum answering the allegations made in the
complalnt filed in the above captioned matter,

For the information of the Bureau, ‘the device
~mentioned in the draft response to plaintiffs' complaint

s, Y : ’
2

;file 100-460405, Phid phla 100- 5 190).

MISCELLANEOUS = INFORMATION CONCERNING : 3 g (i/ QJ .

N
% paragraph 10, was installed on 11/24/70 by S JAMES ROBERT "
«J | ..~ PEARCE of the Phlladelphla Office,
! \
50 \
=S & B As regards the text of overheard conversations to /,jzé
- #4l®  which plaintiff MC ALISTER may have been a party, these textsj)7”
'ﬁ%“ have already been made known to her, see records of post-tri
G| = proceedings in United States vs. AHMAD, ETAL, Crim. No, 149 0
%% MDPa. 1971. '
IS A
ﬁﬁ%%i‘ | The texts of the conversations in which plaintiff 'ﬁ
* DAVIDON may have been a party were furnished to the Bureau by Voo
: communications dat /71 under the EASTCON caption (Bureau Q%
i:—<; .:_

"subject of the tels ﬂin the draft answer to the plaintlff'
complaint is set fo h Hn an effort to provide the most comple
and detailed infor ﬁﬂey possible and dlecretion EE left’to t

et 500

' (3- Bureau (Enc. 5$§ Ce &b

2. Philadelphia (62-5421)  ¢¢ MJ jee cm,/

4 NOV.@"

RECSS 2 4-//5380-4 (N
The inclusion of information re the'il entity .of :the . A
\.

o N i | \\&«n‘_

1972
RCBTsdT — Al Gy @ & '

- . ) m “_:‘%_A AL J
_ Approved: ' A Sent R
: Special Agent in Charge ’ #U.S.Government Printing Office; 1972 — 455-574



WY

as thhy bec‘bme i.available.,




o RXCHARD G KLEKNDKENST
INDIVIDUALLY AND AS ATT@RNEY@ Ly
GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES et all
(DMFENDANTS) g

Cn @ctol‘oef 1@ | 1972 8 complamft ms ﬁil@d m the Unﬁted
,*S%ateg Dﬁstrncit Court ﬁ’or the Eastern District of I?emsyﬂvania and- ﬁs 'j. PES
- entitied, "Sistter ELKZABETH McALISTER, WILLIAM DAVIDON
;(PLANTIFFS) versus. RKCHARD G. KLEINDIENST, mdwmualﬂy amﬂ
“ag Attorney General of the United States; L.’ FATMCK GRAY, UI,
individually and:aé Acting Diréctor, Federal Bureau of Envestigatﬁom,
‘JOHN'N, MITCHELL, ndividually and as former Attorney Geneml
. V'of the United. Sta!.ftes' MASON SMITH, -individually and as Spe cﬁal
“ Agent; . Federal Bureau'of Enves&iwaﬁon, CHARLES DURHANM; -
o ﬁmﬁivﬁ:ﬁmny and as-Special ‘Agent, -Federal Bureau of I(nvestﬁgatﬁom, i
- JOSEPH JAMIZSON, individually and as Special Agent,  Fedeiral Bvuceau
- of Investigation; " Cﬁvﬂ Action Number 72-1977.. . Complaint: mxmsisﬁs :
7 of seventeen (i‘?) mmbered paragraphs and 2 prayer for relief * - ? ".}.;*’- Bt
.., consisting of four {4) numbered paragraphs. - Paragraphs three (3)
i thirough! nine (9) Memnfy the p&rhes to this action, and: p&mgraph&

L ten (10) through seventeen (17) 2 are allegations against the- Feo}eral
.. - Burcauof I(nvesﬁigaﬁ@m and:the other named defendants which the "~
b "';.L';?pﬂain&iffs cliim violated their constitutional rights as guamniteecﬂ by
- the First,. ‘Fourth and Ninth' Amendments to the Constitution of the: . . i
"+ United Statés amd ;their sta&utory rﬁghts um‘ler w Umteol States C@@le, NS
LA iﬁ":Secﬂon;‘%% - e , ?

,,"{mor c@ncmsﬁcms of the FBL, It is the pmpmy -
. of the FBI and is loaned to your agency:’ it an d ;,‘l'f.
-, its: cnnten&s are not to. be dzstx'ﬁbuted oufcsnde




stter Elizabeth McAlister, et al
(Plaintxffs) e
V.

Richard G. Kleindienst, Individually
and as Attorney General of the Unlted

: "States, et al. (Defendants) o h o L

R PARAGRAPH 3 alleges that plaintlff Sister ELIZABETH
McALISTER is a citizen of the United States and a resident of the,

- State of New York who- resides at 137 West: 85th Street New Yo'rk;(‘, -

" lﬂct& that plaintiff McALISTER is a white female, born| b6

‘ ";New York.

ANSWER A review of the ﬁles of the Philadelphia Ofﬁce

in Orange, New Jersey. ~The plaintiff's activities in connection b7C

. with the events that led to her indictment in the recent '"East Coast"
" Conspiracy to Save Lives" kidnapping - bombing case are well known, -

* | The FBI neither admits nor denies plaintif McALISTER's claim tobe ; "

a resident of the State of New York or the fact of her currentnesidence

. at 137 West 85th Street, New York, ‘New York.

PARAGRAPH 4 alleges that plaintiff DAVIDON isa citiyen of

. the United States and a resident of the Eastern District of Pepnsyivania, |

. _-.who resides at 7 College Lane, Haverford, Pennsylvania, and 13

Chau‘man of the Department of Physics at Haverford College ;o e

} N
ANSWER' These averments are substantially correct however,

the FBI can neither affirm or deny the fact of the plaintiff's position as -

Chairman of the Department of Physics at Haverford College..
PARAGRAPH 9 alleges that defenda.nts JOHN DOE and

RICHARD ROE, true names unknown to plaintiffs, are persons whd '
. have directed, authorized participated in, disclosed and/or used

electronlc surveillance on behalf of other defendants or the Govermnent

-agencies headed by themi, or on behalf of other person.a or agenc1es as -{ _'

: _.{v.;,‘-yet unknown to the plaintiffs

ANSWER The FBI can nexther afflrm or: deny the allegatlons

[madie ln parag rapﬁ 9 on the basis of the mformation prowded by the . -

e plaintiffs. =



- . o . . . S \ .
4 N e T . : . N S

CoTa I e
telL ¢ .;-'.) v,

Sister Elizabeth McAhster, et al
(Plaintiffs) -
'_Richard G. Kleindienst Individuaily e
- and as Attorney Generai of the United 3
. States et-al, (Defendants) :

T PARAGRAPH i0 alleges upon mformation and belief that '
- between fhe dates November .24, 1970, and January 8, 1971, the

- telephone conversations of plaintiff DAVIDON were monitored, recorded;,

disclosed and used by agents of the United Stites Government, and that -
the use and disclosure continued after that dafte and continues to the
- present time. L : ‘

C ANSWER The FBI beiieves that plaintiff DAVIDON is not
‘ legany in a position to have the information that forms the basis for . = - .-
. the above paragraph and that plaintiff McALISTER, her co-defendants :
. in United States v.” Ahmad, et al., and/or their counsel may have by
- this complaint violated both the letter and the spirit of a Protective’ .
- Order issued.on May 1, 1972, in Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, by United -
~ States Distirict Judge R DIXON HERMAN (see copy of thie order attached. '
' to the end of this memorandum) :

‘1t is noted that the Phiiadelphia Office of the FBI formally

- .;:;,reqﬁested the permission of the. Attorney General of the United States "

. to monitor the conversations on 2 private telephone located in the -
-residence of WILLIAM COOPER DAVIDON, 7 .College Lane, Haverford,
Pennsylvania.- This request was made via letter to the Director of the

. :FBI dated October 30, 1970, The Attorney General approved this - -

- application on November 6, 1970, and the Philadelphia Office received -

" the authorization on November 10 1970 The terms of the authorization ‘

: ';stipuiated that the'installation was not to be activated for a period Lo e
. exceeding thirty days subject to requests for extension,” The installation -
- was activated on November 24, 1970.  On December 1, 1970, the .

o ~ Philadelphia Office requested authorization to extend the instaiiatioii

R Jamuary 6, 1971

- - for another thirty days.. On Dacember 8, 1970, the Attorney General - e
© approved this extension. The installation was deactivated on R



Sister Elizabeth McAnster, et al.
R (Plaintiffs) |
: V. '

" Richard G. Kleindienst xndmduauy

* "and as Attorney General of the United
, States, et al, (Defendants)

The conversations momtored whﬂe the installation was in o
.operation were, as a matter of course, recorded. The information .
- obtained in the operation of this installation was not used in any judicial -
o .or other formal proceeding, either in support of or against either of '
- the plaintiffs to this action. The text of any conversations monitored,

- or the fact that conversations were monitored was not disclosed outside' .
e the United States Department of Justice until on or about May 2, 1972,

during the course of a post-trial hearing following the trial in- United )
: States v. Ahmad, etal, This hearing was held per the order of Judge
. HERMKN as set out in his Memorandum Order of November i2, 1971

PARAGRAPH 11 aueges that this surveillance wa.s continual
~ and uninterrupted with the possible exception of the period
L December 24, 1970 Jarmary 2 1971, inclusive.

o * ANSWER: - A review of the.files of. the Phi!adelphia Ofﬁce has : T
- revealedm?&egoing paragraph is substantially correct SR

. PARAGRAPH 12 aueges that this surveillance was initxated P
- .fand mainfained without warrant or other lawful authority, and was done
- at the direction of and with the approval of Defendant MITCHELL, and
' that it was carried out by agents whose identlties are unknown to
plaintiffs.___ N <

 ANSWER: A review of the files of the Philadelphia Office

vl reveals that the Installation in question was installed without the prior - - -

. issuance of a- warrant.. R is totally false that this installation was = -
" initiated and maintained without lawful authority. This installation was -

o - . applied for, ‘approved and operated in strict conformance to Department .

- Directives governing national security wire interceptlons undar the L

Sl authority of the Presidant of the United States

Attorney General MITCHELL dld approve the original

L J;msnauatmn and its thirty-day extension. S

N . . T " R o PRI s N
. . - ¢ . -
© L et W - e mrtet s . oL . . ”



:Sister Elizabeth McAhster, et al
) SR wmm&) o ; S
s AR O IR,
) Richard G. Klemdienst Indwidually
~and as Attorney General of the. United

B - States, et al. (Defendants)

N ' PARAGRAPH 13 alleges that during the course of this -
surveillance, conversations to which plaintlif McALISTER wasa .. . °

- party Were momtored

5" ANSWER: A review of the files of the Phlladelphia Ofﬁce o
: has revea ed that ﬁ\is allegation m correct

PARAGRAPH 14 alleges that plaintiif McALISTER was one of

" 'seven defendants in United States v. Ahmad, et al., and that during the -

"+ course of pre-trial proceedings in that case, the fact of the survexllance .
. was made known to her, and that during the course of post-trial ‘
- - proceedings the content of her own monitored conversaﬁons were made

- knowntoher..: sy S A :

ANSWER

- 1, Plaintif McALIS’I‘ER was a defendant in Umted States . o
- ;Ahma.d et al o

S 2 By afﬁdavit ﬁled in the- United States District Court L
Middle District of Pennsylvania, on May-13, 1971, by. Attorney General Lo
MITCHELL, plaintiff MCALISTER was advised that probable telephonic e

overhearings of her voice occurred . Ny

JRNES 3. The verbaﬁm transcripts of the contents of these calls
S ‘were furnished to plaintiff McALISTER. by the Government during the
course ot’ post-trial proceedmgs in United States v. Ahmad et al, -




f"eister Elizabeth McAlister, et al
© . (Plaintiffs) .
oo Ve e ’ : o
‘ ..‘Richard G. Kleindienst Individually

o “and as Attorney: General of the United

L fStates, et al. (Defenda.nts)

TR PARAGRAPH 15 alleges tha,t although he has not been formally
: ‘advised by the Government, plaintiff DAVIDON alléges upon information .
and belief that he was the tarcret of the surveillance on the following i:‘_;? S

o »grounds

o (a) The target of the surveillance in question has been B
L acknowledged by the Government, through the testimony of defendant

= o 'SMITH to have been an umndicted alleged co-conepirator

(b) Defendants SMITH DURHAM and JAMIE%N the individuals |

| ,responsibie for and with access to the logs of the surveillance in question, -

| -were employed in the City of Phlladelphia, and the said logs were housed
-‘in their office in that city. S , _ : o

C (c) Plaintiff DAVIDON is the oniy umndtcted alleged co- R
L 'conepirator in the above criminal casé who lived in or, near Philadelphia.

”""'}__,at the time of the surveillance in question. o LA

R (d) Newspaper reports at the time the disclosure of
surveillance as to plaintiff McALISTER was madé by the Government

--stated that plaintiff DAVIDON was the subject of the wiretaps which' -

. monitored her conversations and that the source of the information .
“which led to these press accounts is unknown to the plaintiffs or their

o attorneys. A

- (e) Defendant SMI’I’H testified during the course of the above R

mentioned post-trial proceedings in Harrisburg that the Wiretaps were T

< "out of operation from December 24, 1970, to January 2, 19711, ..

. because the subject or target . . . was not at the premises. Dm-ing
- the period plaintiff DAVIDON was visiting relatives in the western and

- “midwestern pa.rt of the Umted Statee. . PR .



. . . . RN PR . B - ° . . RN - . A T tor
. P : - .o - * R N - . . K i .. i .
" N ’ . P . ' . - E Lt R o oL e RN R LR IS
. . R . r . AN o N L E . B - . AR
T - - T P RN RO B . . - T . .
- & . . . . . R PO PO T S N - e - B . B
B . S L L., . L LT W s . . e L. . . e A
n . . DU B B’ P Y e g e S
o - M . B LT N I N -
« s - o . ~ .o s L - . . o 5 . N
v < - N © PR R Vo e et LR W A Lo .
i S v, . . B . Z . i PPN ’ - R L
- S. PR : T - - - o . i

h

Sister Ehzabeth McAlister, ot al
: (Plaintiffs) ’
: v.

o Richard G. Kleixidienst Individually
~ and as Attorney .General of the United

e Stetes, ‘et al, (Defendants)
ANSWER

SRR (a) The allegations in thie part of paragraph 15 are true, o
. _however, the fact that this allegation is made indicates that both the .- -
-letter and spirit of Judge RERMAN's Protective Order have been violated

by the defendants in United- States V.. Ahmad et al. their attorneys. o

o (b) (1) Defendant SMITH was associatéd mth the operation ,

of the installation which is the subject matter of this case. He was not

. however, responsible for it, and he had no greater right of access to -
-~ the logs of this surveillance than did any other agent assigned to the

L Philadelphia Office who may have had occasion to examine these logs

- in the course of his investlgative responsxbilities. ‘ R

_ (2) Defendant DURHAM was not one of the mdividuals
. responsible for the logs of the surveillance in question, He had no
" greater right of access to these logs than any other agent assignedto = -
' the Philadelphia Office who may have had occasion to examme these

' logs in the coursge of his mvestxgative responsibﬂities. L )

s v (3) Defenda,nt JAMIESON as the Special Agent in Charge L
of the Philadelphia Office at the time of the surveillance in question was -

- - ultimately responsible for any and all the operations being carried out .

_ by the Philadelphia Office at that time. He did not have any greater
right of access to the logs of the surveillance in. question than did: argr
other. agent assigned to the Philadelphia Office who may have had-

_ "-occasion to examine these logs in the course. of his mveetigative
responsibilitles. o L

- .‘ (4) Defendants SMITH DURHAM and JAMIE&N were
employed in the City of Philadelphia during the period in question T

;—\-;i{?* S



: ‘testimony. .

?'Sister Ellzabeth McAnster, et al

(Plamtiffs)
T V. . £

o "'Richard G. Kleindienst, Individually |
. and as Attorney General of the United

States, et al. (Defendants)

‘ (5) The surveillance loge in questmn were maintained
1n the Philadelphia Ofﬁce during the period in question. S

(c) The FBI is unable, after a review of. the pertinent records.,; e

| . to. afﬁrm or deny the allegation made in paragraph 15 (c). “Plaintiff

DAVIDON was the only unindicted co-conspirator whose legal residence -

was in or.near Philadelphia at the time of the surveillance in queetion no

- (d) On the baeis of the information’ promded in paragraph 15
(d), and a review of the files of the Philadelphia Office, the FBI is 7

unable to. affirm or deny the alleo'ation made in this secﬁon.

(e) (1) This allegation is true as regards defendant SMITH'

(2) The FBI is unable to: affirm or' deny the fact of

o 'Plaintiff DAVIDON’S présence in either the western or midwestern v
states during the perlod in question. S .

PARAGRAPH 16 alieges that all of this surveillance was in

e "violation of the Fﬁsf and Fourth and Ninth Amendments, 18, United - | . |
o States Code, Section 2520 and 417 United States Code, Sectmn 605 '

ANSWER The FBI denies that saici surveillance was violative |

- Vof either a Federal law or the Constitution of the United States as far
- as regards the interpretation of any pertinent Federal‘laws or amend-
- ments to the Constitution of the United States during the period that

this national security installation was applied for, approved and operated' |

e "in strict confermance to Departmental Dlrectives governmg such mattere. o
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Sister Elizabeth McAlister, Vet al

Lo (Plaintiffs) C _
RSN A

Richard G. Kleindienst Indiwdually

'~ -and as Attorney General of the United

VStates, et al (Defendants)

PARAGRAPH 17 alleges that sald mterceptions, overhearmg,
use and disclosure were not made in good faith reliance ona court
; order or levislatwe authorizatlon ' e

ANSWER: The installation and operation of the device tn -

L question was made in good faith reliance -on 18, United-States Code, | o

: . Section 2511 (3) interpreted as the Congress’ approval of twenty-five

o years' experience in connection with the President's supposed power: to

. authorize electronic surveillance in national security matters without ~ - .
prior judlclal approval, There was nothing in fact or in law to militate o

. against a good faith reliance on this supposed Presidential authority in

domestic national security matters until the decision of the United States °

Supreme Court in United States v. United States District Court, Eastern | . B

District of Michigan, decided June 19,. 1972, some two and one-half

- years after the device in this matter was deactivated. It would seem
" that the Government and its agents would, therefore, be insulated from
civil liability in this matter per the holding of Bowens v, Knazze, 237
F. Supp. 826, wherein it was detérmined that so.Iong as the defendant's

' conduct stemmed from his reasonable belief a8 to the requirements of

* the law and was not unreasonable in any other ‘way, he cannot be held
responsible e for deprivation the plaintiff's rights T :

PARAGRAPH 2 JLRISDICTION

. : It is felt that the facts presented in this coxnplaint do not

- -establish jurisdiétion in the Federal Courts of the Eastern District of
- Pennsylvania, Nowhere in this complaint, or in the motions, responses, ‘
affidavits, orders, or testimony alleged to be supportive of this

" complaint, is thére any factual justification for tie conclusion that .

- the surveillance complamed of took place in the Eastern District of
Pennsylvania. S ‘ S o : 7
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 EQBAL AHMAD, et al.

"

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT s b H,C

FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

Y.UNI‘TED‘-STATES'OF AMERI(,A ) e | F HL &,

. ) - - HARRISBURG, P
Ve .- ' , NO. 14950 . ‘ o
1 R | WAV 4 1972

T. H, CAMPION, (
Pgm‘m ’ | DEPUT

STIPUTATION

It is'stipulatéd by and bétWeen counsel for the

.pérties that the contents of or information contained in

'i ﬁany tapes or transcripto thereof relating to any overhearing
Tof conversations by means of electronic:surveillance, shall‘ K
’.not be disclésed.to persons other than defense éounsel.of

f:frecord or defendants Fhilip Berrigen and Elizabeth McAlister.

.‘-'O_RNEY FOR THE URGPED S IE}/

 OF AMERICA DEAET
| -_ o RECEIVEG
QW o o . JUL25;972
A@)@RNEY FOR DEFENDANT u
] . V . Co: Colenps C-xm,b, Unif
- It wecurity Divisign -
~ IT IS SO ORDERED o
UN’I'J:L*D STAC[‘ho DIS'.[RI(,T JUDGE
.43 S Mey 1, 1972
~!
|
TR eN~“hwwﬂwmmwwwwwwvaﬁﬁhﬂﬂmwa,“”“””W&vW&w.“%&“,AWW?””““”'””
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T ' FBI

Date:  12/7/72

Transmit the following in

(Type in plaintext or code)

Via __ AIRTEL

(Priority)

TO: ACTING DIRECTOR, FBI (62-115389)
ATTN: OFFICE OF LEGAL COUNSEL

FROM: SAC, PHILADELPHIA (62-5421)

O
SUBJECT: WILLIAM C. DAVIDON;

ET AL
5}/

V.
RICHARD G. KLIENDEINST; <
ET AL )
MISC INFORMATION CONCERNING 2o o
CIVIL ACTION NO. 72-1877, :‘i’
EDPA. C ) R Yo
(00: Phlladelphla) =

o

mitted to the plaintiffs in this matter.

/““M\

VIt i W,zw%'
dﬁé f /:;/M/if d};ﬁ deZ/é Jnf/r

ac 8b #-

@Bureau (62-115389)
-Philadelphia (62-5421)

RCB:ccm
(3) j

& | o
uﬂaﬁfﬂ&””’)

“H

Counsel are five copies of draft interrogatories to be suby#

REGL <2 s 342,

— L__________MT__
' - )
N il

/,zig/oe
Approved: Sent

ec1<§l Agent in Charge

. "' iy
ot .
@ Lj U. S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 1971 —

413—135



"P?
ST
Ehs
(.x.!.‘.:.~

o




- ___IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

) "7 FOR THE EASTERW DISTRICTWOF-PENNSYLVANIA ‘ ¢f
-...-SR. ELIZABETH MC ALISTER,
WILLTAM DAVIDON |
’ T A : .
Plaintiffs, : ‘ ‘
V8. - oo i . .. o .i. CIVIL ACTION NO., 72-9177 -
RICHARD G. KLEINDEINST, ET AL.  : .
' "‘gefendaﬁts
INTERROGATORIES
- TO: Plaintiffs.in the above captioned matter .
¢/o Jack J. Levine U
1427 Walnut Street : ' oo , :
"~ Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19102~ - v momommems wmsimism s o s
S S dbdaibtshoditiunt St St it biodibmtuvih N L . e

‘Déféndants hereby propoﬁnd the féilqwing internogaw'
tories to plaintiffs in the above captiohed métter to be
answered under oath pursuant to Rule 33 of the FederalfRuies

.- of Civil Pr%cedure‘_ Answers to such Interrogatories are to
be furniéhe% within thirty (30) days after service pursuant.
to such rulé.

| These'Interrogatories are -to be deemed continuing
so as ‘to require plaintiffs to promptly.furnish-éﬁy and all
information obtained after the filing of ans@g;é.

1. With respect to the allegations contained in
;paragraph %O in the Complaint, state: |

a. 1in detail:

(1) 'the basis and foundation for the plaintiffs"'
believe that the telephone cénversatibns'of
plaintiff DAVIDON werelallégedly monitored.

(2, the.basis and foundation for the plaintiffs'

.believe that the telephone conversations of

glaintiff DAVIDON wereyallegedly—recorded.




a s

(3) the baqu'and foundation for the plaint 1ff
:bcileve that the telebhone conversations of
. ~- . .. plaintiff DAVIDON were allegedly disdlosed
| i and to whomu | |
'*i““ ”~W”: () ”thé S$sis éﬂd“féundathH"fdf the ﬁlaintiffﬁf
believe that the- tel@phone convcrsations of
plalntlff DAVIDON were allegedlv used and in
e .. ... .. . what ways.
WW-Mkummwwwwmwb: the basisg and fcundatlon for“the plalntlffO'_
belief that the alleged use and disclosure continued after that
date (January 6, 1971) and continues to the present time.
2. With reséeét to the allegations in paragraph.li‘

-'wof the Complalnt qtater-* T

a. in detail, the basis and foundation for the
-statement tﬁah t alleged surveillance was uOﬁtlnual and un- -
'interrupted,with.the possible exception of the period December 4,
1970,‘through January. 2, 19"71'ﬁ inclusive. o
A | " b. disclose the plaintiffs'-éodrce of informatién;
which formsithe basis for the above statement made in.paragraphx
S11i.0 1 |
3. Wlth respect to the allegations contained in.
paragraph 12 of the Complalnt state.
a. the basis and foundaflon is:
(1) the Dlalntlffs' believe that this alleged
L surveillance was,initiated,and maintained . . .
without warrant.
- (2) - was- 1n1t1a1ed and malntalned w1fhout other
lawful authority.
4. With respect to the allegations contained in

paragraph. 14 of the Complaint, state:



av the date during'th@"course'of”fhe'prehtrial~mw

‘proceedings in the case of United Q*atea v. Ahmad when the
>

fact of the alleged surveillance was made known to plaintiff
- MC ALISTER and her attorneys.
2 }

b. the date, during the course of the post trial’

proceedings in the case of United States v, Ahmad when the

contents of her own alleged monitored conversations were made

known to her.

c. state with particularity the comditions under
which the informatioh referred.ﬁo in. paragraph 14 of thé-Com~‘
plaint were made known to the plaintiff and her attorneys.

‘j*“f  ”ff  “5; jWith,respect’tcfthélaliegatipns contained_inf

--paragraph lb of the Cowolalnt _qtaie e ,”,.m$‘wnnhm;”mmabu.

i

:f;WmM;W_M“ﬁW_._“_ w1th part¢cular1ty why plalnflff 'DAVIDON believes
himself tc be fthe target of the alleged..surveillance .in questlon
based on alleged Statements by defehdént SMITH that the target
of thevsurveillance was an.unindicfed alleged,co—conspiratdf

in the case of United States v. Ahmad, et al.

e e I VI ““state with- particulari‘ty"'the basis for Plaintlff

DAVIDON's bellief that defendants SMITH, DURHAM, and/or JAMIESON .
were the individuals responsible. for .and with access to. the ."
blaws of the alleged surveillénce_in question, | o
c. state with particularity’the basis for plaintiff
DAVIDON's belief that the above défendants were employed inlthe
_"City,émehiladelphié.,

- d, state with particularity- the basié for plaintiff
DAVIDON's belief that the logs of said alleged surveillance were
housed in theif office in‘that.city. | |

| ‘é:'Astate with particularity the basis for plaintiff
DAVIDON's belief that he is the only unindicted alleged co-
congpirator inAthe above criminal case who lived in or near

Philadelphia at the time of the alleged surveillance in question.



- £... state in detail-the name-of the newspaper, the
date of pubiication, the number of the edition, the page-éf
pagesvon which the story(s) appeared and the author of the

alleged newspaper reports which stated that plaintiff DAVIDON

. -

was the subject of the allegéd wiretap which monitored. plain=-w.... .

tiff MC ALISTER's conversations. -
g vstate with particularity the manner in which
plaintiff DAVIDON and/or plaintiff MC ALISTER obtéined the
~"'irif<':é'xf*'x'na‘l:3'."E'jr‘1"'‘Qegardir_xg"1:_he‘"a‘].].;'e‘g_e“’d'"’t"e's"“(:imcjny"of défeﬁdant SMITH”“”'“
by which the plaintiffs aver that the alleged wiretap was "out

of operation from December 24, 1970, to January 2, 1971...

. because the sublect or target, whatever you'call it, was. not

_...at the premises.'" .

persons whoﬁ plaintiff DAVIDON was allegedly visiting in the
Western or mid-Western part of the_United States during the
period in question. |

6. With respect to the allegations contained in

paragraph 16|, state:

the basis for the plaintiff's contention that all
of this alléged'sufveillance was in violation of the First,
Fourth, and Ninth Amendments, 18, U. S. Code, Section.2520, and
47, U. S. Code; Section 605, R VT

7. With respect to the allegations contained in
plaintiffs'. Complaint paragraph 17, state:

.the basis for the plaintiffs’ contention that said
allegéd interceptioﬁs, overhearing, use and disclosure were
not made in good faith,'reiiance on a-court order or legislétive

authorization.

h. furnish the names and current addresses of all



[

veeeree = Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19102

| IN THE UNTTED STATES DISTRICT COURT -~ - - -
MFO‘VR' THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF P#I‘JNSYLVANIA S, |
SR.. ELIZABETH MC ALISTER," ~ * . & - . ... .. .. .
| _”___WIL;,IMHDA_VIDON | L o
| I L ‘Plai‘ﬂ-'c‘iffs; o R
vs. D . CIVIL ACTION NO. 72-8177

RICHARD G. KLEINDEINST, ET AL,

Defendants

INTERROGATORIES

TO: Plaintiffs in the above captioned matter
~ ¢/o Jack J. Levine ‘ -
1427 Waslnut Street

Defendants heneby propound the'fbllowing Interroga-
tories to plaintiffs in the above captioned matter to be

| .
answered under oath pursuant to Rule 33 of the Federal Rules

- of Civil Procedure. Answers to such Interrogatories are to

be furnishe? within thirty (30) days after service pursuant
to such rule.
 These Intérrogatories are to be deemed continuing

so as_fo require plaintiffs to promptly . furnish any and all
| _ : ‘
information |obtained after the filing of answers.

|

1. With respect to the allegations contained in

paragraph 10 in the Complaint, state:

a. in detail:

(1) the basis and foundation for the plaintiffs’

believé that the telephone conversations of
plaintiff DAVIDON were allegedly monitored.
(2) the basis and foundation for the plaintiffs'

.believe that the telephone conversations of

™ . :
plaintiff DAVIDON were allegedly recorded.



Mﬁ“”“' '"m““””'”“”””””(3)'”thé“ba;is“and”fodﬁdafiéhjfér tﬁémﬁlaihtifgé‘
beliévé that the telephone conversations of
plaintiff DAVIDON were allegedly disclosed

; and to whomu | | | » ‘
_MSH) _théASésis and foUhdatioﬁ for»thé plaiﬁfiffé'
believe that the telephonp conversations of
plaintiff DAVIDON were allegedly used and in
-wi-na*i:.wavse |
o mmwugtnwgﬁéwbaélgwggéwfoundallon fof‘tne ;ié:ggi}fgmmwﬁwwwmm”
belief that the alleged use and disclosure contlnued after that
date (January 6, 13971) and continues to the present time.
“”""'“““"“'“ZZT“With”res?éét'tb'thé“éllégéfiéhs,ih paragréphill
- ooof the Complaint, stater - oo oension
-4“w~m~wwww¢~~vvmwavt~in detail, the basis and foundation’er thé'
statement that this alleged-survei&lanCE’was~conti1ual aﬁd un-=- oo
f; o 1nterrupted with the D0851b1e exceptlon of the parlod December 4

1970, throuGh January 2, 1971, 1nclu51ve.

b.| disclose the plaintiffs' source of informafién;
’Whibh“fdﬁmé!fhe'basis‘for the above statement made in paragraph
11. | |

3., With respect to the allegatlons contalned in

paragraph 12iof the Complaint, state:’
a.! the basis and foundation:is:
| (1) the plaintiffs' beliéve that this alleged
e N, .. . -.sunrvelllance was initlated and maintained
without warrant. |
(2) was initiated and maintained without other
lawful authority.
4. With reépect to’the allegations‘contained in

paragraph 1% of fhe Complaint, state:



“proceedings_in the case of”Unifed States Q.iAhméd_when'thé;

e e oema,- the date during-the- course of the pre-trial . . . .
' ' " S

fact of the alleged.suvveillance was made known to plaintiff

MC' ALISTER and her attorneys.

o - K I . -
b. the date, during the course of the post trial - --—-- -

_proceedings in the case of United States v. Ahmad when the-

_paragraph 15 of the Complaint, state: _. ..

contents of her own alleged monitored conversations were made -

Known to her.

c..:Sfafe'with'péffiéﬁiabif&wfhé“édhdi%ibﬁg”undéfm"'
which the information referred to in paragraph 14 of the Ccﬁ~
plaint weré made known to the plaintiff and her attorneys.

5. .With respect to the allegations contained in,

’aJ with particularity why plaintiff DAVIDON believes -

“himself to be the target of the alleged surveillance in question

based on alleged statements by defendant SMITH that the target

of the surveillance was an unindicted alleged co-conspirator

in the case |of United States v. Ahmad; et al.
| b sfate with particularity-the -basis for plaiytiff-f-
DAVIDON's belief that de fendants SMITH, DURHAM, and/or JAMIESON
were the individuals responsible for and with access fo the
laws of thewalleged surveillance in quéstion.
.cé state with.pérticularity@the”basis for plaihtiff %
DAVIDON{S belief that thé above defendants were employed in the
City of Philadelphia. |
| d. state with particularity_tﬁe basis for plaintiff
DAVIDON's belief tﬂat the logs of éaid alleged surveillance were
housed in their office in that city. o ‘
e. vstate with particularity the basis for plaintiff
DAVIDON's belief that he is the only unindicted alleged co-
conspirator in the above criminal case who lived in or near

Philadelphia at the time of the alleged- surveillance in questiOn.

S



f. state in detail the name of the newspaper, the
date of publication, the number of the edition, the page or

pages on which the story(s) appeared and the author of the '

alleged newspaper reports which stated that plaintiff DAVIDON

¥

. - . . e 7 . .. " . .
- was the subject.of the alleged wiretap which monitored plain-

tiff MC ALISTER's conversations.

g. state with particularity the manner in which

plaintiff DAVIDON and/or plaintiff MC ALISTER obtained the

”information‘régabding“the"alleged testimony of defendant SMITH 7

at the premises." . . = . .

by which the plaintiffs aver that the alleged wiretap was “out

of operation from December 24, 1970, to January 2, 1871...

because the subliect or target, whatever you call it, was notf 

~ hJ furnish the names and current addresses of all
persons whom plaintiff DAVIDON was allegedly visiting in the
Western or mid-Wgstern part of the United States during thev
period in qdéstion. |

6. With respect to the allegdtions contained in

paragraph 16, state: | e

the basis for the plaintiff's contention that all

~of this alleged surveillance was in viclation of the Firét,

FFourth, and Ninth Amendments, 18, U. S. :Code, Section 2520, and -

47, U. S. Code, Section 605.
7. With respect to the allegations contained in -~
plaintiffs' Complaint paragraph 17, state:

the basis for the plaintiffs' contention that said

~alleged interceptions, overhearing, use and disclosure were

not made in good faith, reliance on a court order or legislative

authorization.



_ IN THE UNITED.STATES DISTRICT COURT -

~ FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT O PENNSYLVANIA

- SR. ELIZABETH MC ALISTER, . = =~ ... - - : o S

WILLiAM DAVIDON

.o LA
Plaintiffs, “

Vs, CIVIL ACTION NO. 72-9177

\«
" RICHARD G. KLEINDEINST ET AL.

D ndants

INTERROGATORIES

- TO: Pidlnthfq in the above Cdptloned matter N

... e¢/o Jack J. Levine . o S R
1427 Walnut Street R '

"“PhlladelphLa, Pennsylvanla 19102

Defendants herébyApfoﬁqund thé'folicwing Interroga-
tories to plaintiffé in the‘above captiohed matter to be
answered under oath pursuant to Rule 33 of the Federal Rules
of Civil Procedure. Answers to such Interrogatories are to
be furnishe% within thirty (30) days after service pursuant
to such rule.
TﬁesevInterrogatories are to be deemed cohtinuing
so as to reqpire plaintiffs to promptly furnish any and all
inforﬁatidnfobtained after the filing of answers.
1. With respect to the allegations contained in
paragraph %O-in the Complaint, state: |
| a. in detail: '
(1) the basis and fouﬁdétion for the plaintiffs!'
“believe‘fhét the telephone cénversations'of
plaintiff DAVIDON were allegedly monitored.
(2z) the basis and foundation for the plaintiffsg'
_believe that.the telephone conversations of

AN
plaintiff DAVIDON were allegedly recorded.

e

Ll



---0f -the Complaint, state: - - e

.‘§3) “the bagis gnd'féuﬁdatiqn for the plaintif%s'
believg that fhe féleﬁhone conversations of
plaintiff DAVIDON were allegedly disclosed

. and to'whomu

S ) tne 'b"a;si's"‘and'_fbundaitidﬁ' for the plaintiffs':
vbelieve that the teleﬁhone coﬁVersations of |

plaintiff DAVIDON were allegedly used and in

what wavs.

" b. the basis and foundation for the plaintiffs'
belief that the alleged use and disclosure continued after that
date (January 6, 1971) and continues to the present time.

2. With respect to the allegations in paragraph-li

- as 1in detail, the basis and foundation for the
-statemeﬁt that thie alleged surveillance was continuél-and un-
‘interrupted with. the possible exception of the periocd Decembef b,
1970, through January. 2, 1971, inclusive. |

b. disclose the plaintiffs' source of information,

which forms 'the basis for the above stafement made in paragraph

S 11,

|

3{ With respect to the allegations contained in

_paragraph-l?,of the Complaint, state:

a. the basis and foundation is:
(1) +the plaintiffs' believe that this alleged
e - .. surveillance was initiated and maintained
without warrant.
(2)  was-initiated and maintained-withodf'othér
lawful authority. |
4. With respect to the allegationé contained in

pabagraph.lu of the Complaint, state:



—the-daﬁe-during~theve0urse of-the pre-trial - - - .

-proceedlngo in the ca of_United States v. Ahmad whenvfheA
fact of the alleged survei’lance was made known to plaintiff

':MC ALISTLR and hep attorneys.

- }

"b. the dute, dU“ln? the course of the post trldl

.proceedings in the case of United States-v. Ahmad wnen the

contents of her own allewed nonltoved conver atlons were made

,known to hen«

’“mearagravu 156 of tne Lomplalnt atata

which the information referred to in. paragraph 14 of the Com-
plaint were made known to the plaintiff and her attorneys.

wm~~wwwv~~5zm»With-respeét-to~the+allegations~contained in- -

SR

' with partluularlty why Dlalntlff DAVIDON”belleves

a

e Iv .
himgself to be .the target of the alleged,surveillance in question
based on alleged statements by defendant SMITH that the target
of the sur&éillance was an unindicted alleged co—conspiratdv

in the case|of Unifnd States v. Ahmad, et al.

w‘-bwwstarce with-particularity the ba51s for plalntlff
DAVIDON'S bellef that defendants SMITH., DURHAM, and/or JAMIESON-
were the individuals responsible for and’ w1th access to the

laws of the!alleged survelllance in question.
' i
+

" ¢y state with particularity -the basis for plaintifif =

DAVIDON's belief that the above defendants were employed in the- -

City of Philadelphia.
d. state with particularity the basis for»piaintiff
DAVIDON's beiief that thevlogs of said alleged surveillance were
housed in their office in that city.
e. state with particularity the basis for plaintiff
DAVIDON'S belief that he is the oﬁlybunindicted alleged COo-

conspirator in the above criminal case who lived in or near

Philadelphia at the time of the alleged surveillance in question.

c.  state with particularity the conditions under



| = - .- --f... state in-detall- the-name- of the newspaper,. the
T '1v ‘ ‘date of publication5 fhé ngmber_of-the edition,.the pége 6f ’
pages on which the story(é) appeared and the author of the
alleged newspaper'reportsvﬁhich stated that plaintiff DAVIDON
~was the subject of the alleged wiretap which monitored.plain- ...
 tiff MC ALISTER's conversations." H
| 8. 'state with‘particularity the manner in which
plaintiff DAVINCN and/or plaintiff MC ALISTER obtained the
T e ’""'"“M""iﬁf‘cﬁfma‘t.‘i{dnmré garding" ‘the\ ' éﬁll’e’ge':d“ testimony of de féndargt" SMITH™ -
by which the plaintiffs ayer'that the alleged wiretap'Waé "out

‘of operation from December 24, 1970, to January 2, 1971...

-because the subiect or target, whatever you call it, was not

e o @t the premises.”

h}i furﬁish thé.naméé andwéufrent addresses ofm;ii_'

persons whoﬁ plaintiff DAVIDON was allegedly visiting in the
Western or mid-Western part of the United States during the
period in question. |
6. Withlrespect to the allegationé contained in
paragraph lﬁ, state: a S
“the basis fér'the plaintiff'é contention that all
of fhis alieged sﬁrveillance was in violation of the First,
Fourth, and |Ninth Amendménts, 18, U. S. Code, Section 2520, and
47, U. S. Code, Section 605, e e
| 7. With respect to the allegations contained in
plaintiffs" Complaint paragraph 17, state:
| the basis for the plaintiffs' .contention that said
alleged interceptioﬁs, overhearing, use and disclosure were
not made in good faith,'réliance on a court order or legislative

authorization.




. .

" FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA =% 7 7

e AN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT. COURT . .

SR. ELIZABETH MC ALISTER,

- WILLIAM DAVIDON .

. i 7 )
. Plaintiffs,

. . -i CIVIL ACTION NO. 72-9177

RICHARD G. KLEINDEINST, ET. AL.

_TO: Plaintiffs in the above captioned matter

c/o Jack J. Levine

“ Defendants

INTERROGATORIES

1427 Walnut Street

-~ Ph

e

elphia; Pennsylvania 18102 =~ = mem e o

Defendants héreby propound the following Interroga-

tories to plaintiffs in the above captioned matter to be

answered under oath pursuaht to Rule 33 of the Federal Rules

of Ciwvil Prqcedure. Answers to such Interrogatories are to

to such rule.

. e . .
__be furnished within thirty (30) days after service pursuant

These Interrogatories are to be deemed continuing

SO as,fo require plaintiffs to promptly furnish any and all

information obtained after the filing of answers.

With respect to the allegations contained in N

paragraph 10 in the Complaint, state:

in detail:

(1) the basis and foundation for the plaintiffs'
believe that the telephone cénversaﬁiohs of
plaintiff DAVIDON were allegedly monitored.

(2) the basis and foundation for the plaintiffs'

_believe that the telephone conversations of
“:\ .

plaintiff DAVIDON were allegedly recorded.

-



S e (3 the basis -and- foundation for the plaintiffs!
' S . o i T S
‘believe that the telephone conversations of

plaintiff DAVIDON were allegedly disclosed
and to whom.’
() the'bésié{agd féundatioﬁ“for the’plaintiffé*“”’”

_believe that the_telephonegCOnversafions of

‘plaintiff DAVIDON were allegedly used and in

what ways. | |
TRV the basis and foundation for the plaintiffst
belief that the alleged use and disclosurevcontinued after that

date (January 6, 1971) and continues tc the present time.

2. With respect tqithg_alleggtiongviqAparagraph(ll

.of. the Complaint, state:r . o cca i il ol e e s e

ﬂa.f”inméégggi; the_baslgféhdrfoundation %gglfhe
statement that this alleged surveillance was continual and un- -
interrupted with the possible exception Qf the period December Y4,
- 1970, fhpough January 2, 1971; inclusive. |

bl. disclose the plainfiffs' source of information,

“which forms!fhevbasis for the above statement made in ﬁaragraph
11. | |
3} With respect to the allegations contained in
paragréph,12 of the Complaint, stafe; i |
é.v‘the basis>and foundation 'is: -
(1) the plaintiffs' believe that this alleged
- surveillance was initiated and maintained
without warrant. |
(2) Qaé initiated and mainfained,withodt other
iawful authority. |
4, ‘With respect to the allegétiohs contained in

paragraph 14 of the Complaint, state:



iieiee. ... &. the date during the course of the pre-trial

proceedings in the case of United States wv. Ahmad when the

- fact of the alleged surveillance was made known to_plainﬁiffi
MC ALISTER and her attorneys.
b.  the date, during the course of the post trial

proceedings in the case of United States v. Ahmad when the

contents of her own alleged monitored conversations were made

_known to her.

c. 'Stgte'with'pafticularity thefcbhdiiioné”ﬁﬁ&éf"‘
which the information referred to in paragraph 1k of the Com~.
plaint were made known to the plaintiff and her attorneys.

5. With respect to the allegations contained in,

»h$paragréph,15 of. the. Complaint, state:

al with particularity why plaintiff DAVIDON belicves
himself to be the target of the alleged. surveillance in question .. |
based on alleged statements by defendant SMITH that the target
of the surveillance was an unindicted aileged_co«conspiratdr

" in the case|of United States v. Ahmad, et al.

b. state with partidulapity the -basis for plaintifvat'~
DAVIDON's belief that defendants SMITH, DURHAM, and/or JAMIESON*
. were the individuals responsible. for: and with access to fhe
laws of the alleged surveillance in question,
c. ~state with particuiarity’thefbasis for plaintiff—r -
DAVIDON's belief that the above defendants were employed in the -
~ City of Philadelphia.
A d. state with particﬁlarity the basis for plaintiff
- DAVIDON's belief that..the logs of said alleged surveillance were
housed in their office in that city. |
| e. vstate_with particularity the basis for plaiﬁtiff
DAVIDON's belief thatvhe is the only unindicted alleged co-
| conspirator in the above criminal case who lived in or near

 Philadelphia at the time of the alleged surveillance in\question.

5 | P

e



v

wfr.-"sta‘f:e. in -detall- *hewnamemofwthewnewspaper;mthevm“a»i.~

date of publication, the‘nﬁmbér of the edition, the Dade'or o
pages on. wthh the Diory(s) appeared and ihc author of th@ 7
alleged newspaper reports which atated that Dlalntlff DAVIDOR
was the subjeét of thé allegéd w1retap which monltored plaln—

tiff MC ALIST ER's s conversations. |

g. state with p rtlcularlty the manner in which

pléintiff PAVIDOV %nd/O% Dialnthgf MC AQISM'P ob;ained the

- :Ln f ’cf)"l_”fﬁia t:LO nre g”a » (‘i'i.'r'if g ‘Lne alleged testimony of” def ena ant’ SNI 'I' H:""""
by which the plaintiffs aver tﬁat the alleged wiretap was 'out
of operation froﬁ December 24, 1970, to January 2, 1971...

~;~mbecause‘thevsubject»or»targetgewhatever you call it;-wasfnot

_at ihe premi es.!'

.____h

) furnlsh *hp names and cuwrent uddre ses of a]l"

_'-._..;..

'pérson whom Dlalntlff DAVIDON was allegedlv visiting in the
AWestemﬁ o m1d~WeStern part of the United btates durlng the
period in question.
6 -Wifh respect to the allegations contained in

paragraph 18, _state:. ... .

et e e

the basis for the plaintiff's contention that all
of this alleged surveilllance was in violation of the First,
Fourth;'and Ninth Amendments, 18, U. S,'Code, Section 2520, and
47, U. S. Code,'Segfion‘GOS. ey
7. -With réspect to_the'allegatigns contained in
~ plaintiffs' Complaint paragraph 17, state:
| the basis for the plaintiffs'. contention that‘said
alleged,interceptions,»overhearing; use.and disclosure were
not made in good faithv-reliancevon a -court order or legislative

authorization.



Assistant Attorney General

- Internal Security Division - = L Decemberlfh 1972 -
For the Acting Director, FBI | 1 - Mr. Miller o
W. Mark Felt , , g b
Acting Associate Director > 1~ Mr. Dalbey

4 1 - Mr. Williamson
SISTER ELIZABETH McALISTER, et al. v. '

RICHARD G. KLEINDIENST, et al :

(E.D. PA ) CIVIL ACTION NO 72-1977

o ' Oui" letter,‘ captioned as abo;ve, dated November 17, 1972,
advised that, pursuant to your earlier request, drait interrogatories
would be submltted for your consideration.

Enclosed are proposed mterrogatorxes which we suggest be
propounded to pla.mtlffs herein, .

- Enclosure

NOTE: Based on Bureau letter 11/ 17/72 capt1oned as above and Philadelphia
" airtel 12/7/72 captioned "William C. Davidon, et al.' which enclosed draft
of interrogatories prepared by the Ph11ade1ph1a Division., These have been.
. edited and rewritten by the Office of Legal Counsel and are in proper form "
o for submission to the Department. :

: v

Felt
Baker
Callahan

Cleveland R : \:‘

Conrad ST ,104 ) g %‘ - \\’9 )

Dalbey ; : Ca L, ) \5'3 I )
-Gebhardt . - “ A a - l 1 s

Jenkins REG— e e :.;;}
- Marshall h . _/.\ N o ({? .

Miller, E.S. ) - y {1 erd cL B
GFurvis 16 DEC % »972 . .{# -

Sdyars Y - g

Walters - R

Tele. Room __ *§" \‘z’,:-'mia:—:’—;ﬂ = QJ

Mr. Kinley ‘ %"{,\

Mr. Armstrong 7

Ms. Herwig £2
Mrs. Neena@ 4‘:
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IN THE UNITED STATES DIST RICT COURT

FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

> SISTER ELIZABETH McALISTER
f '.WILLIAM DAV]DON |
 Plaintiffs, SRS SV
R R . ... CIVIL-ACTION NO. 72-1977
v '?‘.; S -,1 /"'--',7 - o o

o ---:RICHARD G. KLEINDIENST et al

- Defendants 7:_ :

Ny By INTERROGATORIES
SR S ',,a fA i Do
; TO P1a1nt1ffs in the above captloned matter
- ¢/o Jack J. Levine
1427 Walnut Street - ' '
‘ -Phlladelphla Pennsylvanla 19102

Defendants hereby propound the followmg Interrogatorles to

G p1a1nt1ffs in the above captloned matter to be answered under oath pursuant .

Answers to such

g pursuant to such rule

These Interrogatorles are to be deemed contlnumg so. as to re.qmre -
"p.laintiffs to -E'-p_romptly,»fur-mshv any and a11“1nformat10n- obtamed-after the f1hng'
S answers . , o . o _
: | - 1 Wlth reﬁpect to the allegatlons conta1ned in paragraph 10 in
the Complamt, state: | o |
'- el the basis and foundatlon for the p1a1nt1ffs behef that
‘Ivthe telephone conversatlons of_pla1nt1_ff Dawdon:were |
.allegedly momtored .
7 'b.‘-' fthe bas1s and foundatlon for_ the plalntlffs behef that the

;-telephone conversatmns of p1a1nt1ff Dav1don were allegedly

- recorded - -




S e ;'f.the ba51s and foundat1on for the p1a1nt1ffs behef that the

B telephone conversatmns of Plalntlff Da“don were auegedly
B d1sclosed and to whom |

o f. d . the ba51s and foundatmn for the pla1nt1ffs behef that the

ek ; telephone conversatlons of pla1nt1ff Da\ndon ‘were allegedly‘
-‘used and in Wha’r ways | | |
'e'." ,the bas1s and foundat1on for the plamtlffs behef that the
-"_*alleged use and dmclosure contmued after that date ’,
| o (January 6 1971) and contmues to the present time. |
2 W1th respect to the allegatmns in paragraph 11 of the Complamt
State . S : : S - : : ‘ '
| - ) a 1n deta11 the bas1s an}d foundatmn for the statement that
o e v_ - y th1$ alleged surve111ance was contmual and umnterrupted
B . ’ "."f_'" Wlth the poss1b1e except1on ofthe per10d December 4 1970

‘_through January 2 19'71, ,1nclus1ve

sourceso ‘nfermahon*"ﬂfwhi*c=h:‘-f0r~m=si‘-*

:f,- L the basis for the above statement madem paragraph 11
3 With respect to the allegat1ons contamed in paragraph 12 of the L
= Complamt state | |

e ) "‘v B | . ’a._" the ba51s and foundat1on for the plamt1ffs behef that tms

- = alleged surve1llance was- 1mt1ated and mamtamed w1tho‘ut "

',_warrant oy | _ v

B : ‘b'., "_-. the bas1s and foundat1on for the pla1nt1ffs behef that thlS
alleged surve1llance was 1mt1ated and ma1nta1ned mthout.‘;- -

B other lawful author1ty

4 W1th respect to the allegatmns contamed in paragraph 14 of

the Complamt state




' _the date dur1ng the course of the pretr1a1 proceedmgs in

the case of Un1ted States V. Ahmad when the fact of the -

o 'alleged surve1llance was made known to p1a1nt1ff McAhster o
and her attorneys
| b ‘ the date durmg the course of the post tr1a1 proceedmgs

) _ 1n the case of Umted States V. Ahmad when the contents

e Q_f '-h_er- an.alle_g_ed monitored -conver_sat1onswere made_ )
i Akn'own'.to%her'. o | Gl
c Wlth part1cular1ty the cond1t1ons under wh1ch the 1nformat1on :

o referred to in paragraph 14 of the Complamt were made

| lknown to the pla1nt1ff and her attorneys ‘} 8 | | |

e ’ 5 W1th respect to the allegat1ons contamed in paragraph 15 of

the Complamt state SR | |

| | o a.‘- 'w1th parhculamty why pla1nt1ff Dav1don bel1eves hlmself

' to be the target of the alleged surve1llance 1n quest1on o

Vi ~fé“ndant Sm1tH that the
target of the surve1llance was an umndlcted alleged co- .

. _ vconsp1rator in the case of Un1ted States V. Ahmad

R - b with parhculamty the ba51s for pla1nt1ff Davidon's behef that : o
ol s defendants Sm1th Durham and/or Jam1eson were the ', a

‘ 1nd1v1duals respons1b1e for and mth access to the logs

: 'of the alleged surve1llance in questlon | ) L |

c 'vw1th part1cular1ty the bas1s for pla1nt1ff Dav1don s behef
that the above defendants were employed in the C1ty of -. o

'_ Phlladelphla - .

d '\mth part1cular1ty the basis for p1a1nt1ff Dav1don S behef
'-that the logs of sa1d alleged surve1llance were housed 1n --

3 'the1r offlce in. that c1ty




W1th partlculamty the bas1s for plalnt1ff Dav1don s behef‘
*f’; that he is the only un1nd1cted alleged co- conSplrator in the .
: above cr1m1nal case Who hved in or near Ph11adelph1a at
i the t1me of the alleged surve1llance in quest1on |
'._..m deta11 the name of the newspaper the date of publ1cat10n
e .' the number of the ed1t1on the page or pages on Wthh

o -the story(s) appeared and: the author of the alleged news-A

| paper reports wh1ch stated that pla1nt1ff DaV1don was the ‘_»A f
. subJect of the alleged w1retap Wthh mon1tored pla1nt1ff
'V-McAhster s conversatmns -
Wlth part1cular1ty the manner in Wh1ch plamt1ff Dav1don o
a and/ or p1a1nt1ff McAhster obta1ned the 1nformat1on

regardmg the alleged test1mony of defendant Sm1th by

whlch the pla1nt1ffs aver that the alleged W1retap was "out

of operatlon from December 24 1970 to January 2 1971.;. .

eréyouj call 1t ‘was’ not a

3 the names and current addresses of all persons whom
o ';. pla1nt1ff Dav1don was allegedly v1s1t1ng in the Western or o

‘ M1dwestern part of the Umted States durmg the perlod

“in quest1on




. Atrtel
" To: SAC, Philadelphia (62 5421) S T 72 172 - B
From: Actmg Direc r, IFBI '_ - ) 1 -Mr, Miller
. o ' ~1-Mr. Mintz ~~ -
. SISTER ELIZABETH McALISTER, et al. v. - 1- Mr. Williamson

".  RICHARD G. KLEINDIENST, et al. s
(E. D, Pa.) CIVIL ACTIION NO. 72- 19‘?_7" ,

. In comnectwn with captﬁoned civil suit, tthe Criminal Division ”
has requestedl that they be advised if Philadelphm has the toll call records

. for telephone number MI 9- 615@ (subscriber, William Davidon) from

' 11/24/70 to 1/6/71 : )

The inquiry is px-ompted by a letten- from the AUSA, Philadelphia, . o
to the Department in which it was stated that |of the Bell . b6
Telephone Company had been subpoeaned to produce these recordsand =~ - b7c .

had advised the USA's Office that such records have either x
een destroyed or were not available,

The Department is concerned that if we have the records that

it would be improper for to appear and state the records are " b6 4
-« not avaﬂlable. o T - ‘_ B .v.{.}ibm
Advise the Bureau, attemion Offxce of Legal Counsel PR
Expechte |
‘ - - | -b6
NOTE In connectlon w1th captloned matterl ‘Criminal e
D1v1s1on requested Ph11ade1ph1a determlne if they have Dav: don s tolE trecords.
N TLW:deh, ,@M B 111 R [C 69 Q R~ =/ / 5 |
| ‘Mr.,"Felt o FE2OL " .'h,‘:"if"?f,' o " ”!’b f" - ‘ ol '/' é /Z , w(b"}/(
M il MAEDS  f - o : : b N~ ‘e
E M:‘ C]oi:land— ‘ ) i G" 3 ."w ~< ' .‘ : ) ey, L \‘ -~ . ’ .
Cwema— | APRLIOIRYS dereg - __ LT gl / S Ny S
, Mr. Jenkins e e e s 1 ) ; ~ qg;@ﬁ ‘ A
" Mr. Marshall ; FBI . o _ o / - £
- Mr. Miller, E.S. AT : oo Y Y/ 517 o ) ]
Mr. Soyars e He : , YA :
Mr. Thompson _ . : ' ’ n . - T )
- Mr. Walters _. . - . . 5 PR - . - AT TR .o
.Tele. Room. )

' * Mr. Kmley
5, “Mr. Armstmng
7 i

sy
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FBI
4/2/73

Date:

Transmit the following in

(Type in plaintext or code)

AIRTEL
Via -
(Priority)
o L -
TO: ACTING DIRECTOR, FBI (62-115389)
FROM: SAC, PHILADELPHIA (62-5421) (P)
SUBJECT: WILLIAM C. DAVIDON, ET AL

Versus

RICHARD G. KLEINDIENST ET AL
Civil Action #72-1977, EDPA.
00: PHILADELPHIA

Enclosed for the Bureau is a copy of defendant'sg

Request for Admissions., The motion and order pertaining
to plaintiff's extentiom of time were not available to
AUSA Recognizing that excellent liaison ex1st1
between the Office of Legal Counsel’ and the Deparr 2

- Philadelphia, will discontinue forwarding copies oX
in this and similar cases, unless the Office deems ?
present practice more desirable.

On 3/23/73, SA|

|contacted AUSA

Pa, , concerning the status b6

b7C

Philadelphia
of captioned civil suit. | advised that on 2/7/73,
a Request for Admissions was Iiled by defendants in U. S.
District Court, EDPA., and that no response has been fo
coming from plalntlffs. < g - E
g RS, o S 3%9
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