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SECOND AMENDED COVPLAI NT (10/98)
(Conspiracy to interfere with Cvil R ghts
in violation of 42 U S.C. § 1985(2), Obstructing justice;
Intentional Infliction of Enotional Distress;
Assault; Battery; Cvil Conspiracy)

COMES NOW Pl aintiff, Patrick Janmes Know ton, by and through
counsel, and respectfully states:

Jurisdiction

1. This Court has jurisdiction over Plaintiff's clains for
relief under 42 U S.C. 88 1985, 1986, as clains arising under the
constitution and laws of the United States, pursuant to 28 U S. C
88 1331, 1343(a)(1) and (a)(2). This Court has suppl ement al
jurisdiction over all of Plaintiff's other clainms for relief as
state law clainms so related to Plaintiff's claimin the action
within the original jurisdiction that they formpart of the sane

case or controversy.
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2. This case arises froman overall conspiracy to obstruct
justice in connection with federal investigations into the death
of deputy Wite House counsel Vincent W Foster.

3. Upon learning that M. Foster's body was found in Fort
Marcy Park, Virginia, Plaintiff reported to authorities what he
had seen in the park approximately 70 m nutes before the
di scovery of M. Foster's body.

4. In April and May, 1994, Defendant Monroe, then an FB
agent detailed to the Ofice of regulatory Independent Counsel
Robert Fiske, interviewed Plaintiff. Plaintiff repeatedly told
Monroe that the Arkansas Honda he saw in the Fort Marcy |ot,
found parked in the sane space as M. Foster's was |ater found,
was ol der than M. Foster's 1989 Honda. And the two car col or
panels that Plaintiff identified to Monroe as being the sane
color as the car he had seen at the park correspond only to
Hondas and only for the year nodels 1983 and 1984.

Not wi t hst andi ng these facts, Mnroe falsified Plaintiff's account
and m sreported that Plaintiff identified the car he saw as a
"1988 to 1990" year-nodel, which coincided wwith M. Foster's 1989
car. Because M. Foster was dead by the tine Plaintiff visited
Fort Marcy Park, Plaintiff's information refutes the official
conclusion that M. Foster drove his car there.

5. Shortly after Plaintiff learned froma reporter that
Def endant Monroe had falsified his account, Plaintiff's account
of what he had w tnessed at Fort Marcy and contradictory
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information fromhis FBlI interview  reports was published in the
in October 22, 1995 edition of the London Sunday Tel egraph
newspaper .

6. On the sane day that the Tel egraph reached Anmerican
newsst ands, COctober 24, the Ofice of Independent Counsel, In re:
Madi son Guar ant ee Savi ngs & Loan, prepared a subpoena for
Plaintiff to testify before the Whitewater grand jury in this
Court.

7. Two days after that subpoena was prepared, Defendant FB
Agent Russell Bransford served it. At the time of the service of
t hat subpoena, Bransford was detailed to M. Starr's Washi ngton,
DC, Ofice. Bransford had been detailed to the Fiske probe.

8. Begi nning the sane day that Bransford served Plaintiff
the secret grand jury subpoena, at |east 24 Defendants and
Bransford harassed and intimdated Plaintiff before he appeared
to testify before the grand jury, and one Defendant harassed
Plaintiff after he testified:

(1) Eleven or nore Defendants on Cctober 26, 1995;

(2) Twelve or nore Defendants on Cctober 27, 1995;

(3) Two or nore Defendants on COctober 28, 1995;

(4) Defendant FBI Agent Bransford on Cctober 30, 1995;
and

(5) One Defendant on Novenber 2, 1995.



9. Most of these incidents happened in a rapid and
coordi nated fashion, so that before one man departed, another was
approaching. The objects of the harassnent were twofold. First,
to intimdate and warn Plaintiff in connection with his grand
jury testinony and second, to destabilize Plaintiff and discredit
his testinony before the grand jury. This technique of
subjecting a wtness to an overwhel m ng canpai gn of non-verba
harassnent to intimdate and warn, or alternatively to
destabilize and discredit the witness, is known to federal
intelligence and investigative agencies.

10. Wongful acts alleged herein were violations of 42
U S C 8§ 1985(2), which prohibits, inter alia, attenpts to deter
W tnesses by intimdation or threat fromtestifying freely,
fully, and truthfully to matters pendi ng before federal courts.
Plaintiff's cause also all eges assault, battery, intentional
infliction of enotional distress, and civil conspiracy.

11. Overt acts directed at Plaintiff were part of a
subsi di ary conspiracy. Because that subsidiary conspiracy was
t he reasonably foreseeabl e, necessary or natural consequence of
the overall conspiracy to hide the facts of M. Foster's death,
each nenber of that overall conspiracy is liable for Plaintiff's
damages sinply by virtue of his being a conspirator.

12. The initial 16-day death investigation was a joint
FBI/ Park Police investigation. The investigation under the
auspi ces of reqgulatory Independent Counsel Robert Fiske was an
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FBI investigation. No Congressional Conmttee has ever
investigated M. Foster's death. Therefore, before M. Starr was
appointed to head the statutory O fice of |ndependent Counsel in
August of 1994, the FBI conducted all official investigations
into the case, with the sole exception of the initial
i nvestigation, which was conducted wth significant FBI
participation. M. Starr's office also used FBI agents and the
FBI | aboratory in conducting its investigation.

Parties

13. Plaintiff Patrick James Know ton is an individual
presently residing at 2424 Pennsylvani a Avenue, NW Washi ngton,
DC. At the time of M. Foster's death in July of 1993, and when
Plaintiff was contacted and interviewed by Defendant Monroe in
April and May of 1994, Plaintiff resided in Etlan, Virginia.

14. Defendant Robert Edwards (hereinafter "EDWARDS') was at
all times material hereto an individual enployed by the United
States Park Police, holding the position of Sergeant, assigned to
the Second District station, 7300 MacArthur Boul evard, d en Echo,
Maryl and. EDWARDS has since retired. EDWARDS residence address
is presently unknown to Plaintiff, but it is believed to be in
the state of Ceorgia.

15. Defendant Janmes C. Beyer (hereinafter "BEYER') is and
was at all times material hereto an individual enployed as Deputy

Chi ef Medical Exam ner, Northern Virginia D strict, 9787 Braddock



Road, Suite 100, Fairfax, Virginia, and in that capacity
performed the July 21st, 1993 autopsy on M. Foster.

16. Defendant John Doe Pat hol ogi st (hereinafter
"PATHOLOQ ST") assisted Defendant BEYER in the performance of the
autopsy on M. Foster. BEYER refused to identify PATHOLOG ST to
the Park Police at the autopsy and there is no public record of
the PATHOLOQ ST's identity. Plaintiff will seek | eave of Court
to anend his Conplaint by inserting his true nane in place of the
fictitious name PATHOLOG ST when the sane has been ascertai ned.

17. Defendant Robert F. Bryant (hereinafter "BRYANT") is
and was at all tines material hereto an individual enployed by
the Federal Bureau of Investigation ("FBI"). During the tines
al | eged hereinafter that BRYANT conmtted overt acts in
furtherance of the conspiracy, BRYANT served as the Speci al
Agent -in-Charge of the FBI's Washi ngton, DC, Metropolitan Field
O fice. BRYANT currently holds the position of Deputy Director
of the FBI, and his business address is the J. Edgar Hoover
Bui | ding, 10th & Pennsyl vani a Avenue, NW Washi ngton, DC

18. Defendant Scott Jeffrey Bickett (hereinafter "BlICKETT")
is an individual whose residence address is presently unknown to
Plaintiff. Upon information and belief, Plaintiff avers that
BICKETT is and was at all tinmes material hereto an individual
enpl oyed by the Departnent of Defense, holding an "Active SC "
security clearance, which stands for Sensitive Conpartnented
Information, a top U S. Governnent security clearance. Upon
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information and belief, Plaintiff also avers that BICKETT has
been briefed at FBlI headquarters, has served at the direction of
FBI personnel, and was so serving when BICKETT commtted the acts
herei nafter conpl ai ned of.

19. Defendant Lawence Monroe (hereinafter "MONRCE") is an
i ndi vi dual who resides at 8128 Bl andsford Drive, Mnassas,
Virginia. Wen MONRCE commtted the overt acts recited bel ow, he
was enpl oyed by the FBI as a special agent, and was detailed to
the office of regul atory Independent Counsel Robert B. Fiske, Jr.

20. The captioned Defendant referred to as John Doe FB
Laboratory Technician is one or nore | aboratory technicians
enpl oyed by the FBI's forensic | aboratories, located in the J.
Edgar Hoover Building, 10th & Pennsyl vania Avenue, NW
Washi ngton, DC. Because Plaintiff does not yet know whether al
the FBI | aboratory reports quoted bel ow were aut hored by the sane
i ndi vidual, nor his or their identities, the author or authors of
these | aboratory reports are hereinafter referred to in the
singular as "FBI LAB." Plaintiff will seek | eave of Court to
amend his Conplaint by substituting his or their true nanes
instead of the fictitious name FBI LAB when the sane has been
ascertai ned.

21. Defendant FBlI Agent Russell T. Bransford (hereinafter
"BRANSFORD"') is an individual who is currently and was at al
tinmes material hereto enployed by the FBI as a special agent.
BRANSFORD s busi ness address is the FBI's Washi ngton, DC
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Metropolitan field office, 1900 Half Street, SW Washi ngton, DC
BRANSFORD had been detailed to M. Fiske's office of regul atory
| ndependent Counsel and, upon M. Starr's appointnent in August
of 1994 to serve as statutory |Independent Counsel and the

si mul t aneous di ssolution of the office of the regulatory

| ndependent Counsel's office, M. Starr's office retained
BRANSFORD

22. Defendant Ayman Al ouri (hereinafter "AYMAN ALOURI ") is
an i ndividual whose residence address is 2300 Pimmt Drive,
Apartnment 704 West, Falls Church, Virginia. AYMAN ALOURI was
born in the country of Jordan and is a naturalized citizen of the
United States.

23. Defendant Abdel Salem Alouri (hereinafter "ABDEL
ALOURI ") is an individual whose | ast known residence address is
5800 Quantrell Avenue, Apartnent 1511, Alexandria, Virginia.
ABDEL ALOURI was born in the country of Jordan. H's citizenship
is unknown to Plaintiff.

24. Defendant John Doe No. 1 (hereinafter "ONE"), through
Def endant John Doe No. 24 (hereinafter "TWENTY-FOUR'), inclusive,
are all male individuals, sued herein under fictitious nanes,
their nanes and capacities being unknown to Plaintiff who may
seek | eave of this Court to amend his Conplaint by inserting
their true names and capacities in the place and stead of the

fictitious nanes.
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25. Some of the conspirators joined the conspiracy at
different tinmes by pursuit of the commobn goal or overal
conspiratorial objective, the particulars of which are not
presently known to Plaintiff. As all conspirators are not
presently known, Plaintiff will, should it becone appropriate,
seek | eave to anmend this Conplaint to nane ot her Defendants and
to plead the particulars of their functions in pursuing the
overall or subsidiary conspiracy.

Facts

26. On July 20th, 1993, between the tine of 3:00 p.m and
4:00 p.m, Vincent Foster died of a small-caliber gunshot wound
to his head, at the hand of another. The bullet entered his head
fromthe upper portion of the right side of his neck, under the
jaw |l i ne, passed upward through the body of the tongue, pierced
his brain and struck the skull approximately three inches bel ow
the top of the head, fracturing it. The bullet remained in his
head. Blood drained fromthe entrance wound in the neck onto his
right collar and shoul der and was absorbed down onto his right
shirtsl eeve. Blood al so accunul ated in his nouth.

27. Also on July 20th, 1993, Plaintiff was driving on the
George Washi ngton Menorial Parkway. |In heavy traffic and facing
over a two-hour commute, Plaintiff pulled into Fort Marcy Park at

4:30 p.m to relieve hinself. Plaintiff parked close to the main
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footpath entrance into the park, between the only two cars in the
smal | parking lot, which were parked just four spaces apart.

28. To Plaintiff's left was parked an unoccupi ed m d- 1980s
rust-brown four-door Honda sedan with Arkansas tags (closest to
the footpath entrance), and on his right was a | ate nodel
metallic blue-gray sedan, backed into its parking space. A nman
was seated in the driver's seat of the blue-gray sedan.
| medi ately after Plaintiff parked, the man | owered t he passenger
side electric window and stared at him nenacingly, which
unnerved Plaintiff as he exited his car.

29. As he started fromhis car toward the footpath,
Plaintiff heard the bl ue-gray sedan's door open. Apprehensive,
Plaintiff wal ked to the sign bordering the footpath entrance to
the park and feigned to read its historical information while
nonchal antly glancing to his right to see if the man was
approaching. He saw the nman | eaning on the roof of the driver's
side of his blue-gray sedan, watching himintently. Plaintiff
then cautiously proceeded 75 feet down the footpath's left fork
to the first large tree, in the opposite direction fromwhich M.
Foster's body was | ater recovered.

30. As he relieved hinself, Plaintiff heard the man cl ose
his car door. Because the foliage was dense, he could not see
whet her the man was approaching. As Plaintiff wal ked back to the
parking lot with a heightened sense of awareness, he scanned the
ot but did not see the man. Plaintiff surm sed that the man had
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either gotten back in his car or perhaps could even be crouching
bet ween the brown Honda and Plaintiff's car.

31. In order to maintain his distance fromthe space
bet ween the Honda and his own car until he learned the man's
wher eabouts, Plaintiff walked directly toward the driver's side
door of the Honda, and then around the back of it. As Plaintiff
reached the driver's side door of the brown Honda, he | ooked
t hrough the window. He also |ooked into the back seat as he
wal ked the length of that car. He saw a dark-colored suit jacket
draped over the driver's seat, a briefcase on the front
passenger's seat, and two bottles of wine cooler on the back
seat. As he reached the back of the Honda, Plaintiff was
relieved to see that the man had returned to his own vehicle.
The man was still staring fixedly at him

Def endant Edwar ds

32. After the discovery of Vincent Foster's body, Defendant
U S. Park Police Sergeant Robert EDWARDS, who was the supervisor
for the area that included Fort Marcy Park, responded to the
park. EDWARDS was the third U S. Park Police personnel to arrive
at the body site, which was in a secluded area of the park and
not observable fromthe direction of the park's parking lot. By
the time EDWARDS had arrived at the body site at approximtely
6:28 p.m, the six Fairfax County Fire & Rescue personnel had

| eft the body site.
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33. EDWARDS di d not conpose any report. Neither the FB
nor Park Police investigators interviewed himduring the course
of the first 16-day investigation, nor did the FBI interview him
during the course of the five-nonth Fi ske probe.

34. As EDWARDS wal ked fromthe parking ot towards the
body, he wal ked past U S. Park Police Oficer Kevin Fornshill as
Fornshill was wal ki ng back to the parking | ot, whereupon EDWARDS
instructed Fornshill to | eave the park.

35. Wien EDWARDS arrived at the body site, only U S. Park
Police Oficer Franz Ferstl was present.

36. Upon EDWARDS arrival at the body site, EDWARDS t ook
possessi on of the approximately seven Pol aroi d phot ographs that
U S. Park Police Oficer Franz Ferstl had taken.

37. EDWARDS then ordered Ferstl to return to the parking
| ot.

38. Alone at the body site, and in possession of the only
phot ogr aphi ¢ evi dence that woul d have exposed his tanpering with
the crime scene, EDWARDS:

(1) Turned M. Foster's head to the right, whereupon
bl ood drained laterally fromhis nouth, toward the
smal | caliber bullet wound in M. Foster's neck,
and down onto his right shoul der; and

(2) Repositioned the head in the "strai ght up"
position, |eaving a contact stain caused by the
face havi ng touched the bl oody right shoul der of
the shirt.

39. EDWARDS' purpose in causing blood to spill toward the

small caliber bullet wound in M. Foster's neck and down onto his
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ri ght shoul der and collar was twofol d:

(1) To obscure and canoufl age the existence of the
bull et wound in M. Foster's neck; and

(2) To nmake it appear that the blood on M. Foster's
right side collar and right shoul der, which had in
fact drained fromthe neck wound, had emanated
fromhis nouth.

40. EDWARDS absconded with the Pol aroi d phot ographs t hat
U.S. Park Police Evidence Technician Franz Ferstl had taken.

41. The forgoing actions of EDWARDS were made with specific
intent to obstruct justice.

Def endant s Beyer & Pat hol ogi st

42. Defendant Deputy Chief Medical Exam ner BEYER
reschedul ed the autopsy fromits initial scheduled tinme of 7:00
a.m, Thursday, July 22nd, to Wednesday, July 21, at 10:00 a.m
Because the tinetable for the perfornmance of the autopsy was
nmoved up to occur just 16 hours after the body's discovery, Park
Police Investigators assigned to the case, Cheryl Braun and John
Rol | a, who had inspected the body at Fort Marcy Park, did not
attend because they had worked all night.

43. This failure of police Investigators assigned to the
case to attend the autopsy prevented the exchange of information
bet ween BEYER and the Investigators during the performance of the
autopsy, and was in violation of the standard operating
procedures of both the U S. Park Police and the Ofice of the

Medi cal Exam ner
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44, On July 21st, 1993, Defendant BEYER and Def endant
PATHOLOQ ST perforned the autopsy on M. Foster. These
Def endants began perform ng the autopsy well before its
reschedul ed tine of 10:00 a.m, which was when Park Police
personnel arrived to witness the autopsy. These Defendants’
performance of a significant portion of the autopsy, w thout the
presence of police witnesses, was in violation of the
requi renents of the Medical Examner's Ofice and of the U S.
Par k Poli ce.

45. Before the rescheduled tine of the arrival of Park
Pol i ce personnel to wi tness the autopsy, Defendants BEYER and
PATHOLOQ ST renoved M. Foster's clothing, scrubbed the body and
x-rayed the head. And, before Sergeant Robert Rule, Detective
Janmes Morrissette and ldentification Technicians Wayne Johnson
and S.E. H Il arrived to witness the autopsy, BEYER and
PATHOLOQ ST renoved M. Foster's tongue and portions of his soft
pal at e.

46. The reason that BEYER and PATHOLOGQ ST renoved portions
of M. Foster's soft palate and tongue before the police autopsy
W tnesses arrived was to further the conspiracy by concealing:

(1) The fact that there was no entrance wound in the
soft pal at e;

(2) To conceal the absence of gunshot residue on the
soft pal ate; and

(3) To conceal the defect in the tongue which was
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caused when the bullet entered under the jaw |ine.

47. BEYER conducted still photography of M. Foster's body
during the course of the autopsy, using both 35-mm and Pol aroid
caneras, but avoi ded any phot ography of the soft palate. BEYER s
purpose in failing to photograph the soft palate was to obscure
t he absence of a bullet wound in, and gunshot residue on, the
soft pal ate.

48. Upon the arrival of U S. Park Police to witness that
portion of the autopsy which was still left to do, Park Police
Sergeant Robert Rul e asked BEYER t he PATHOLOQ ST's nane. BEYER
failed and refused to identify PATHOLOG ST, and PATHOLOG ST
failed to identify hinself.

49. Overt acts in furtherance of the conspiracy commtted
by BEYER in the preparation of his July 28, 1993 Report of
Aut opsy include fabricating the existence of:

(1) A perforating gunshot wound;

(2) An entrance wound in posterior oropharnyx;
(3) Powder debri on the soft palate; and

(4) An exit wound in the back of the head.

50. On March 31, 1994, BEYER was interviewed in connection
with the Fiske probe's investigation into M. Foster's death by a
Dr. Norman, Charles J. Stahl, MD. and Janmes L. Luke, M D
During the course of that interview, BEYER commtted overt acts
in furtherance of the conspiracy by falsely reporting to these
men:
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51.

foll ows:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

That the autopsy commenced at approxi mately 10: 00
a.m;

The exi stence of an entrance wound at the central
m dl i ne soft palate, 7 1/2 inches below the top of
t he head:;

The exi stence of "abundant gunpowder residue" on
the soft pal ate;

The exi stence of an inch by inch-and-a-quarter
exit wound three inches below the top of the head;

The absence of identifiable food material in the
stonach; and

The absence of x-rays.

On July 13, 1994, BEYER testified on deposition, as

> O

>0 > O

>0> O

>0

WAs anyone present with you when you did the
aut opsy?
Park Police were present.

* * *

VWhat was your concl usion about the cause of death
in this case?

Perforating gunshot to the head wwth entrance in
the nouth, exiting the head.

VWhat was the path of the bullet?

Entered through the nouth, through the posterior
pharnyx, went backward -- backward and upward with
exit fromthe back of the head.

* * *

O her than these two wounds, did you see any ot her
wounds to the body?

None.

Did you see any gunpowder burns on the body?

Ti ssue taken fromthe posterior oral pharynx or

t he back of the nouth contained powdered debris.

* * *

Were any X-rays taken?

| had anticipated taking it, but our machine was
not operating properly... | did the autopsy

W t hout an x-ray.
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* * *

Q D d you make any findi ngs about position of the
weapon?

A No, except that the weapon undoubtedly had the
muzzle in the nouth at the tinme of discharge.

* * *

A That's [presence of police] a requirenent of ny
office. Any tinme you have a gunshot wound and
particularly one that m ght be of a suspicious
character, the police have to be present during
t he aut opsy.

* * *

Q Doctor, you nentioned that the X-ray machi ne
wasn't working during this particular autopsy. |Is
there an x-ray machine in the room where autopsies
are perforned?

A There's one available in the autopsy suite. W
had a new machine. It had not been operating
properly. ..

* * *
A | |Iooked at it [clothing], then gave it over to

the police for their exam nation.

* * *

A They [ pat hol ogy panel] were provided with a copy
of the autopsy, a copy of the m croscopic slides
and a copy of the photographs.

52. Overt acts in furtherance of the conspiracy commtted
by BEYER during the course of the July 13, 1994 deposition
include falsely testifying that:

(1) The police witnessed the autopsy and w t hhol di ng
t hat PATHOLOQ ST was present during the autopsy;

(2) There was a perforating gunshot to the head with
an entrance wound through the posterior pharnyx
and an exit wound in the back of the head;

(3) There were no other wounds to the body;

(4) Tissue taken fromthe posterior pharnyx contai ned
powder debris;

(5) The x-ray machi ne was not functioning properly and
therefore no x-rays were taken;
19



(6) The muzzle of the weapon had been in the nouth at
the time of discharge; and

(7) The clothing was given to the police upon its
removal fromthe body.

53. On July 29, 1994, Defendant BEYER testified before the
United States Senate Banking Conmmtt ee:

THE CHAI RMAN.  Now, can you indicate howit was you
were able to rule out any ot her cause of death
and why you reached that conclusion, in terns of
a short summary.

Dr. BEYER. M. Foster had a perforating gunshot wound
to the head with entrance in the nouth, exit in
the back of the head. There was abundant powder
debris in the nouth at the entrance site.
Therefore, | concluded that this was essentially
a contact perforating gunshot wound consi stent
with being self-inflicted.

* * *

The CHAI RMAN.  You have given us the central reason
take it that you ascribe to why you concl uded, or
one of the main reasons you concluded this was a
suicide. How were you able to rule out any
possibility of an alternative cause of death?

Dr. BEYER. There was no other evidence or trauma to
the body, and with the entrance wound | ocated in
the nouth the way it was, w th abundant power
debris, no trauma to the jaws, no trauma to the
teeth, it would be ny conclusion that this was
self-inflicted.

* * *
Senator KERRY. O ficer Rolla, you were asked earlier
about this question of noving up the autopsy. It

is agreed that the autopsy was noved up by a day.
Is that correct, doctor?

Dr. BEYER. Wll, as soon as | heard about the case, |
had the body transported over, and we nmake every
effort to do an autopsy within I ess than 24 hours
if possible. Therefore, once | could get the
body over, we proceeded with the autopsy.

Senat or KERRY. But did you receive a nessage, doctor,
asking you to try to proceed faster than normal ?

Dr. BEYER. No, sir
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* * *

Senator KERRY. So irrespective of the timng, you are
saying to us that the findings wwth respect to
this autopsy are true and accurate and as you
found themto be at the tine. |Is that correct?

Dr. BEYER. That is correct.

* * *

Senator FAIRCLOTH. Al right, I wll skip over to Dr.
Beyer. Dr. Beyer, did you actually performthe
aut opsy on M. Foster?

Dr. BEYER  Yes, sir

* * *

Senator FAIRCLOTH. You did it yourself?.
Dr. BEYER. [Nods in the affirmative.]

* * *

Senat or FAIRCLOTH. Dr. Beyer, your autopsy report
i ndi cates that you took x-rays of M. Foster.

Dr. BEYER. | had anticipated taking them and | had
so stated on one of ny reports.

Senat or FAI RCLOTH. Your autopsy report says you took
x-rays of M. Foster. D d you?

Dr. BEYER. No, sir

Senat or FAIRCLOTH. Wy did you say you did if you
didn't?

Dr. BEYER. As | indicated, | nade out that report
prior to actually performng the autopsy. W'd
been having difficulty with our equipnent, and we
were not getting readable x-rays. Therefore, one
was not taken.

Senator FAI RCLOTH. What was wong wth the x-ray
machi ne?

Dr. BEYER. W had a new nmachi ne; we had new grids;
and we had a new processor. W were having a
nunber of probl ens.

Senator FAIRCLOTH. Wiy didn't you call Fairfax
Hospital and arrange for a portable x-ray machine
to be brought in for your use in such an
I nportant occasi on?

Dr. BEYER. Because this was a perforating gunshot
wound. If it had been a penetrating one, | would
have gotten an x-ray of the head.

* * *

Senator FAIRCLOTH. Did you or the Medical Exam ner's
of fi ce have your servicing conpany cone in and
fix the x-ray machi ne?

Dr. BEYER. W were trying to renmedy our problens. At
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that particular time we were not getting readabl e

X-rays.
Senat or FAIRCLOTH. Wen was it repaired?
Dr. BEYER. | have no x-rays in ny files between July

6 to the 26. After July 26, 1993, we were
getting x-rays.

Senat or FAIRCLOTH. You nean for 20 days you ran a
coroner's office and did autopsies wthout an x-
ray machi ne?

Dr. BEYER. W don't take x-rays on very nmany cases.
Primarily only gunshot cases.

Senator FAIRCLOTH. The Park Police officers who were
present at the autopsy said you told them not
only was an x-ray taken, you also told themthe
results of the x-ray. How do you account for the
contradiction?

Dr. BEYER. | have no explanation because | did not
take an x-ray.

Senat or FAIRCLOTH. How did you tell the Park Police
the results of an x-ray that you didn't take?

Dr. BEYER. | don't recall telling --
Senator FAIRCLOTH. Well, they do.
Dr. BEYER. | have no expl anation

* * *

Dr. BEYER. The equi pnment was not working, and | saw
no need to take an x-ray.

Senator FAIRCLOTH. You saw no need to take an x-ray?

Dr. BEYER. No, sir

54. Overt acts in furtherance of the conspiracy commtted
by BEYER in his July 29th, 1994 testinony before the United
States Senate includes falsely testifying that:

(1) M. Foster had a perforating gunshot wound to the
head with entrance wound in the nouth and an exit

wound i n the back of the head;

(2) There was "abundant powder debris in the nmouth at
the entrance site;"

(3) There was no other evidence of trauma to the body;
(4) He hinself perforned the autopsy on M. Foster;

(5 No x-rays were taken because the Ofice of the
Medi cal Exam ner's new machi ne had "a nunber of
probl ens” and "difficulty wth the equi pnrent™
resulting in "not getting readable x-rays," and
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that there was "no need to take an x-ray."

Def endant Bryant

55. On July 22, 1993, at 8:46 p.m, the FBI Washi ngton
Metropolitan Field Ofice (WWFO sent a Teletype to the Director
of the FBI. Its subject was the Presidential staff assassination
inquiry pursuant to 18 U S.C. f 1751, under which the FBI was
mandated to exercise primary jurisdiction over the case. Sent
| ess than 34 hours after the autopsy, and routed through the
Violent Crinmes Unit of the FBI's Crimnal |nvestigation D vision
(VCU-C D), it was sent to confirmthe contents of the previous
day's tel ephone conversations between the WWO and the VCU-Cl D
These tel ephone conversations occurred the day of the autopsy,
whi | e Def endant Robert BRYANT held the position of special agent-
i n-charge of the WWO. The Tel etype confirned that the tel ephone
conversations included the know edge that the autopsy's "results
include the finding... that [there was] no exit wound."

56. On August 10th, 1993, eighteen days after having sent
the Tel etype, BRYANT, then special agent-in-charge of the FBI's
Washi ngton, DC netropolitan field office, appeared with U S. Park
Pol i ce Chief Robert Langston and Justice Departnent spokesman
Carl Stern to announce, inter alia, the outcome of the FBI's
investigation into M. Foster's death. During that press

conf erence, BRYANT st at ed:

Ladi es and gentlenmen, |I'm Bob Bryant, and I'mthe
speci al agent in charge of the Washington netropolitan
field office field office of the FBI... [Il]nitially,

when there is a death of a high governnent official
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that's covered by the assault or assassination
statutes, the FBI as a matter of course establishes
liaison with the police agency that has the primary
lead, in this case the United States Park Police. W
followed this case fromthe time we were notified unti
we were basically of the opinion... that this was a
sui ci de. ..

* * *

Vell, | think while we were with the United States Park
Police, it becane reasonably apparent that this was a
sui ci de.

* * *

| think what we were trying to do here first was trying
to find out if there was a violation, if he'd been
harmed, you know, assaulted or assassinated or

what ever. W concl uded no..

* * *

| suggest to you that it's a very thorough
i nvesti gati on.

* * *

|'"d be delighted to answer that question. Any tine
there is an assault or death under suspicious
circunstances of an official covered by the
assassination or assault of a federal officer statute,
we immediately put wwth the primary or | ead agency, in
this case the United States Park Police, to determ ne
the circunstances. As we becane convinced that it was,
in fact, a suicide, we subsequently started to

W t hdraw. . .

57. These remarks nade by BRYANT were untrue and BRYANT
knew themto be untrue. They were overt acts made to further the
cover-up. BRYANT' s public pronouncenent that the FBlI "becane
convinced that it [M. Foster's death] was, in fact, a suicide,"
made ei ghteen days after the Tel etype confirnmed BRYANT' s
knowl edge that there was, in fact, "no exit wound," constitutes
active participation by BRYANT in the cover-up

Def endants Monroe & Bickett
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58. In early April of 1994, MONRCE, while serving in his
capacity as FBlI agent detailed to the Ofice of regulatory
| ndependent Counsel under Robert B. Fiske, Jr., tel ephoned
Plaintiff at his Virginia residence and requested an in-person
interview On April 15, 1994, MONRCE interviewed Plaintiff at
the Ofice of regulatory |Independent Counsel. Wile show ng
Plaintiff six or nore photographs of M. Foster's car, MONROE
guestioned Plaintiff over 15 times in various ways whether the
Arkansas Honda he had seen, parked in the sane space as M.
Foster's Honda was | ater found, could have been M. Foster's 1989
silver-gray colored Honda. Plaintiff repeatedly responded, "No";
that the Honda he saw was ol der, of a different body shape, and
was rust-brown in color.

59. At the conclusion of this interview, MONRCE asked
Plaintiff "not to go to the press" with his story. Plaintiff's
information controverts the conclusion that M. Foster drove his
1989 silver-gray colored Honda to Fort Marcy Park, and MONRCE' s
request that Plaintiff not publicize his informati on was nmade in
furtherance of the cover-up.

60. On April 18th, 1994, MONRCE conposed an "FD- 302" report
of his April 15th interviewwith Plaintiff. Despite MONRCE s
failure to obtain an adm ssion fromPlaintiff that the Honda
Plaintiff saw could have been M. Foster's 1989 silver-gray
col ored Honda, MONRCE, know ngly and with specific intent to
obstruct justice, falsified Plaintiff's account of the 1983 or
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1984 rust-brown Honda Plaintiff had observed. MONRCE s Apri
18th FD-302 of his interviewwith Plaintiff three days earlier
Willfully msreported that Plaintiff had:

(1) "[l]dentified this particular vehicle as a 1988
to 1990... Honda with Arkansas plates;" and

(2) "[Rleiterated his description of this Honda as a
1988-1990. . ."

61. Regarding the man in the blue-gray sedan who had stared
at Plaintiff nmenacingly as Plaintiff pulled into his space,
wal ked into the park and as he left the park, Plaintiff told
MONRCE t hat the man was wearing a button-down oxford-type short
sl eeve shirt, and that Plaintiff probably would be able to
recogni ze the man in the future. Plaintiff also told MONRCE t hat
Plaintiff had not seen the |icense plates on the suspicious
acting man's blue-gray sedan. Notwithstanding Plaintiff's
account, MONRCE falsely reported in his April 18th, 1994 FD 302
t hat :
(1) Plaintiff said he "could not further identify
this particular individual nor his attire and
stated that he would be unable to recognize him

in the future;" and

(2) Plaintiff identified the blue-gray sedan as
having "Virginia license plates..."

62. Regarding the contents of the m d-1980s brown Arkansas
Honda, Plaintiff told MONRCE that anong the car's contents
Plaintiff saw as he wal ked directly toward the driver's side door
of the brown Honda and then along side of it, were two bottles of
W ne cooler on the back seat. Inplicit in MONRCE s report was
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that Plaintiff viewed the contents of the car through the back
wi ndow and therefore could not have seen the contents of the
car's back seat. MONRCE reported that Plaintiff "...wal ked
behi nd the brown Honda and peered inside..." Omtting the two
w ne cooler bottles that Plaintiff reported seeing on the back
seat, MONRCE reported that Plaintiff "could furnish no other
descriptive data regarding the vehicle or for that matter the
contents | ocated wthin the vehicle."

63. The wi ne cooler bottles were in the car that Plaintiff
observed, but not in M. Foster's Honda at the park. M.
Foster's Honda arrived at the park after Plaintiff had left.

64. Soon after his April 15th, 1994 interview w th MONROE
radi o tal k-show host G Gordon Liddy requested Plaintiff to
appear for an on-air interview In conpliance with MONRCE s
request, Plaintiff declined.

65. In early May of 1994, MONRCE tel ephoned Plaintiff at
his Virginia residence and requested a second i n-person
interview Plaintiff agreed. The two schedul ed a neeting for
10: 00 a.m, My 11th, 1994.

66. On May 10, 1994, the night before his second interview
with MONROE, Plaintiff was driving his 1979 refurbi shed Peugeot
504 eastbound on Constitution Avenue, NW acconpani ed by three
adult passengers, one gentlenman and two |adies. It was about
10: 30 p.m Defendant Scott Jeffrey BI CKETT drove a 1988
A dsmobile wth Illinois |icense plates, acconpanied by adult two
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mal e passengers, and was tailgating Plaintiff for about three

bl ocks. Plaintiff, driving slowy and | ooking for a parking
space, approached the intersection of 21st Street, saw a vacant
par ki ng spot, put on his directional, and stopped just past the
spot. BICKETT pulled into the spot. Plaintiff got out of his
car and said to BICKETT, "I was gonna park there." BICKETT said
two words, then wal ked away, acconpani ed by the two ot her nal es
who were passengers in the A dsnobile. There was no ot her
conversation between the occupants of Plaintiff's car and the
occupants of BICKETT s car.

67. Plaintiff parked his car in front of BICKETT s, then
left with his conpani ons.

68. |Imediately upon Plaintiff's vacating the area, BICKETT
returned to the scene, took a tire iron fromhis 4 dsnobil e,
smashed the Peugeot's four headlights, both taillights and struck
the radiator with sufficient force to put a whole in it, causing
over $3,700 in damages to Plaintiff's Peugeot.

69. About fifteen mnutes after he had | eft his Peugeot,
Plaintiff returned to where it was parked. A |inousine driver,
who is a retired District of Colunbia Metropolitan Police
Departnent captain, who had had witnessed the incident, told
Plaintiff and Park Police Oficers Hamond and Ml ntyre who had
arrived by that tinme what BICKETT had done, and provided the
A dsnmobile's license plate nunber. Park Police assigned the case
i nci dent nunber 021327.
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70. Plaintiff reasonably believes and therefore avers that
BI CKETT i s enploynment by the Departnent of Defense with a
Sensitive Conpartnmented Information security clearance, and that
Bl CKETT has been briefed at FBI headquarters and has served at
the direction of FBI personnel, as alleged above. Accordingly,
Plaintiff alleges that BICKETT's wongful conduct was at the
direction of FBlI personnel. The purpose of BICKETT' s havi ng
commtted these violent actions toward Plaintiff late in the
evening before the norning of Plaintiff's second schedul ed
interview with MONRCE was to cause Plaintiff to be in a
deteriorated enotional state while being interviewed by MONRCE
The conspirators sought to make Plaintiff nore vulnerable to
bei ng mani pul ated by MONROE' s haranguing to obtain fromPlaintiff
the sought-after adm ssion that the Arkansas Honda Plaintiff saw
in the park could have been M. Foster's 1989 year nodel Honda.

71. MONRCE interviewed Plaintiff a second tinme on the
nmorning followng BICKETT' s nmalicious attack on Plaintiff's car,
while Plaintiff was still jarred and distressed. MONRCE again
repeatedly questioned Plaintiff whether the Honda he saw could
have been M. Foster's 1989 silver-gray col ored Honda.
Not wi t hst andi ng his di straught enotional state, each tine
Plaintiff responded, "No." 1In a further attenpt to obtain an
adm ssion fromPlaintiff that the Honda he saw coul d have been
M. Foster's, MONROCE showed Plaintiff reports of other w tnesses
interviews who had described the 1989 silver-gray col ored Honda,
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and a 35-mm phot ograph of M. Foster's Honda. M. Foster's Honda
arrived in the Fort Marcy lot after Plaintiff had left. After
Plaintiff had read these other w tness statenents and viewed the
35-mm phot ograph, MONRCE agai n repeatedly asked Plaintiff whether
t he Honda he saw coul d have been M. Foster's 1989 silver-gray
col ored Honda. Each tine, Plaintiff's response was the sane.
"No. "

72. MONRCE then escorted Plaintiff to the FBlI |aboratory,
where MONRCE provided Plaintiff with brochures of |ate nodel
Hondas. Upon inspection of these brochures, Plaintiff told
MONRCE t hat the Hondas depicted in the brochures were too new to
be of the sanme Honda Plaintiff had seen at Fort Marcy Park, and
asked MONRCE for brochures of ol der nodel Hondas. MONRCE
responded that brochures of ol der Hondas were unavail abl e.
Plaintiff described the distinctive dull finish of the car he saw
to FBI |aboratory technician Dr. Frederick Witehurst, who
responded that he was famliar with the unusual finish Plaintiff
described. Plaintiff was then directed to the section of the car
col or panels containing brown panels, whereupon Plaintiff picked
out two car color panels, both of which were of the sanme col or
These two panel s were nunbered 3499 and 3500. Wit ehurst
informed Plaintiff and MONROCE that the panels Plaintiff had
pi cked correspond to a color available only on Hondas and only

avai l able for the year nodels 1983 and 1984.
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73. Wi tehurst then suggested to MONRCE that since there
must be only a few 1983 and 1984 Hondas of that col or registered
in the state of Arkansas, MONRCE should run a conputer check at
t he Arkansas Departnent of Mdtor Vehicles. MONRCE curtly
responded sonething like, "Don't you worry, we're on top of al
of this."

74. Toward the end of the interview, Plaintiff relayed to
MONRCE the facts of the malicious attack on his car late the
ni ght before and asked MONRCE whet her he could tell Plaintiff the
identity of the perpetrator fromthe O snobile's |icense plate
nunber. MONRCE inexplicably told Plaintiff that he could do so
only if Plaintiff could provide MONROCE with the perpetrator's
date of birth.

75. In the weeks-ensuing BICKETT' s malicious conduct, Park
Police told Plaintiff that the vandal could not be identified or
| ocated. On Cctober 18, 1995, this license plate nunber was
provided to a private investigator. The next day, the
i nvestigator called and provided the O dsnobile owner's nane,
address, hone tel ephone nunber, enployer, and wife's nane.
Plaintiff provided this information to the Park Police, whereupon
Bl CKETT confessed to Park Police Detective Frank A. Barw nzak.
Despite repeated requests to do so, the Ofice of the United
States Attorney for the District of Colunmbia failed and refused

to prosecute Bl CKETT.
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76. On July 29, 1994, Defendant MONRCE testified before the
United States Senate Banking Conmtt ee:
M. MONRCE. ...W also interviewed everyone known to

have been in Fort Marcy Park on the afternoon or
evening of M. Foster's death..

* * *
First, there can be no question that Vincent
Foster commtted suicide. Interviews with Ms.

Foster and other famly nenbers reveal ed that M.
Foster was deeply depressed in the weeks prior to
his death. Those close to himtold us that in
t hose final weeks he had | ost considerabl e wei ght
and was having troubl e sleeping. He appeared
exhausted nost of the tinme and he began to take on
a drawn and gray appearance. Famly and friends
stated that he appeared distracted and worried
nmost of the tinme and that he becane quite subdued.
Cowor kers, including former White House Counsel,
Bernard Nussbaum noted that his productivity at
the White House began to decline. W |earned that
M. Foster was deeply disturbed by the fall out
fromthe travel office natter over which the
Counsel's O fice was harshly criticized in the
press. W also know that he was di stressed about
the criticismthat he received in a series of
editorials that appeared in The Wall Street
Jour nal .

* * *
Tel ephone records reveal that in the early
afternoon of July 16, M. Foster, as previously
mentioned, did attenpt to reach out for help by
twce attenpting to contact one of the
psychi atrists but was unsuccessful. The list of
psychiatrists was found in M. Foster's wall et
after his death. On Monday, July 19, a day before
his death, he contacted his physician in Arkansas
and i nformed himof his depression.

* * *

This was confirned by an exam nation of

m croscopi ¢ slides taken during the autopsy which
revealed a large quantity of gunpowder on the soft
pall et tissue inside of his nmouth. This indicates
that the barrel of the weapon was essentially in
contact with the soft pallet when fired.
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* * *

The physical evidence further reveals that M.
Foster pulled the trigger... This evidence |eads
to the i nescapable conclusion that M. Foster
commtted suicide. The physical evidence nmakes it
equal ly clear that the suicide occurred right
where the body was found on the slope of the berm
| ocated in Fort Marcy ParKk.

* * *

Had t he body been noved to Fort Marcy Park after
his death, the Park Police would have found M.

Foster's body and clothing far nore bl oody than
the were at the scene.

* * *

Senator DODD. It's your conclusion, as has been
stated, that M. Foster commtted suicide.
There's no doubt in any of your m nds about that?

M. MONRCE. No doubt.

* * *

Senator DODD. ...[Were there any "significant”
irregularities in the Park Service Police's
i nvestigation?

M. MONRCE. Your question, Senator, had to do with
the Park Police and the response that | have to
that is we do not know of any significant
irregularities.

* * *

Senator BENNETT. ...The FBI identified blond/light
brown head hairs of Caucasian origin dissimlar
to M. Foster's on several pieces of clothing.

Has the FBI investigation determ ned the identity
of those bl ond Caucasi an head hairs?

M. MONRCE. No, we have not, sir, and I'd be glad to
respond why not. Basically for the follow ng
reasons, sir. There were three blond hairs found
on articles of clothing, as you' ve said. Qur
obj ective, as |I've nentioned before, was to find
out how M. Foster died, why did he die, and
whet her Whitewater at all played any role. It was
our professional judgnent that trying to determ ne
that hair would not |ead us or advance us in this
objective. And let nme go one step further, if |
could, sir. The source of this hair could have
been boundless. It could have been obtained at
work. There was a White House cerenony that
nmorning. It could have been from his residence.
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It could have been from his autonobile, which was
used quite often by his children, during the

aut opsy, during the period of tinme that the
clothing was in the possession of the U S. Park
Pol i ce, any blond-haired person at the death
scene, and there's no way to determ ne whether or
not those hairs were on those certain articles of
clothing either on the day of his death or days
previous to it. W were also very well aware,
sir, that M. Foster's daughter, 21 year-old
daughter, has bl ond hair.

* * *
Senat or BENNETT. The second one is in the same
category. I'mcurious. The FBI identified

carpet-type fibers of various colors. They
contain red, dark pink wool fibers on various

pi eces of his clothing. Does the FBI have any

i dea where that cane fron? WAs there any attenpt
made to match that wth any carpet in his hone,
car, or office?

M. MONRCE. No, sir, and for the sane reasons |
provided in response to your first question
relative to the hairs. They were nultiple col ors.
We had no way to match those particul ar carpets
up, outside the fact that they nost |ikely cane
fromhis residence or fromhis office, and if we
had any know edge of any other venue or | ocation
he m ght have been at, specifically the day of his
death, we would have done it. So once again,
Senat or, nothing sinister whatsoever.

* * *
M. MONRCE. No, | don't think so. 1'd like to clarify
it. In any death investigation, we had
overwhel m ng evidence to reflect that it was a

sui ci de. . .

77. The greater part of this testinony was fal se, was known
by MONROCE to be false, and constituted overt acts in furtherance
of the cover-up. Contrary to MONROE s testinony:

(1) The FBI did not "interview everyone known to have
been in Fort Marcy Park on the afternoon or
evening of M. Foster's death,” including:

(a) Defendant EDWARDS;
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(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(b) "Volunteers" working on a trail;

(c) Two nmen seen in and around the 1983 or 1984
rust - browmn Honda;

(d) The man in the blue-gray Japanese car seen by
Plaintiff;

(e) Men seen getting dressed in the woods by
par anedi cs; and

(f) A jogger;

Those close to M. Foster did not report that "he
had | ost consi derabl e wei ght" because he had in
fact gai ned wei ght;

M. Foster did not tell his physician that he was
depressed,;

The m croscopic slides did not reveal "a | arge
quantity of gunpowder on the soft palate tissue
inside of his nmouth,"” rather they reveal ed the
absence of any gunpowder;

Def endant MONRCE in fact knew of nunerous
"significant irregularities"” during the course of
the first 16-day investigation, including but not
l[imted to:

(a) Pol aroid photographs were not treated as
evi dence and many vani shed;

(b) 35-mllimeter crime scene photographs taken
by an experienced U S. Park Police Evidence
Technician were reported to be of limted
val ue, MONRCE had vi ewed t hese phot ographs
and knew t hey were cl ear;

(c) The first witness to discover the body told
MONRCE that M. Foster's palns facing up,
contrary to the depiction in the official
crime scene photographs;

(d) The Park Police officer who first responded
to the body site radi oed the death an
"apparent suicide" wthout having seen the
weapon;

(e) At least four witnesses saw a briefcase in a
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Honda in the lot, and that briefcase, if not
t he Honda, vani shed;

(f) The crine scene was not secured and the
driver of a car in the ot when the first
officials arrived drove away w t hout being
i dentified;

(g) The Park Police knew that M. Foster was
enpl oyed at the Wiite House by 6:35 p.m but
reportedly failed to notify the Secret
Service until around 8:30 p.m;

(h) Two sets of keys, including those to M.
Foster's car, were not found at the park;

(1) M. Foster's eyeglasses, with gunpowder on
them were found stens closed 19 feet bel ow
M. Foster's head in dense foliage, uprange
fromthe bullet trajectory;

(j) Acivilian park witness told the FBI that she
was "positive" that her information reflected
in the Park Police report "was untrue;" and

(k) The lead Park Police Investigator "nmade the
determ nation"” that M. Foster's death was
sui ci de before view ng the body;

(6) The "overwhel m ng evidence" indicated that the
death was not, in fact, a suicide.

FBI Laboratory Techni ci an(s)

78. \Wen a revolver is fired and the bullet |eaves the
cylinder and enters the barrel, the internal pressure expels
gasses, burning and unburned powder, and particul ate and
vaporized lead, referred to as "gunshot residue." The bl ast
results in gunshot residue being vented through the "barrel -
cylinder gap"” at high speed, formng a ring perpendicular to the
gun's barrel. As the residue escapes, it separates |ike spokes
of a wheel.
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79. \When these residues becone deposited on a surface, they
form roughly speaking, a line, like the lines of deposits |eft
on both of M. Foster's index fingers and the web between his
right thunb and index finger. This proves that, when the shot
was fired, the web between his right thunb and index finger, and
both of his index fingers, were in the gunshot residue trajectory
of the cylinder-blast fromthe cylinder-barrel gap.

80. FBI LAB' s May 9, 1994 Report 40324038 S/D QV, page 7
11 1 and 3, state:

Appar ent gunshot residue (snoke) was noted in the Q60,
QL12, QL25, Q126, photographs on the side of the right
forefinger and web area of the victinms right hand.
These residues are consistent with the disposition of
snoke fromthe nmuzzle blast or cylinder blast when the
K1 revolver is fired using ammunition |ike that
represented by specinens QL and 2 when this area of
the right hand is positioned near the front of the
cylinder or to the side of and near the nuzzle.

The position of the victinms [sic] hand in the Q7r7, Q79
and (@7 photographs relative to the revolver and the
apparent disposition [sic] of gunshot residue (snoke)
visible in the @0, QL12, QL25, QL26 and Q27

phot ographs is consistent with, but not limted to, the
followi ng position of the right hand during firing:
Pulling the trigger of the KL revolver with the right
t hunb, single or double action, or having the right
thunmb inside the trigger guard wwth the web area and
side of the right forefinger near the front of the
cyl i nder.

81. Because the nmuzzle was officially in M. Foster's nouth
when the shot was fired, FBI LAB s statenent that the gunshot
residue is "consistent with... [his] right hand [being]
positioned... to the side of and near the nmuzzle" is
i nappl i cabl e.
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82. Had the revolver been fired with the right thunb,
gunshot residues could not have been deposited on the "web area"
between the right thunb and i ndex finger because the web would
not have been "to the sides of the front cylinder." M. Foster's
right thunmb could not have been on the trigger at the sanme tine
as his right thunb-index finger web was in the trajectory of the
gunshot residue fromthe cylinder-blast. The fact that the web
between the thunb and right index finger was "near the front
cylinder" elimnates the possibility of M. Foster's having fired
the KL revolver with his right thunb. |[If the revol ver had been
fired wwth the right thunb, the web area woul d have been
conpl etely bl ocked fromany barrel -cylinder blast, regardl ess of
how the revol ver is held.

83. FBI LAB also failed to note that "pulling the trigger
of the K1 revolver with the right thunb... [in the] double
action” node is a highly inprobable scenario because the required
grasp would require holding the gun in a way which woul d prevent
the cylinder fromturning.

84. The foregoing YT 1 and 3 of page 7 of FBI LAB' s May 9,
1994 Report 40324038 S/D QV was nmade with the intent to concea
that M. Foster could not have held the weapon when it was
di scharged, and constitutes an overt act in furtherance of the
conspiracy to obstruct justice.

85. Because M. Foster could hold a basketball pal mdown
with one hand, the length of his right index finger approached
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six inches in length fromthe top of his fingertip to the web
area, and the third (last) phal ange of his index finger was
around an inch long. Because gunshot residue "extend[ed] from
the distal joint" of the right index finger into the web area
between it and his right thunb, the length of the gunshot residue
deposit was over five inches long. Taking into account the
absence of residue being expended fromthe upper part of the
weapon's frane (where the cylinder pin "masks" gunshot residue
fromemanating fromthe weapon), the m ninum di stance that M.
Foster's fingers could have been fromthe center of the barrel
when cylinder blast occurred, using the five-inch arc, is
cal cul ated as over two inches away, perpendicular fromthe
barrel. The closer his hands were to the cylinder, the shorter
| ength of the residue deposit. Had he been hol ding the weapon
with his index finger, the line of deposits would have been |ess
than two inches long. M. Foster could not have been grasping
the gun with his right index finger when it was discharged.

86. FBI LAB's May 9, 1994 Report 40324038 S/D QV, page 7, I
1 only describes cylinder blast. This Defendant failed to note
t hat gunshot residue was al so found on M. Foster's left index
finger. H's description that the residues are "consistent with
the this area,” when the "right hand" is "near the front of the
cylinder" inadequately describes the coverage and |l ength of the
gunshot residue deposits on M. Foster's right index finger and
the web between it and his right thunb.
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87. FBI LAB' s failure to properly describe the gunshot
resi due patterns was deliberate and made with the willful and
specific intent to conceal the fact that M. Foster could not
have fired the K1 revolver with his right thunb.

88. The only possible way to have gunshot residue deposited
on the right index finger and web area and |left index finger, a
sufficient distance fromthe barrel-cylinder gap to provide the
five-inch length of the residue pattern, is if the weapon was
fired by the hand of another. The gunshot residue patterns found
were made when M. Foster held his hands with the pal ns facing
the revolver's cylinder, consistent his hands being in a
def ensi ve posture.

89. FBI LAB s concealing that at the time of the shot, M.
Foster's index fingers could not have been in contact with the
weapon and that his hands were in a defensive posture, were overt
acts in furtherance of the overall conspiracy and cover-up of the
facts of M. Foster's death.

90. Consistent with the absence of the official nouth
entrance wound, there was no gunshot residue found in M.
Foster's nouth. Consistent with the absence of gunshot residue
found in M. Foster's nmouth, the Virginia D vision of Forensic
Sci ence found no gunshot residue on the five mcroscopic slides
containing 13 sections of the soft palate that Defendant BEYER
had fal sely reported contained "large quantities of black foreign
material." Consistent with the Virginia Division of Forensic
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Science's finding, FBI LAB' s May 9, 1994 Report 40324038 S/ D QV,
page 8, 1 5, noted:
No Bal | - shaped gunpowder was identified in the tissue
sanples fromthe inside of Foster's nouth, when
exam ned at the Ofice of the Medical Exam ner for
Nort hern Virginia.

91. To conceal the absence of the official nmouth entrance
wound, and in furtherance of the overall conspiracy to conceal
the true facts of M. Foster's death, FBI LAB in its June 13,
1994 Report No. 40525002 S QV, page 2, § 3, falsely reported that
the Virginia Division of Forensic Science's finding was
consistent wwth the "suicide finding in which the nuzzle of the
firearmwas in Foster's nouth":

It was previously reported that no ball-shaped
gunpowder was identified on the tissue sanples fromthe
i nside of Foster's nouth, when exam ned at the O fice
of the Medical Exam ner for Northern Virginia.

| nasnmuch as these tissue sanples were prepared in such
a way which is not conducive to retaining unconsuned
gunpowder particles, these findings are not
unexpected... The FBlI Laboratory findings are not

i nconsistent with the Pathol ogi sts' Report relating to
a suicide finding in which the nuzzle of the firearm
was in Foster's nouth.

92. Defendant BEYER s report of having found "abundant
powder debris" and "abundant gunpowder residue" on the soft
palate is the cornerstone of the official conclusion. Defendant
FBI LAB sought to explain how the "abundant powder debris" on the
soft pal ate coul d have vani shed between the tine that BEYER
reportedly observed it and sonmeone else at the Ofice of the

Medi cal Exam ner mcroscopically examned the thirteen tissue
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sanples fromthe soft palate. BEYER prepared the tissue sanples
to be tested for the presence of "powder debris,"” and FBI LAB's
declaration that the "tissue sanples were prepared in such a way
whi ch is not conducive to retaining unconsunmed particles" was
fal se and was made in furtherance of the conspiracy.

93. FBI LAB's May 9, 1994 Report 40324038 S/D QV, page 6, I
5, and his June 13, 1994 Report No. 40525002 S QV, page 2, 11
respectively, state:

When the B shirt was received in the Laboratory, the
resultant color reaction for a positive reaction for

t he sodi um rhodi zonate test was apparent... consistent
Wi th nmuzzle blast or cylinder blast froma revol ver

i ke the K1 revol ver using ammunition |i ke specinmens QL
and Q.

| ssue No. 1 in the ALSO SUBM TTED note relates to the
positive color reaction for vaporized |l ead and fine
particul ate | ead which was noted on the front of the 8B
shirt... The presence of gunshot residues... are
consistent wwth the cylinder blast or the muzzle bl ast
whi ch woul d be produced if the KL revolver was fired in
close proximty to the front of the @B shirt.

94. A positive sodiumrhodi zonate test, which detects
vaporized lead or very fine |lead particles, would be consi stent
with the firing of any weapon using any lead bullet, not just "a
revolver like the K1 revolver using ammunition |i ke specinmens QL
and @2." The foregoing excerpts fromFBI LAB s reports, intended
to mslead the reader into the false inpression that the official
deat h weapon caused M. Foster's death, was made in furtherance
of the overall conspiracy to hide the true facts of M. Foster's

deat h.
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95. FBI LAB's May 9, 1994 Report 40324038 S/D QV, page 6
19 1 and 2, respectively, state:
Specinmen 2 is a .38 Special caliber cartridge case of
Rem ngt on manuf acture which was identified as having
been fired in the K1 revolver. Several pieces of bal
snokel ess powder were renoved fromthe Q2 cartridge
case in the | aboratory.
Specinen QL is a .38 Special caliber cartridge of
Rem ngt on manufacture which is | oaded with a round-
nosed lead bullet. The QL cartridge and @ cartridge
case are simlar in caliber type and manufacturer and
bear simlar "R-P .38 Spl HV' headstanps. The bull et
was renoved fromthe QL cartridge in the | aboratory.
96. The K1 revolver is a high-powered weapon and was | oaded
with Remi ngton "HV' (high velocity) cartridges, higher than the
standard velocity cartridge. Rem ngton has never used Bal
Snokel ess Powder in the manufacture of its R P .38 Spl HV
ammunition. FBlI LAB conceal ed that Rem ngton has never used Bal
Snokel ess Powder in the manufacture of its R P .38 Spl HV
ammuni tion, in furtherance of the conspiracy.
97. Ball Snokel ess Powder is consistent with small cali ber
anmuni tion such as .22 caliber ammunition manufactured by
W nchester. It is also commonly used to reload amruniti on.
98. FBI LAB also failed to reveal what type of powder was
in the QL cartridge case after the bullet was renoved.
99. FBI LAB's May 9, 1994 Report 40324038 S/ D QV, page 13,
1 4, states:
The 35mm col or negatives (@B2) were examned to |locate
frames for phot ographic enhancenent. The sel ected
frames (5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 17, 18) were printed using
Kodak Utra print paper to produce maxi mum i mage

detail. Due to the negatives having been underexposed
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during the photographic process, Ilimted detail could
be extracted from each of the sel ected franes.

100. FBI LAB' s report that "limted detail could be
extracted fromeach of the selected franes" was fal se known to be
fal se, and was made in furtherance of the cover-up to conceal the
exi stence of photographi c evidence which woul d have exposed the
conspiracy. The FBI "was able to, in fact, enhance the
phot ogr aphs” and they "l ooked good," according to U S. Park
Pol i ce Evidence Technician Peter Sinonello, who had taken the
phot ogr aphs.

W tness Tanpering

101. On Cctober 13, 1995, Anbrose Evans-Pritchard, the
Washi ngt on DC Bureau Chi ef of the London Sunday Tel egraph, who
Plaintiff had never heard of, contacted Plaintiff and showed him
the then publicly available FD-302 Reports of his statenents
prepared by MONROE, which Plaintiff had not seen. Plaintiff
realized for the first tine that Monroe had fal sified his account
of the car and other facts he had recounted during his FB
interviews, and Plaintiff told Evans-Pritchard the true facts of
his visit to Fort Marcy ParKk.

102. On Cctober 22, 1995, a newspaper article entitled
"Death in the Park: Is this the killer?" appeared in the London
Sunday Tel egraph. The article reported that Plaintiff was in
Fort Marcy Park the day Vincent Foster's body was di scovered. An

artist's sketch of a man Plaintiff saw in the Park appeared with
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the article, which was subtitled, "Foster nystery: a key w tness

ignored by the FBlI reveals the face." That article states in

part:

103.

When t he Sunday Tel egraph showed hi m police judicial
summaries of his testinony - which he had not seen - he
was stunned, saying his statenments have been
falsified...

The other [car in the parking |ot of Fort Marcy Park]
was a blue sedan, possibly a Japanese nake. There was
a man in his twenties sitting inside it with a

mani cur ed appearance. He |lowered his wi ndow and gave
Know ton a threatening | ook..

Hi s FBI statenent says that Knowl ton "could not further
identify this individual and stated that he woul d be

unable to recognize himin the future.”" "That's an
outright lie," he said, angrily. "I want it on the
record that | never said that. | told them!| could

pick himout of a line-up." The Sunday Tel egraph asked
if he would be willing to help with an artist's sketch
of the suspect. He agreed... The sketch above was
drawn by an experienced police artist...

Know ton's statenent says that the blue sedan had

Virginia license plates. "That's not true," he said.
They showed him a photograph of... a Honda with
Foster's Arkansas nunber plates. It was a newer nodel
Honda, with a gloss paint, fancy wheels, and a dent in
the back -- a totally different car. "They went over
it about 20 tines, telling ne that this was Foster's
car," said Knowton. "But | was quite adamant about
it. | saw what | saw, and | wasn't going to change ny
story."

Starr's investigators have never talked to Know ton.
The federal grand jury has never sunmoned himto give
sworn testinony...

Two days | ater, on Tuesday, Cctober 24, 1995:

(1) The Cctober 22, 1995 issue of the London Sunday

Tel egraph, containing the foregoing article,
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appeared on Anerican newsst ands;

(2) The Ofice of Independent Counsel under Kenneth
Starr prepared a subpoena for Plaintiff to testify
before the Whitewater grand jury; and

(3) That subpoena was delivered to FBI agent Russel
T. BRANSFORD for service on Plaintiff.

104. Two days after that, on Thursday, October 26, 1995,
BRANSFORD served the subpoena on Plaintiff to appear and testify
bef ore the Washi ngton, DC, Witewater grand jury six days |ater,
Wednesday, Novenber 1. At the tine of the service of the
subpoena, BRANSFORD gave Plaintiff his business card and said to
Plaintiff, "Call me if you have any problens."

105. Having failed to obtain an adm ssion fromPlaintiff
that the car he saw could have been M. Foster's, MONRCE
falsified his FD- 302 Report of Plaintiff's statenents to conceal
Plaintiff's account. Wen the story reporting that MONRCE had
falsified Plaintiff's account was published, Defendants conspired
and schened to neutralize Plaintiff's statenents, both nade and
antici pated. Defendants undertook to subject Plaintiff to an
overwhel m ng canpai gn of harassnent and intimdation to
neutralize any damage Plaintiff could do to the ongoing
conspiracy to hide the circunstances of M. Foster's death, by:

(1) Intimdating and warning Plaintiff in connection

with his grand jury testinony; and failing that,
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by
(2) Destabilizing Plaintiff and discrediting
Plaintiff's testinony before the grand jury.
Thi s nodus operandi is known in federal intelligence and
i nvestigative agencies.

Harassment & intim dation

106. Beginning later the same day AGENT BRANSFORD served
Plaintiff the subpoena, Thursday, Cctober 26, 1995, which
subpoena was known only to the FBI and the Ofice of |ndependent
Counsel , Defendants, and each of them began a canpaign of
harassnent, intimdation, terror, and psychol ogi cal attack upon
Plaintiff, conmtting overt acts intended to acconplish the
obj ects of the subsidiary conspiracy, to wit, to deter Plaintiff
fromtestifying freely, fully and truthfully before the grand
jury by intimdating and warning him and to destabilize and
discredit Plaintiff. Overt acts undertaken by Defendants agai nst
Plaintiff in furtherance of the conspiracy included but was not
[imted to overt acts recounted bel ow.

107. On Cctober 26, 1995, Plaintiff discussed by tel ephone
with his girlfriend (hereinafter "Kathy") their plans for that
evening. Plaintiff and Kathy agreed to walk fromPlaintiff's
residence to the Dupont Circle neighborhood CVS and then to a

particul ar restaurant in that nei ghborhood.
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108. During the evening of October 26, 1995, Plaintiff and
Kat hy wal ked on the public street. Defendant ONE wal ked toward
them whil e constantly staring directly at Plaintiff's face.

Kathy directed Plaintiff's attention to ONE's behavior. ONE
directed a fierce glare into Plaintiff's eyes as he approached,
and continued this uninterrupted glare as he wal ked past
Plaintiff. After they passed, ONE stopped and continued to watch
Plaintiff as he raised his left wist to his nouth and spoke into
his coat sl eeve.

109. Wthin five seconds after Plaintiff's contact with
ONE, Defendant TWO wal ked directly toward Plaintiff while
directing a constant fierce glare at Plaintiff's face, then cut
to Plaintiff's left, turned his head toward Plaintiff, past
Kathy, all the while continuously glaring into Plaintiff's eyes.

110. Approximately twenty seconds after Plaintiff's contact
wi th TWO, Defendant THREE approached them from ahead, and while
passing on Plaintiff's right, glared fiercely into Plaintiff's
eyes, and continued to do so as he passed.

111. Approximately four mnutes after Plaintiff’s contact
with THREE, Kathy waited in line at the CVS pharnmacy counter
while Plaintiff sat in a nearby chair. During the five m nutes
Def endant FOUR stood in |ine behind Kathy, FOUR did not face
forward, but rather stood facing Plaintiff and continuously

glared fiercely at Plaintiff as FOUR noved up in line. Wen
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Kat hy handed her prescription to the pharnmacist, FOUR wal ked
away.

112. Approximately four mnutes after Plaintiff's contact
with FOUR, Defendant FIVE stood on the street approximately 50
feet away, continually staring in Plaintiff's direction. FIVE
wal ked toward Plaintiff and directed a fierce glare into
Plaintiff's eyes as he approached and passed.

113. As a direct and proximte result of the continuous and
persi stent physical displays of Defendants ONE through FI VE,
inclusive, Plaintiff reasonably believed the entire course of
conduct was a single continuing action, and reasonably feared the
use of harnful physical force by Defendants to cause severe
bodily harmto Plaintiff and to Kathy.

114. Approximately one mnute after Plaintiff's contact
with FIVE, as Plaintiff and Kathy wal ked northbound, Defendant
SIX stood mlitary "at-ease" style on the corner glaring at
Plaintiff as they approached. As Plaintiff reached the corner,
SI X pivoted on one foot, keeping his mlitary-type "at-ease"
stance while glaring fiercely at Plaintiff, then foll owed
Plaintiff about three feet behind him the length of the bl ock.
SI X canme from behind and overtook Plaintiff and Kathy on their
right while continually glaring at Plaintiff, again assuned the
mlitary-type "at-ease" stance and continued to glare fiercely at

Pl aintiff.
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115. As a direct and proximte result of the continuous and
persi stent physical displays of ONE through SIX, inclusive,
Plaintiff reasonably concluded the entire course of conduct of
ONE t hrough SI X was a single continuing action, and as SI X
followed three feet behind him Plaintiff reasonably feared the
i mm nent use of harnful physical force by SIX Plaintiff's
enotional distress was so extreme that he felt physically sick
and his legs felt rubbery.

116. At this point in tinme, one of the objects of
Def endants' conspiracy was realized: Plaintiff reasonably
concluded that this bizarre continuing harassnment and
intimdation was related to the subpoena to testify before the
grand jury in the US District Court for the District of Col unbi a,
served earlier that day.

117. Simultaneously wth Plaintiff's contact with SIX
Def endant SEVEN paced back and forth about 50 feet ahead. SEVEN
constantly glared at Plaintiff before, during and after Plaintiff
and Kat hy passed.

118. Simultaneously with Plaintiff's contacts with SI X and
SEVEN, Defendant EI GHT wal ked directly toward Plaintiff while
constantly glaring at him ElIGHT passed on Plaintiff's right and
pur posel y brushed against himwhile constantly glaring fiercely
directly into his eyes, and continued to glare at Plaintiff after
he passed.

119. EIGHT' S physical contact with Plaintiff was an
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of fensive, harnful, offensive touching. Plaintiff suffered
severe enotional distress. He reasonably feared the inm nent use
of harnful physical force by Defendants to cause severe bodily
harmto hinmself and to Kathy, and was becom ng increasingly

di st raught.

120. Simultaneously with Plaintiff's contacts with SI X and
El GAT, Defendant NI NE stood on the northwest corner of R Street
and Connecticut Avenue.

121. The sinultaneous harassnent by SI X, ElI GHAT and N NE
i mredi ately follow ng the back-to-back harassnment of ONE through
SI X, inclusive, caused Kathy extrene enotional distress. She
becanme panic-stricken and struggled to keep fromcrying.
Plaintiff feared for Kathy as well as hinself.

122. As soon as Plaintiff and Kathy began to cross the
street at the intersection, NINE, while continually staring at
Plaintiff, crossed the street so that he reached the corner at
the sane tinme as Plaintiff. Plaintiff and Kathy wal ked armi n-
ar m sout hbound, whereupon N NE wal ked sout hbound to the |eft and
three feet abreast of Kathy while | ooking over Kathy and directly
at Plaintiff's face. Plaintiff and Kathy increased their pace,
wher eupon NI NE al so increased his pace. After Plaintiff was
ahead of NINE, Kathy and Plaintiff stopped in front of a
restaurant wi ndow. N NE passed by slowly while continuously
glaring at Plaintiff's face, stopped three doors down, and
intermttently |looked to his right at Plaintiff. Plaintiff and
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Kat hy resunmed wal ki ng sout hbound, whereupon NI NE wal ked

sout hbound whi | e | ooking back at Plaintiff every few seconds.
Plaintiff and Kathy slowed their pace alnbost to a stop. NNE did
the sane. Plaintiff and Kathy stopped. N NE stopped and again

| ooked at Plaintiff and Kathy every few seconds.

123. As NINE wal ked abreast of Plaintiff while glaring
directly at him Plaintiff again felt his | egs becone rubbery as
he continued to suffer extrene enotional distress fromthe fear
of i mm nent use of harnful physical force by N NE

124, As Plaintiff and Kathy wal ked sout hbound approxi mately
ten mnutes after Plaintiff's contact with NINE, a southbound car
driven by Defendant TEN proceeded past themvery slowy. TEN
pull ed the car to the curb about a hal f-block ahead of them
exited the car, and wal ked toward Plaintiff and Kathy. TEN
stopped then | ooked at them As Plaintiff approached, TEN wal ked
to a point about 30 feet south and glared intensely at Plaintiff
as he passed. After Plaintiff and Kathy proceeded about another
75 feet, TEN opened and reached inside the car's passenger door
and pulled out a tel ephone or wal kie-tal kie and spoke into it
while looking in Plaintiff's direction.

125. When TEN reached inside the passenger's side door of
the car, Plaintiff reasonably believed TEN m ght be retrieving a
gun, and Plaintiff and Kathy again reasonably entertai ned

t houghts they m ght be harned.
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126. Approximately fifteen mnutes after Plaintiff's
contact with TEN, Plaintiff and Kathy sat in the downstairs
di ning area of a restaurant, whereupon Defendant ELEVEN stood in
the mall area |ooking directly at them for approxinately one
m nute. About three mnutes |later, ELEVEN wal ked down the stairs
and through the dining area, where he slowed his pace while
staring directly at Plaintiff. About fifteen seconds |ater,
ELEVEN wal ked back through the dining area and again slowed his
pace and stared directly at Plaintiff, then proceeded back up the
stairs. Approximately five mnutes |ater, ELEVEN reappeared in
the mall area staring down at Plaintiff.

127. On Friday, October 27th, 1995, the day follow ng
Plaintiff's contacts wth Defendants ONE through ELEVEN, the next
time Plaintiff went out in public, at around 9:30 a.m, Plaintiff
and Kat hy wal ked nort hbound. A northbound bl ack N ssan Altim
bearing a Maryland |license plate, wth Defendant TWELVE dri vi ng
and Defendant THI RTEEN in the passenger's seat, drove by very
slowly. TWELVE and THI RTEEN stared directly at Plaintiff.
Approxi mately one mnute later, the car canme back southbound,
sl owed when it reached Plaintiff, whereupon TWELVE and THI RTEEN
again stared directly at Plaintiff.

128. Upon information and belief, Plaintiff avers that the
car occupi ed by Defendant TWELVE and Defendant THI RTEEN was a

federal governnent vehicle.
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129. The sane day of Plaintiff's contacts with TWELVE and
THI RTEEN, October 27th, 1995, shortly before 1:00 p.m,

Chri stopher Ruddy (hereinafter "Ruddy") visited Plaintiff at
Plaintiff's apartment. At the tine, Plaintiff did not know Ruddy
and was unfamliar with Ruddy's work. Plaintiff and Ruddy wal ked
eastbound. It was the next tinme Plaintiff had ventured out in
public. Approximately two mnutes after they left Plaintiff's
bui | di ng, Defendant FOURTEEN crossed the street so that they al
reached the corner at the sanme tine. FOURTEEN gl ared at
Plaintiff, raised his eyebrows and fromthe waist pointed his
finger at Plaintiff as if to say "gotcha." FOURTEEN then wal ked
on. Ruddy approached FOURTEEN, produced his journalist ID, and
spoke to FOURTEEN, whereupon FOURTEEN introduced hinself as "Joe
Colter," said he had worked at the Wite House, a Wrld Bank
organi zation, as an advisor to Bill Cinton, and currently works
for an international technol ogy business.

130. FOURTEEN reintroduced hinself and shook Plaintiff’s
hand while saying, "I didn't hear your nane." Plaintiff said
"Patrick Know ton," whereupon FOURTEEN gave Plaintiff's hand a
hard squeeze and while leaning forward and glaring into his eyes,
said, "Nice to neet you, M. Know ton."

131. Plaintiff reasonably understood FOURTEEN s pointing
his finger as if to say "gotcha" as a direct threat of harm
When FOURTEEN spoke to Plaintiff, Plaintiff reasonably believed
t hat FOURTEEN s purpose for stopping was to show Plaintiff that
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FOURTEEN knew exactly who he was. Plaintiff experienced severe
enotional distress and felt and appeared physically ill.

132. Simultaneously with Plaintiff's conversation with
FOURTEEN, Defendant FI FTEEN watched from his position standing on
t he sidewal k about sixty feet away. FIFTEEN approached and,
whil e ignoring FOURTEEN and Ruddy, stared directly at Plaintiff's
face for about thirty seconds. FIFTEEN then left.

133. Wien FI FTEEN approached, Plaintiff becane extrenely
di stressed that FOURTEEN and FI FTEEN i ntended to assaul t
Plaintiff.

134. Approximately thirty seconds after Plaintiff's
contacts with FOURTEEN and FI FTEEN, as Ruddy and Plaintiff
conti nued wal ki ng around Washington Crcle, a white Honda bearing
Virginia license plates nunber NY 7534 stopped in a no-parking
zone in the northbound | ane of 23rd Street, at Washington Crcle.
Def endant AYMAN ALOURI drove the car. Defendant ABDEL ALOUR
occupi ed the passenger's seat. AYMAN ALOURI and ABDEL ALOCUR
continuously stared in Plaintiff's direction as Plaintiff crossed
in front of the car and proceeded around the circle. AYMAN
ALOURI drove the car very slowy onto the circle and past
Plaintiff while ABDEL ALOURI continuously glared at Plaintiff.
The car went around the circle, out of sight. Seconds |later the
car approached them from behind and drove slowy past as both
AYMAN ALOURI and ABDEL ALOURI glared at Plaintiff. The car
st opped about sixty feet ahead, whereupon AYMAN ALOURI and ABDEL
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ALOURI adjusted the car's mrrors to watch Plaintiff. Ruddy and
Plaintiff wal ked in the direction of the car and observed the
license plate just before AYMAN ALOURI drove the car through a
red light and sped away.

135. Wien AYMAN ALOURI and ABDEL ALOURI circled back and
cane alongside them Plaintiff was again fearful of being in
danger of imm nent harnful physical force.

136. License plate NY 7534 was registered to a blue Honda
owned by AYMAN ALOURI, but the car Plaintiff observed on October
27, 1995, to which plate NY 7534 was affixed, was white in color.
AYMAN ALOURI had renoved his plate and affixed it to a different
car.

137. In August of 1996, during the tinme when Plaintiff was
publicizing the facts of his case, in a further effort to hide
his wongful participation in the conspiracy, Defendant AYMAN
ALOURI reported to the Virginia Departnment of Mtor Vehicles that
he had "lost" license plate nunbered NY 7534. On August 20,
1996, the Departnment of Modtor Vehicles issued Virginia plate
nunber ZJG 4219 in its pl ace.

138. Approximately thirty seconds after Plaintiff's contact
with AYMAN ALOURI and ABDEL ALOURI, as Plaintiff and Ruddy
conti nued east bound, Defendant SIXTEEN approached while staring
directly at Plaintiff's face as he passed. SIXTEEN then wal ked

ahead of Plaintiff and Ruddy. As Plaintiff and Ruddy wal ked
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slowy for the next half block, SIXTEEN | ooked back at Plaintiff
every few seconds.

139. As a direct and proximte result of the continuous and
persi stent physical displays of the aforenentioned ei ghteen
Def endants, Plaintiff reasonably concluded the entire course of
conduct of the Defendants was a single continuing action,
reasonably feared the imm nent use of harnful physical force, and
suffered extreme enotional distress. He felt overwhel ned, and
again felt physically sick.

140. Simultaneously with Plaintiff's contact with SI XTEEN
as Plaintiff approached the m ddl e of the bl ock, Defendant
SEVENTEEN passed them on Ruddy's left while staring at Plaintiff.
When SEVENTEEN got about five paces in front of them Ruddy
approached himand tried to speak to him whereupon SEVENTEEN
wal ked into children's health clinic.

141. As Plaintiff and Ruddy continued to wal k east bound,

SI XTEEN st ood on the sidewal k about 60 feet ahead |ooking in
their direction. SIXTEEN then resuned wal ki ng east bound ahead of
them then turned right on 21st Street. Plaintiff and Ruddy

foll owed as SI XTEEN wal ked eastbound in front of the 2000 Penn
Mal | .

142. As Ruddy and Plaintiff entered that bl ock, Defendant
El GATEEN wal ked directly toward Plaintiff while giving Plaintiff
a constant purposeful glare. EIGHTEEN passed Plaintiff on his
right, continuously glaring at him

57



143. Five mnutes later, as Plaintiff and Ruddy exited the
2000 Penn Mal |, SI XTEEN and ElI GHTEEN st ood conversing 50 feet to
their right. EIGHTEEN | ooked toward Plaintiff and Ruddy, and
began wal king toward them SI XTEEN then raised his left wist to
his mouth and spoke into his coat sleeve and crossed 20th Street.
Ruddy and Plaintiff then foll owed SI XTEEN down a set of stairs
into a delicatessen, where Ruddy approached SI XTEEN and asked him
if he was with a federal |aw enforcenent agency. Sl XTEEN
replied, "Sonething like that," and wal ked away.

144, As Plaintiff neared the steps out of the delicatessen,
Def endant SI X stood at the top of the stairs staring down at
Plaintiff. As Plaintiff clinbed the steps, Defendant SIX
descended the steps past Plaintiff while constantly staring
fiercely at him

145. Wien Plaintiff recognized SIX fromthe day before, he
suffered severe enotional distress fromthe firmbelief that the
entire course of conduct of all Defendants was a single
continuing action. As SIX descended the steps past him
Plaintiff reasonably feared the i nm nent use of harnful physical
force, suffered further enptional distress, and again felt
physi cal Iy sick.

146. Approximately three mnutes later, Plaintiff exited
the building and sat down alone at a sidewal k table and tried to
regain his conposure, whereupon Defendant N NETEEN pushed
Plaintiff's chair from behind, and wal ked past himwhile glaring.
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As Ruddy exited the building, Plaintiff approached himand
poi nt ed out N NETEEN, who was | ooking in a bank w ndow and
intermttently peering at Plaintiff.

147. NI NETEEN S physical contact wwth Plaintiff was an
of fensi ve, harnful, offensive touching.

148. Defendant TVWENTY then wal ked past Plaintiff while
glaring at him

149. As a direct and proximate cause of Defendants'
intensified canpai gn of continuous and persistent harassnent and
intimdation by wongful overt acts of the aforenmentioned 22
Def endants, Plaintiff suffered extreme enotional distress and
feelings of being overwhelned, to the point where Plaintiff could
feel his body shaking.

150. As Plaintiff sat in the passenger's seat wi th Ruddy
sitting in the driver's seat of a Jeep, Defendant TWENTY- ONE
approached the rear of the Jeep and paused staring at the |icense
pl ate. TWENTY-ONE wal ked next to where Plaintiff was seated
while staring at Plaintiff, then around to the front of the Jeep,
where he stared at the front plate, whereupon Plaintiff snapped a
phot ograph of TWENTY- ONE

151. Later that afternoon, the Deputy I ndependent Counsel
enpl oyed in the Washington, DC Ofice of the Independent Counsel
received actual notice that Plaintiff was the target of an

orchestrat ed canpai gn of harassnment and intimdation. The Ofice
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of I ndependent Counsel and its FBlI agents failed and refused to
respond until the follow ng week.

152. On Saturday, October 28, 1995, at approximtely 12:15
a. m, Defendant TVWENTY-TWO rang the doorbell to Plaintiff's
apartnment as Plaintiff slept. Plaintiff called out "Wo's
there?" TWENTY- TWO knocked on Plaintiff's door, then departed.
Plaintiff believes and therefore alleges that it was TWENTY- TWO
who several tinmes earlier that evening harassed Plaintiff by
calling his apartnent fromthe | obby tel ephone, and hung up when
t he tel ephone was answer ed.

153. The next time he left his Apartnment building, at
approximately 9:15 a.m on Saturday, October 28th, Plaintiff
wal ked west on Pennsyl vania Avenue. As Plaintiff approached the
corner of 25th Street, Defendant TWENTY- THREE appr oached on f oot
frombehind. Plaintiff stopped, whereupon TVWENTY- THREE sl owed
his pace. Plaintiff increased his pace, whereupon TVENTY- THREE
increased his pace. Plaintiff slowed his step, whereupon TVENTY-
THREE did the sanme. Plaintiff stopped. TWENTY-THREE st opped.
Plaintiff again wal ked, whereupon TWENTY- THREE f ol | owed.
Plaintiff stopped. TWENTY-THREE hesitated then wal ked sl oWy
past Plaintiff. After TWENTY- THREE passed, Plaintiff continued
to wal k about ten feet behind TWENTY- THREE. TWENTY- THREE t hen
sl owed his pace alnost to a stop. Plaintiff wal ked qui ckly past

TVWENTY- THREE for about another half bl ock. TWENTY-THREE f ol | owed
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briskly. Plaintiff stopped at a sidewal k book display. TWENTY-
THREE t hen st opped and | ooked in the wi ndow of a closed tailor
shop. Wiile pretending to | ook at the books, Plaintiff took out
his canmera then resuned wal ki ng west bound for five or so paces.
TVENTY- THREE f ol | owed, whereupon Plaintiff quickly turned around
and snapped a photograph of TWENTY-THREE, with the fl ash.
TWENTY- THREE sai d not hi ng and wal ked past Plaintiff.

154. The FBI has had the identity of Defendant TWENTY- THREE
since at |east as of Novenber 6, 1995, but has failed and refused
to provide Plaintiff TWENTY-THREE' s identity.

Def endant Bransford

155. On Monday, October 30, 1995 at around noon, four days
after the harassnment began, and three days after the O C and FB
recei ved actual notice of it, BRANSFORD finally tel ephoned
Plaintiff and agreed to visit Plaintiff |ater that day.

Plaintiff asked that BRANSFORD call Plaintiff in advance of his
visit so Plaintiff's |awer could be present. BRANSFORD tried to
talk Plaintiff out of having counsel present, but at Plaintiff's
i nsi stence, BRANSFORD reluctantly agreed to call in advance of
his visit.

156. That afternoon, BRANSFORD called fromhis car
t el ephone while parked in front of Plaintiff's building, despite
his having agreed to call Plaintiff in advance of his visit so

Plaintiff's counsel could be present. Plaintiff asked BRANSFORD
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to wait fifteen mnutes so that Plaintiff could tel ephone his

| awyer so Plaintiff's [awer would be present during the
interview. BRANSFORD again tried to talk Plaintiff out of having
counsel present, but at Plaintiff's insistence, BRANSFORD
reluctantly agreed to wait fifteen mnutes for the arrival of
counsel

157. Plaintiff hung up his tel ephone then picked it up to
tel ephone his lawer. Plaintiff's tel ephone |ine was dead.

158. In violation of his agreenent to wait fifteen m nutes
for the arrival of Plaintiff's counsel, BRANSFORD arrived at
Plaintiff's door two or three mnutes |ater.

159. Plaintiff remarked that his tel ephone had inexplicably
gone dead, whereupon BRANSFORD i mredi ately remarked sonet hi ng
like, "If there was a phone tap on there, or if we did sonething
to your phone, you'd never knowit, they're totally
undet ect abl e.”™ BRANSFORD unbuttoned his suit jacket to display
hi s weapon, and, during their conversation, BRANSFORD gri nned at
Plaintiff as if he knew exactly what had happened to Plaintiff.
BRANSFORD refused to provide Plaintiff protection, explained that
he had been detailed to the Fiske probe, that he had been "kept
on" by M. Starr's office, and that he had worked w th MONROE
Plaintiff asked BRANSFORD whether Plaintiff should trust him
wher eupon BRANSFORD | eaned forward, and, while grinning at
Plaintiff, responded, "I don't know M. Know ton, that's a good
guestion.” Plaintiff ordered BRANSFORD out of his hone,
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whereupon Plaintiff's tel ephone rang and his tel ephone service
was i medi ately restored.

160. Upon information and belief, Plaintiff avers that
BRANSFORD pur posely disabled Plaintiff's tel ephone to prevent
Plaintiff fromcontacting his | awer, that BRANSFORD was carrying
a wreless transmtter and that another FBI agent was nonitoring
their conversation, and that this other FBlI agent called
Plaintiff's tel ephone nunber to signal BRANSFORD to exit
Plaintiff's apartment when Plaintiff became upset and ordered
BRANSFORD out of Plaintiff's apartnent.

161. BRANSFCORD s efforts in twice trying to talk Plaintiff
out of having counsel be present, and BRANSFORD S tw ce
di sregarding his agreenent to let Plaintiff contact counsel in
advance of his arrival to interview Plaintiff, were intended to
gi ve Def endant BRANSFORD t he opportunity to further intimdate
and cause Plaintiff enotional distress unhindered by the presence
of counsel.

162. On Wednesday, Novenber 1, 1995, Plaintiff testified
before the District of Colunbia federal Witewater grand jury
i nvestigating the death of deputy Wite House counsel Vincent
Foster. Prosecutors questioning Plaintiff during his grand jury
appearance were apprised before Plaintiff's appearance of his

reports of being harassed by 25 or nore nen, and Plaintiff was
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relieved to have the opportunity to report to authorities the
facts of the intimdation he had suffered.

163. Wien Plaintiff testified on Novenber 1, 1995, deputy
| ndependent Counsel failed to introduced hinself, sat behind
Plaintiff and passed notes to the associ ate | ndependent Counsel,
who questioned himwhile resting his head on his hand, as if
Plaintiff's testinony was little nore than an annoyance.

164. During two and a-hal f-hours of testinony, Counsel
asked Plaintiff about what occurred at Fort Marcy Park and his
prior statenments to MONRCE for about an hour. During this tine,
Counsel referred to MONROE's fal se statenents in his reports of
interviews with Plaintiff as "alleged m squotes,” and referred to
t he overwhel m ng canpaign of intimdation that Plaintiff had just
suffered as the "all eged harassnent."”

165. During the balance of the tinme, associate |Independent
Counsel insinuated that Plaintiff was a liar, a honpsexual, and a
publicity hound. Counsel repeatedly asked Plaintiff to explain
his relationship with the two nmen who resided part-tine in his
Etlan, Virginia residence. It was a joint real estate venture,
at the time owmed by Plaintiff and the two nen.

166. Wien Plaintiff demanded to know who had sent agent
BRANSFORD to his home on Cctober 30, 1995, deputy | ndependent
Counsel, seated behind Plaintiff, spoke for the first and only

time, "We sent BRANSFORD. "



167. Towards the end of his appearance before the grand
jury, associate |Independent Counsel asked Plaintiff to step out
of the roomso that Counsel could ask the grand jurors whether
they had any questions for Plaintiff. Wen Plaintiff returned,
associ ate I ndependent Counsel asked Plaintiff, anong other
t hi ngs, whether the suspicious acting man in the park talked to
Plaintiff, passed hima note, confronted Plaintiff in any way or
pointed a gun at Plaintiff. Counsel then asked Plaintiff a
guestion that was coarse, insulting, injurious, hurtful,
of fensive, and outrageous. Plaintiff was appalled. Counsel then
foll owed up by asking Plaintiff why he called the police and did
not wait for the police to call him and sarcastically if he cane
forward because he is a "good citizen" and a "Good Sanmaritan."

168. Prosecutors' ill-treatment of Plaintiff during his
appearance before the grand jury, in response to Plaintiff's
attenpts to tell the truth and to be a responsible citizen, was
excessive, inproper, malicious and outrageous, and was a patent
abuse and perversion of the grand jury process. Plaintiff's
experience in being treated so contenptuously and di srespectfully
by associ ate and deputy | ndependent Counsels, who are recognized
authority figures, in front of the grand jurors, on the heels of
havi ng suffered the effects of the overwhel m ng canpai gn of
intimdation, caused Plaintiff further grief. Plaintiff's

di stress associated with prosecutors’' mstreatnent of himbefore
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the grand jury was a direct and proximate result of the overal
conspiracy and its subsidiary conspiracy to intimdate him

169. Defendants acconplished their object of discrediting
Plaintiff before the grand jurors.

170. Defendants al so acconplished their object of publicly
discrediting Plaintiff. On Novenber 24, 1997, a book review
entitled The Secret Life of Anbrose Evans-Pritchard, witten by
M chael |sikoff, appeared in the wdely circul ated Wekly

Standard Magazine. In it, Isikoff wote:

* * *

Evans-Pritchards' work, such as it is, consists of
little nore than wild flights of conspiratori al
fancy coupled with outrageous and whol |y
uncorroborated all egations offered up by his
"sources" - largely a collection of oddballs..

and borderline psychotics.

* * *

Back in Washi ngton, Evans-Pritchard breaks one of
his big stories: Patrick Knowlton, a construction
wor ker who stopped to urinate at Fort Marcy Park
on the afternoon of Vince Foster's death and --
here's the key part -- recalls seeing a nysterious
"Hi spani c-1 ooki ng" man |ingering around the
parking lot. No sooner has Evans-Pritchard popped
this bonbshell in the Tel egraph than, Know ton
reports, nenaci ng-looking nmen in business suits
begin followng himand staring really hard at

him ..

* * *

But for the nonment | prefer nmy own conspiracy
theory: Evans-Pritchard doesn't believe a word he
has witten... designed to discredit critics of
the dinton Wite House by maeking them | ook |like a
bunch of blithering idiots.

* * *
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The next day, Novenber 25, 1997 anot her book review, entitled
Conspiracy Central, authored by Jacob Cohen, appeared in the

wi dely circul ated National Review Magazine. 1In it, Cohen wote:

* * *

...Patrick Knowl ton, who clains that he cane to
the park at 4:30 on the afternoon of July 20 to
relieve hinself, and at that tine saw in the

parking lot a brown Honda with Arkansas pl ates..

* * *

He insists that a very sinister-1ooking man was
hovering around the parking |ot and may have

monitored his peeing... Knowton seens to have a
penchant for seeing the sinister in the glances of
those he neets... Mysterious cars follow him he

says. Carefully organized teans of nmen constantly
pass himand his girlfriend on the streets, giving
them very nenacing stares... Apparently, they are
present during every wal k Know ton takes, so that
any experinental stroll wll reveal them One
wonders, is there a school that teaches federa
agents this nethodol ogy of intimdation?
171. On Thursday, Novenber 2, 1995 at about 3:30 p.m, as

Plaintiff exited the elevator of his apartnent building,

Def endant TWENTY- FOUR stood outside with his back to the

buil ding. TWENTY-FOUR entered Plaintiff's building, mde eye

contact with Plaintiff, acted startled and i nmedi ately turned

around and wal ked out the door. TWENTY-FOUR |loitered in front of

the building entrance. Plaintiff wal ked out the door and wal ked

to his right, whereupon TWENTY-FOUR followed. Plaintiff

continued to the corner and retrieved a paper fromthe newspaper

box, | ooked up and saw TVENTY- FOUR | ooki ng down and reaching into

his bag wwth his right hand. TWENTY-FOUR | ooked up and nmade eye
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contact with Plaintiff and i nmedi ately yanked his hand out of the

bag and dropped the bag to his side. After Plaintiff and TWENTY-

FOUR wal ked past one another, Plaintiff reversed course and

wal ked toward TWENTY- FOUR, whereupon TVENTY- FOUR turned and ran.
172. As Plaintiff observed TVENTY- FOUR reach into his bag,

Plaintiff reasonably believed TWENTY-FOUR i ntended to retrieve a

handgun to shoot Plaintiff.

O her overt acts in furtherance of the conspiracy

173. Additional overt acts in furtherance of the overal
conspiracy to obstruct justice concerning the federal
investigations into M. Foster's death, not nentioned above, are
intimately connected to and blended with the facts of the
violations of 42 U S.C § 1985(2) alleged.

174. The publicly available record in the Foster case
cont ai ns evidence of nunerous overt acts in furtherance of the
overal |l conspiracy by FBlI agents, including but not limted to:

(1) The FBI failed to conduct an official
investigation in violation of 18 U S. C. 1751;

(2) The FBI renoved evidence from M. Foster's desk
before the | ocks were changed at 10:30 p.m, July
21, 1993;

(3) The FBI concealed that significant irregularities
occurred during the US Park Police investigation;

(4) Contrary to the Fiske report, when authorities
arrived at Fort Marcy Park, there were nore than
two cars in the parking |ot;

(5) The Fiske Report deceptively omtted the fact that
two key rings including M. Foster's car keys were
found in his pocket at the norgue after police had
failed to discover any keys during their thorough
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(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

(11)

(12)

(13)

(14)

(15)

body search at Fort Marcy Park;

The Fi ske Report conceal ed that the brown Honda,
with a briefcase in it, vanished fromFort Marcy
Par k;

Based on her prior U S. Park Police interview the
FBI knew that Ms. Foster could not identify the
bl ack Colt Army .38 Special revolver found at Fort
Marcy Park as being a gun owned by the famly, so
t he agents showed her a silver gun simlar to a
famly owned gun and then fal sely reported that
she had identified the gun found in M. Foster's
hand at Fort Marcy Park;

The Fi ske Report concealed that a sem -automatic
pi stol was found in M. Foster's hand before the
revol ver was placed in his hand;

The FBI ignored forensic evidence found on M.
Foster's cl ot hi ng;

The wound to M. Foster's head, as well as the
amount of blood at the scene, is not consistent
with his having died at the scene by a point blank
shot into the mouth fromthe official death
weapon;

The FBI conceal ed that a US Park police officer
saw a branch lying across M. Foster's body;

The FBI ignored that the absence of soil on M.
Foster's shoes is inconsistent with his having
wal ked sonme 700 feet on dirt paths to the spot
where his body was officially found;

Fi ske ignored that it is inconceivable for M.
Foster's gl asses to have been thrown or bounced 19
feet uprange through foliage to the |ocation where
t hey were found;

The FBI Laboratory conceal ed that the 35-
mllinmeter roll of filmtaken at the park produced
usabl e phot ographs, and the Fi ske Report conceal ed
that many of the death scene Pol aroi d phot ographs
nmysteriously vani shed;

The Fi ske Report states that M. Foster was taking
medi cation for depression but he was not;
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(16) The Fiske Report conceal ed that Foster's doctor
and long-tinme friend with whom he had consul t ed
t he day before he died opined that M. Foster was
not depressed;

(17) The FBI falsely reported that those close to M.
Foster said he was deeply depressed,

(18) The FBI knew M. Foster had gai ned wei ght, but
reported that he | ost weight to buttress the claim
that he was clinically depressed;

(19) M. Fiske stated that no autopsy x-rays were taken
wi t hout investigating significant evidence that x-
rays were in fact taken; and

(20) The FBI | ab reported that the "suicide note" was
witten by M. Foster, but it was forged.

175. On July 15, 1997, the Ofice of |Independent Counsel,
In re Madi son Guarantee Savi ngs & Loan Association, filed with
the United States Court of Appeals for the DC Crcuit,
Special Division for the purpose of Appointing |Independent

Counsels, its Report on the Death of Vincent W Foster, Jr. This

Report is replete with overt acts in furtherance of the
conspiracy. A partial list of these acts, not heretofore
mentioned, is as follows:

(1) FBI's substantial participation in the first 16-
day investigation is concealed by the AOC

(2) The O C concealed that there is no record of M.
Foster's having left the White House conpl ex
al i ve;

(3) dAC conceals the existence of an old, secluded
road at Fort Marcy, 650 feet fromthe body site;

(4) dAC conceals that the day before the death, a man
was seen by this road acting suspiciously;

(5 dAC conceals that Park Police and Fire & Rescue
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(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

(11)

wor kers knew by 6:35 p.m that M. Foster was
enpl oyed at the Wiite House but that officially,
the White House was not notified until about 8:30
p.m;

O C conceal s that WIliam Kennedy testified he
| earned of M. Foster's death "around 8: 00";

O C conceal s that David Watkins | earned of M.
Foster's death before 8:00;

FBI claimed it did not |Iearn of the death until
press accounts appeared on Wednesday, July 21;

O C conceal ed the Medi cal Exam ner's Report of
| nvesti gation, docunenting the bullet wound in M.
Foster's neck;

O C conceal ed that there is no record of any of
25 persons who viewed the body before the autopsy
having seen an exit wound in M. Foster's head,;

(a) Arthur testified there was no exit wound;

(b) Investigator Rolla probed the head, felt a
"mushy" spot, thought the skull appeared
fractured and that the bullet mght stil
be in the head,

(c) Oher than Dr. Haut's report of the neck
wound, the only record of an exterior wound
seen by Dr. Haut is that it was inconsistent
with the official death weapon;

(d) Paramedic Ashford related that the head
was i ntact and coded the death a homni ci de;

(e) No record of Dr. Julian Orenstien, who
viewed the body twice at the Hospital, ever
havi ng seen an exit wound;

O C conceal s that bl oodstains are consistent with
t he neck wound, but not with the official nouth
wound;

(a) Blood present on M. Foster's neck, in his
mout h, collar, right-side and back-si de of
shirt is consistent with its having drained
fromthe neck wound,
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(b)

O C posits that (because no neck wound
exi sted) the blood on M. Foster's right
si de had drained fromhis nouth when an
"early observer"” noved the head to check
for a pulse, then repositioned it;

i O C conceals that no one admtted to
havi ng noved the head or seen it being
moved, and that no one tried
resuscitation because M. Foster
clearly appeared to have been dead for
some tine;

ii. OCconceals that the bl ood on the
ri ght shoul der and shirt could not have
been caused by an "early observer™
because all early observers saw t hese
stains on M. Foster's right shoul der as
they arrived,;

(12) A Cs claimof "blood-1ike stains" on the
vegetation is contradicted by the accounts
W t nesses at the body site;

(13) Bl ood drainage could have been limted by
bandagi ng the body before noving it to the
par k;

(a)

(b)

O Cclainse M. Foster's neck or head

coul dn't have been bandaged before the body
was noved because the bl ood spatters weren't
snudged;

There were no such bl ood spatters to be
snudged;

(14) Oher clains of blood evidence contradicted by
t he evi dence;

(a)

(b)

(c)

QO C clains blood was visible on both sides of
both eyegl ass | enses, but conceals that a
year earlier the FBI's serol ogical analysis
was negati ve;

A C s finding of blood on the gun
contradicted by earlier FBI |ab report of
"no definitive conclusion;"

OCs claimthat |lack of blood on the
shoes indicates the body was not noved, yet
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(15)

(16)

in 1994 the FBI found bl ood on the shoes;

OCclains Dr. Lee found powder in the soi

where M. Foster was found, but omts that the
FBI claimed to have dug this area ei ghteen inches
a year earlier;

O C conceals that M. Foster's car keys were not
at Fort Marcy Park by falsely reporting that (1)
Rolla had "sinply m ssed" the keys when he
"patted" the pockets at the park (2) the Police
had retrieved the keys before Kennedy and

Li vi ngstone visited the norgue and (3) Kennedy and
Li vingstone were not allowed in the sane room as

t he body;

(a) AOCs claimthat Rolla had "sinply m ssed"
two sets of keys when he "patted" M.
Foster's pockets at the park is contradicted
by the accounts of Rolla and at |east two
ot her Park Poli ce;

i Rolla twice testified that he had
searched and enptied the pants pockets;

ii. Rolla' s search of the pocket was
t hor ough enough to rule out its
containing a suicide note, according
to Braun;

i1i. Hodakievic "specifically" recalled
Rol | a check the front pockets;

(b) ACTfalsely clains that Kennedy and
Li vi ngstone coul d not | ater have placed the
keys in the pocket because they visited the
norgue after police had retrieved the keys
at the norgue;

i O C s chronology is contradicted by
accounts of Park Police & Secret
Servi ce;

ii. OC s chronology is contradicted by
accounts of Kennedy & Livingstone;

iii. OC s chronology is contradicted by
accounts of \Wite House personnel Marsha

73



Scott, Web Hubbell, Bill burton, Mac
McLarty, Jane Sherburn, and George
St ephanopoul os;

(c) AOCs claimthat Kennedy and Livingstone
were not allowed in the roomw th the body
contradicted by Rolla's testinony;

(17) O C conceals that there were other unidentified
persons at Fort Marcy;

(18) O Ccites lack of dragging-type soil patterns on
M. Foster's clothes as evidence that he was not
dragged through the park, yet his body slid dowmn a
steep enbanknent after which police dragged him
back up;

(19) AOCclains dirt on the shoes was visible to the
naked eye, a year after the FBI had reported that
the I ab analysis found "no coherent soil;"

(20) O Cclains to have found a bone fragment from
clothing years after FBI |ab found none after
anal ysis of debris from cl ot hing;

(21) M. Foster would have to have been wearing gl oves
to have torn up his "suicide note" because
tearing would have resulted in nunmerous thunb and
forefinger prints on both sides of the paper, but
there were no prints;

(22) O C conceals that the first investigation was
cl osed without having tested the official death
weapon to see if it could fire;

(23) OC s hired a suicidol ogist, who conducted
"psychol ogi cal autopsy" and concl uded to "100%
medi cal certainty” that M. Foster conmtted
sui ci de;

(a) A C s psychol ogi st published paper in which
he notes that "the psychol ogi cal autopsy is
specul ative;"

(b) Experts maintain psychol ogical autopsy is
advi sory, not conclusive, because it is a
research di agnoses w thout face-to-face
i nterview of subject.
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Count |
(Conspiracy to interfere with Cvil R ghts
inviolation of 42 U . S.C. § 1985(2), Qbstructing justice)
Al | Def endant s

176. Plaintiff incorporates paragraphs 1 through 175 as if
fully repeated here.

177. Conduct alleged supports the reasonabl e inference that
the object of the overall conspiracy was to obstruct federal
investigations into the death of Vincent W Foster.

178. Al wongful acts alleged herein were comrenced by
agreenent, concert of action, a neeting of the mnds or the
pursuit of conspiratorial objectives by and between nanmed or
unnamed Defendants. All Defendants are conspirators.

179. Because overt acts directed at Plaintiff were the
reasonably foreseeabl e, necessary or natural consequences of the
overall conspiracy to obstruct justice in connection with the
investigations into M. Foster's death, each nenber of that
overall conspiracy is liable for Plaintiff's damages sinply by
virtue of his participation in that conspiracy.

180. Each Defendant designated herein is responsible in
some way for overt acts of his fellow conspirators. Accordingly,
each al | egati on agai nst an individual naned Defendant shoul d be
read to include and be made agai nst all Defendants, and al
Def endants are jointly and severally liable for Plaintiff's

conpensat ory damages
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181. The continuous and persistent course of Defendants'

i ntentional wongful conduct establishes that the entire course
of conduct was a single continuing action, and that there was a
meeting of the m nds between two or nore Defendants.

182. Defendants, and each of them commenced by express or
i nplied agreenment, concert of action, conmunications, or a
nmeeting of the mnds, a conspiracy to harass, intimdate, and
psychol ogically attack Plaintiff by neans of overt acts intended
to acconplish the objects of the subsidiary conspiracy, to wt,
to obstruct justice by deterring Plaintiff fromtestifying
freely, fully and truthfully before the grand jury by
intimdating and warning him or alternatively to destabilize and
discredit Plaintiff.

183. Acts alleged herein were violations of 42 U S.C. §
1985(2) as overt acts of two or nore Defendants in furtherance of
a conspiracy to deter by intimdation or threat, Plaintiff, a
grand jury witness in US District Court for the District of
Col unmbi a, fromattending the grand jury proceeding, or from
testifying to matters pending therein freely, fully, and
truthfully.

184. All Defendants acted to violate statutory rights
vested in Plaintiff, or acted with intent to cause Plaintiff harm
or damage.

185. Wongful acts of Defendant TWENTY- FOUR constitute a
violation of 42 U.S.C. 8§ 1985, prohibiting conspiracy to
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retaliate against and to injure Plaintiff on account of his
having attended and testified as a wwtness in a Court of the
United States.

186. Defendants' outrageous wongful conduct was w |l ful,
want on, oppressive, and in reckless disregard of the civil rights
of Plaintiff, entitling Plaintiff to an award of punitive
damages.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff Patrick James Know ton demands t hat
j udgnent be entered in his favor:

(1) Against all Defendants, jointly and severally, an award
of conpensatory damages in an anount that the jury
deens just and proper;

(2) Against each and every Defendant, separately, punitive
damages in an anmount the jury deens just and proper
and

(3) Against all Defendants, jointly and severally, an
anount equal to reasonable attorneys' fees and costs
associated with the prosecution of this action,
pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1988.

Count ||
(Intentional Infliction of Enotional D stress)
Al | Def endants

187. Plaintiff incorporates paragraphs 1 through 186 as if
fully repeated here.

188. As a further object of the conspiracy, Plaintiff avers
t hat Defendants, and each of them intended to subject Plaintiff
to severe enotional distress and harm

189. By virtue of and as a direct and proxi mate cause of

Def endants' intentional wongful conduct, Plaintiff suffered,
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continues to suffer, and probably will suffer in the future,
severe enotional distress. Defendants' wongful conduct has had
significant effects on Plaintiff's overall well being, which
effects include but are not limted to:
(a) Depression and anxiety;
(b) Intense fear of personal harm and feelings of
bei ng overwhel ned and vul ner abl e;
(c) Inpaired concentration, withdrawal, irritability,
preoccupi ed and tense npods;
(d) Stomach and intestinal disorders and sl eep and
appetite disturbances;
(e) Loss of interest in sexual and exercise and other
routi nes;
(f) An exaggerated startle response; and
(g) Loss of confidence and feelings of degradation and
shane.
WHEREFORE, Plaintiff Patrick James Know ton demands t hat
j udgnent be entered in his favor:
(1) Against all Defendants, jointly and severally, an award
of conpensatory damages in an anount that the jury
deens just and proper; and

(2) Against each and every Defendant, separately, punitive
damages in an anmount the jury deens just and proper

Count |11

(Assaul t)
Def endants FI VE, SI X, SEVEN, ElI GHT, N NE, TEN, FOURTEEN
FI FTEEN, SI XTEEN, SEVENTEEN, N NETEEN, TWENTY, TWENTY- FOUR
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190. Plaintiff incorporates paragraphs 1 through 189 as if
fully repeated here.

191. As a direct and proxi mate cause of the threatened use
of imm nent harnful physical force and ot her physical displays by
Defendants FIVE, SI X, SEVEN, EIGHT, NI NE, TEN, FOURTEEN, FI FTEEN
SI XTEEN, SEVENTEEN, NI NETEEN, TWENTY and TVENTY- FOUR, Pl aintiff
reasonably feared i medi ate and severe bodily harm

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff Patrick James Know ton demands t hat
j udgnent be entered in his favor:

(1) Against Defendants FIVE, SIX, SEVEN, EIGHT, N NE, TEN,

FOURTEEN, FI FTEEN, SI XTEEN, SEVENTEEN, NI NETEEN
TWENTY, and TVWENTY-FOUR, jointly and severally, an
award of conpensatory damages in an anount that the
jury deens just and proper; and

(2) Against Defendants FIVE, SIX, SEVEN, EIGHT, N NE, TEN,

FOURTEEN, FI FTEEN, SI XTEEN, SEVENTEEN, NI NETEEN
TVWENTY, and TVWENTY- FOUR, separately, punitive
damages in an anount the jury deens just and proper

Count 1V
(Battery)
Def endants El GHT and N NETEEN

192. Plaintiff incorporates paragraphs 1 through 194 as if
fully repeated here.

193. Conduct of Defendants ElI GHT and NI NETEEN was an
of fensive, harnful, offensive touching, and was a battery.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff Patrick James Know ton demands that
j udgnent be entered in his favor:

(1) Against Defendants EIGHT and NI NETEEN, jointly and

severally, an award of conpensatory danmages in an
anount that the jury deens just and proper; and
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(2) Against Defendants EI GHT and NI NETEEN, separately,
punitive damages in an anmount the jury deens just and
pr oper.

Counts V
(G vil Conspiracy)
Al'l Defendants

194. Plaintiff incorporates paragraphs 1 through 193 as if
fully repeated here.

195. The facts alleged constitute a civil conspiracy.
Wongful acts alleged herein were overt acts of two or nore
Defendants in furtherance of a civil conspiracy.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff Patrick James Know ton demands t hat
j udgnent be entered in his favor:

(1) Against all Defendants, jointly and severally, an award

of conpensatory damages in an anount that the jury

deens just and proper; and

(2) Against each and every Defendant, separately, punitive
damages in an anmount the jury deens just and proper

Plaintiff demands trial by jury.

Verification
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| hereby certify and affirmthat to the best of ny
i nformati on, know edge, and belief, the foregoing facts are true
and correct.

Patri ck Know t on

Respectful ly submtted,

John H d arke

Bar # 388599

Attorney for Plaintiff
1730 K Street, NW
Suite 304

Washi ngton, DC 20006
(202) 332-3030
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