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'Disnrption of Congress'

RE:

fn, *. facts as to what occurred are hst evidcoccd by the vidco - which is ethy,
upon my an€st, I madc known to Sergeant Bignotti and Offrcer Jennings that it needcd

to be immediately sccured. ...Such is vastly superior to the stenographic
transcript...since it presents, in rcal timg simulaneously occurring events, which the
transcript only imperfectty records, if at dl.

To begin widt boft fte videotapc urd tsmscript rcflect that the so-called *disnrption-

did NOT (rccur *dUtigg a Judiciary Committec hearing"...but upon its being
"adjournefl. Only AFTER Scnator Chambliss said:

*...if thenc art no firther questions or participation from anyon€ on tbe
Committee, we will stand adjourned." [Tr. 65, lns. 15-17]

did I bcgin I comnencc to speak - which was for a total of eight seconds.

As to Chairman Chambliss stiking his gavel "trrrice", &e transcript of the Mry 22d
'hearing" indicates nofiring about a gavel. From the video, dre reason is obvious. The
single strike of the gpvel was NOT at all significant. It certainly was not to quell any
*disruptionl'... Rather, Chainnan Chambliss struck the gavel to spnbolize &c close of
the "hearing" - while sayins *Thank you vcry much" ffr. 65, ln. l8J.

The video also makes plain that I began speaking as Chairman Chanrbliss wrs saying
oThank you vcry much" [Tr. 65, ln. l8l - urd not, as the ranscript makes it appcar,
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rfter [Tr. 65, ln. 201. Indcc4 it is becausc our words are simultanous - with mine
coming from &e back of the room - that my initial words are not audible from the
video.

Prcsunably, these initial words wcre also not audible to the stenographer. However,
her Uanscrip fails to refleot zuch fast - while altering my wonds immodiarcly following
'Mr. Chsirmen". Her banscript also omib my final words nMay I testi$4", which,
although eclipsed by the beginning of Chairman Chambliss'respons€, "I will issue a
warning ttat we will havc ordern [Tr. 65, lns. B-2a1, can nonetheless be discerned
from the vidco.

The cntir*y of what the stenographer has me sayng before any responsc fiom
Chairman Chambliss is:

'I\,ft. Chairman, we arc in opposition to Judge Wesley bascd on his
docrmcnted comrption at thc New York Court of Appeals." [Tr. 65, lns.

2G221.

Thus, thc transcript, although impreciseh8, nonetheless sufficcs to cstablish thrt I did
NOT say..., "Judge Wesley, look into the comrption of the New York Cowt of
Appeals".

Furdrer, thc video makes plain that I had fni$cd my cmcluding urords, "May I
testif?' by the time Chairman Chambliss had responde{ 'I will issue a warning that
we will have ordet''. [Tr. 65, brs.23-24J. Indee4 as reflected by dre video, his
immediately following words, "The Committee will stand in recess until fte police can
rcstorc ordcr. Everyone rclnain seated." - as if therc wur some on-going continued
disturbance or ruckus -- rverc wholly supcrfluouq since, aftcr asking 'May I testify?'
I was completely silent.

The hcads of Officer Jemrings and Sergeant Bignotti are not seen passing the video
camera until this further, wholly unneoessary statement'tntil the police can restore
orded'. They then pass from left to right.

It must bc noted 0rat the video, wtrich is focused on Chairman Chambtiss as he closes

E Thc discre,pancy in thc rmsi6 uras tbc nrbjcct ofnry May 30, 2003 loolr to ttc Mlkr Rcpcting
Conpany, which rslrcd that tlrc stenographcr prcservc hcr "raw, untranscribcd ndcs", as well as what I
und€rstand to be an audi<fryc of the "bcaring" which the Cunpany also rccords.
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the hcaring, shows no surprisc on his face as I bcgin to qpeak from the back of the
room. Rather, it shows him reaching forhis reading glasscs and then, presumrbly, for
fre paper from which, after I am taken out of fte "hearing" room, he seems to read.

Before I rnr trlrcn ou! howarcr, 0re transcript reflects a npausen. This can be tined
ftom the video at eight scconds - a perid during which Sergeant Bignoui dcmanded
Srt I st€p out of thc "hearing" room. Although she did not statc that I would be
arrcste4 the rrcry demand trat t lcave the "hearing room' was a significant enough
deperMe ftom the precedent set d the June 25, 1996 Senatc Judiciary CommiUec
"hearingn as to lead me to believe - based upon what Detective Zimmerman had
threatened - that I might be arrested. Bccausc my stated position to Detcctive
Zimmerman - reiterated by my May 21d letter - lvos that it was for the presiding
chairman to decide whcther a respectfrrl request to testiff should bc punisbed by sr€st,
I then asked Chairrun Chambliss:

'Are yorr directing that I bc arrested? Are you directing that I bc urcsbd" ffr.
66,lns. 3-4J

Ctairman Chambliss did not respon tofris straighfonrard question-mrchashehad
not responded to my sfaighforward question oMay I testifr?'. lnstea4 he answered,

'I am directing that thc police restore order.' [Tr. 66, lns. 56]. Sergeant Bignotti fren
rgain demanded me to step out of the nhcaring" roon, prompting mc to again ask
Chairman Chambliss, "Ar€ you directing that I be arrested?' [Tr. 65, ln. 7J. The
fanscript shows no response, but only a'[Pause.]".

The vidco reflects what occurs in this ninc second "[Parse]". lte head of Sergeant
Bignotti pass€s fron right to left, followed by my head and the head of Officer
Jennings. The somd of a door is then heard. Although the video does not zoom on
Chairman Chsrnbliss'face, the tempo of his immediately following words gives the
impression that he is reading a prcparcd text:

"Outside witress rrc wclcomc to submit lefters supporting or opposing
nominees for the Committee's consideratio& but it is not our usual
procedure to invitc outside wifiresscs to te$iry either in support or in
opposition to tre nomination.

I realize this lady is disappointcd that she is not able to make any
strtffit this afternoon, but her disappointnent in no waycondones any
disruption of this hearing.' [Tr. 66, los. 9-17J.

He then stabs, 'Agairl we witl stand adjourned. Thank you very mush." [Tr. 66, lns.
3
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fu my rnluminous correspondence with the Senate Judiciary Committee rcflecgs,
'l€ttcrs" submitted by 'outside wihessesn - no matterhow serious and substantial -
uc simpty ignored by the Committeg whosc leadenhip refises to respond to written
roquests to testify. Indee{ from the prcpared statement read by Scoator Chanrbliss, it
rppears that &c Committec's leadership "set me up' to be anested. Were it otherwise,
Senator Charnbliss would have bcen provided with a statem€nt to be read BEFORE I
rose to requcat to tcstif -- a statement which aclnowlcdged that the Commitee had
received a written request to testi$, which was being denicd bccausc it was "not oru
usud procedure" - and bccausc such request did not fsll within an cxccption thcreto.
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