Geoffrey C. Shepard, Esq,
535 Gradyville Road, Unit S-118
Newtown Square, PA 19073
May 6, 2022

Jeffrey R. Ragsdale, Counsel
Office of Professional Responsibility
Department of Justice, Suite 3266
950 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20530-0001
Dear Counselor:

In Re: Complaint of Geoffrey Shepard (10/3/21,)
This eighth letter is submitted in furtherance of my Complaint of Attorney
Misconduct, which was filed electronically on October 3,202t.
DOJ prosecutors' silence in the face of allegations of ex parfe meetings with Judge
Sirica,

Documentary evidence shows
. Watergate Cover-up indictments were presented in court on March I, t974,
accompanied by a sealed grand jury report designed for transmittal to the
House Judiciary Committee. WSPF prosecutors requested special handling,
which enabled Chief Judge John Sirica to take the case out of rotation and
appoint himself to preside over that trial, which he did that same afternoon.
. On March 12, Haldeman attorney Joe Wilson wrote to Judge Sirica, asking if
he had met privately with WSPF attorneys
https : //shepa rdonwatergate. coLn/doquff e,nts/RN0Z2- [. pdf , Wi lson did not
receive a response to his letter.
. Shortly thereafter, four of the defendants petitioned the DC Circuit for a Writ
of Mandamus removing Judge Sirica from presiding over the case.
Defendants'petition requested an Evidentiary Hearing as to any ex parte
meetings with WSPF prosecutors,
. The ACLU filed an amicus brief in support of defendants'request for an
evidentiary hearing (attached).
:

On April 30, Sirica refused to remove himself, saying that whatever he had
done, he had done in his role as chief judge, so there could have been no

a

a

impropriety.
Although WSPF attorneys had participated in some dozen ex parte meetings
with Judge Sirica, several of which were detailed in memos to their own files,
they did not admit to any. In their brief in opposition to defendants'petition,
WSPF prosecutors did not mention, recognize or respond to defendants'
Evidentiary Hearing request,
On June 7, in single sentence per curiam order, the DC Circuit, sitting en
banc, denied defendants motion, without having provided any opportunity
for oral argument. Mitchell v Sirica, 502 Fzd 375 (D.C, Cir. t974), cert.
denied, 418 U.S. 955 (I974). https://casetext.com/case/mitchell-v-sirica,
A lengthy dissent was later filed by Judge MacKinnon, dated July 9,
In the attached memo/ dated July 23, Counsel to the Special Prosecutor,
Philip Lacovara, both complemented Judge MacKinnon on his opinion and
lamented Judge Sirica's self-appointment:
Today we received a copy of a 30 page dissenting opinion filed by
Judge MacKinnon on July 9, As you know, I have always regarded the
recusal motions as raising extremely troublesome problems. Although
I very much doubt that the Supreme Court will be inclined to take
another Watergate case this soon, Judge MacKinnon's opinion is an
excellent and effective analysis of the reasons why judge Sirica should
not have insisted upon remaining as trial judge.

And thus the ethical question for OPR: Was it proper for WSPF prosecutors/ as
officers of the court, to stand mute in the face of legitimate questions regarding
possibly improper ex parte contacts with Judge Sirica?

to conclude by pointing out that I have yet to receive anything
other than a boilerplate electronic response to my original Complaint of Attorney
Misconduct, filed over seven months ago. This is particularly troublesome in light
of my continued requests to appear in person to discuss in detail the evidence of
flagrant due process violations of WSPF attorneys that my research has
Please allow me

uncovered,

Respectfully submitted

Geoffrey C Shepard
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