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MAYOR DALEY AND CORPORATION COUNCIL
QUESTIONS THAT REMAIN UNANSWERED

1. Why, after the appellate court affirmed the trial court’s 1989 finding that Wzorek was
illegally fired in violation of the Shakman decree, has the City spent an additional six (6) years in
court {rying to make sure that Wzorek could not get back his job as a motor truck driver for the
Department of Sewers?

2. Wouldn’t taxpayer funds have been better utilized by simply reinstating Wzorek to his
former position and paying him as a productive employee, rather than paying City attorneys to try
to make sure he remains unemployed? .

3. Why have city attomeys under Mayor Daley fought 2o hard to deny Wzorek
employment with the city, when Wzorek was fired for his beneficent act of giving a financial
contribution to the Mayor? :

4. Since the city has now conceded in its appellate brief that an incorrect court transcript
was sent up to the appellate court during the ¢ity’s previous appeal in the Wzorek case, don’t you
think that Wzorek, like all litigants, should be entitled to have his case heard by the appellate
court based upon the full record of the case?

5. Since the city knew during it’s previous appeal that the cover page of the August 16,
1989 hearing transcript was incorrect, how could city attorneys not have known that the
following five (5) pages, which included remarks by Judge Duff markedly adverse to the city,
where likewise incorrect?

6. Aren’t you disturbed by the ¢vidence presented by Wzorek to the appellate court that
there are two official versions of the August 16, 1989 transcript which contain two obviously
different signatures purporting to be that of the same court reporter, as well as two different dates
on the signature page? :

7. Tsn’t it & federal crime to forge the signature of a court reporter?

8. Don’t you think that the court and the United States Attorney’s office should
investigate this potential crime?

Questions prepared by paralegal Steven Becker.
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#5 lines down -
Dear Dr. Fawcetst:

A few weeks ago I contacted your office to 'arrange to meet
and speak with you prior to your submitting your final written
repert from before you testifled at another hearing in the Eugene
Wzorek litigation. The soonest that I could get an appointment t0
see you was June 15th, at which time I plan to g0 to your office
after first sending you this letter. One reason 1 4ld not speak
with you sooner was that the City of Chicago, thraugh its attor-
neys; have not paid you for the most recent interview you had with
Mr. Wzorek, it should have been clear to everybody that your fee
should have been paid by the Corporation Counsel's office, and
that they were very slow in paying on a previous occasion (see Ex-
hibit A).

Another reason why I have delayed seeing you was that I was
unsure as to the ethlcs of meeting with you without the presence
of the opposing attorneys from the City. One reason for my bellev-
ing that notifying the opposing attorney was unnecessary 1s that
previocusly the City attorney Mary L. Smith had contacted ycu ex
parte with, as indicated by her letter (Exhibit 3). A further -
reason why I now know that an ex parte meeting between you and me
would be ethical is that I was assured of this when I consulted
with Gene's other attorney whom I have chosen at the court's sug-
gestion, to be co-counsel _in this matter. He assures me that I can
make any _investigation necessary to prepare an adequate hearing
before the Court on the subject of what remedy or remedies remain
available for the Plaintiff. ((Did the foregoing sentence--the
idea in 1t--complete?))

~ Obviously I myself am not tralned as a psychlatrist, having
had 1ittle more than a course in Psychology 101 in College many |
years ago. It seems to me, from my layman's point of view, that
the term "PARANQID" states an unusual concept. By this I mean that
if Mr. Wzorek is worried by threats he and hils famlly have received,
that death or great bodily harm could befall him or a family member
if he and his attorneys vigorously pursue thils matter, his worrying
about this would prove that he's "paranold", except that if it
proved to be true, such that he was murdered, as happened to a d4if-
ferent client of mine about two years ago, then his fears woul.l ...
have been groundless and he therefore would not have been "paranoid",
((Is that an adequate, compl ete sentence?))
Gene has told me more than once that he understood from things you
have said to him, or perhaps i1t was things sald by the psychologist,
Dr. Borden, that a simple way toc check on whether Gene has been
imagining wrongdoing by the City's attorneys, such as altering
transcripts or destroying documents or committing subornatioen of
perjury, allegedly, coculd elther be proved or disproved by everyone,
including him, them or myself llstening to the electronic record-
ing tape of the proceedings in question. I am therefore preparing
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and enclosing herewith a proposed declaration in lieu of an
AFfidavit, that you might be willing to sign--or a similar one

prepared in your own words-=-to be submitted to the Court on or
before the next appearance to testify. Obviously I am not trylng

rmﬁ”djl‘to put. words in your mouth, and of course you may not sign any
Aol such document if you are cpposed to doing so. But Ifam trying to
|

raceomplish 1s a method of shoing Judge Duff

accomplish is a method of showing Judge Duff that it. 18 not Just
my client and I who wish to hear such tapes. On the previous ccca-
sion I tried unsuccessfully to do so. (See the attached Eshibits
which are transeript pages of a Court Order denylng access to said
tapes. You can see that I told the Judge respectfully that other
such federal judzes have made-other simllar tapes readily avallable
to me in other cases and there is every reason to belleve that they
st11l exist. See the Exhibit which 1s my own declaration made at
&Eddd exlst W

thre~¢ime, quoting the Judge's official Court Reporter yho i

the time, quoting the Judge's Offlcial Court Reporter who sald
that she would rather go to jall than to let me see that tape.
Until now I did not file and make public why the aforesaid declar-
ation on the theory that I shouldn't do anything to aggravate the
judze as he had stated that he was golng -tobe fair to Mr. Wzorek
at this time: (See Echibit ).

I also do not wish

I also did not wish until now to make the dispute over the
tape a matter of public knowledge even though a certain TV
-ggpporter has wanted to do another story on thisWzZorek case

(g;pcrter has wanted to another story on thls Wzorek case

reporter has wanted to do another story on this Wzorek case; but

I now have reached the unavoidable conclusion that I cannot make
the best use of my forthecoming meeting with yourself unless I am
deing all that I can to clear up the baslic issue of whether Gene
Wzorek is 1s in fact parancid, depending on whether threats to him
and others, supposedly related to this litigatilon, are real or just
a product of his paranoid imagination, He has told me for over a
year that this can readily be cleared up by listening to the afore-
said electronlc tapes by the Official Court Reporter at the time

or by other court reporters at depositions.

((Check on the exlstence and applicabliity of entering a Protectilve
Order about psychlatrist matters.))

Another point which I could make at this time is to remind
you as to how you hive been chosen to be the expert in this
Shakman case. I refer you to Exhibit whilch states that you are
the Court's psychiatrist. This differs from what was sald in the
ex parte letter to you from Mary L~ Smith who stated,
(Exhibit ). I would like to be
aboe to ask you, incldentally, when you are next on the wltness

stand, how long it took Mary L. Smlth to get around to paylng your
feegthiS—lastjihmi~ .



























