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I, EENKETH DAVID LONG of 1301 North Catalina, Loa Angeles,

[+ R

Calirornia 20027, United States,

an executive emploved in

the Legal Division of the Church of Scientology of

California, MAKE OATH and say asz follows:=

1. I have been a member aof the Chureh of Sclientolegy for
11 years, and & mambar of the Chureh's stalff for 7 WEArs. I
am employed by the Church of Scientology of California
(hereinafter callad "ohe Chureh") which 12 a nan=-profit



making religious corporation registered in California since
1954, My dutles for the past 5 years have required that 1
work closely with and assist Church counsel in all phases af

litigatien in the United States.

24 I have been deeply invelved in the litigation of the case
of "Church of Scientology of California and Mary Sue Hubbard wv.
Gersld Armestronp®, Loa Angeles Superior Caurt cases number O
420153, since the inception of that litigatien on August 2, 1982,
During the course of my participation in that litigation, 1
personally inventoried the materials surpendered pursuant to
court order b the Clerk of the Leos Angeles Superior Court in
September 1982 by Gerald Armatrong and his counsel. I also
attended almoat every deposition andfor pre-trial proceeding held
in that case, and was present as an assistant to counsel
throughout each day of the trial proceedings in May and June,

14984,

3., while attending proceedings held in the instant matter on
Tuesday, Ooctober 6, 1987, I noted that the Court seamed to have
additional guestions concerning the status of the documents in
the Armstrong case, and the relationship of the documénts in
{ssus herein to sald status. Responses to the court's gquestions,

te the content I have dizcerned them,

T"he bottom line T wish to comminicate 1S




documents or Information currently at issue inm this action are or
have baen in the public domain as a result of procesdings in
octher cases. The Church is requesting relisf hepcin only as to
those documents and information which Mr Miller has obtasined as a

direct result of Mr. Armstrong's breach of confidence,

B Between February 1980 and December 1981, when he left the
Church, Hr. Armstrong was employed as, in effect, the librarian
or archivist responsible for Mr. Hubbard's personal documents.
The Chureh held sueh materials as Mr. Hubbard's ballee and, in
December 1981, the archives area held more than 30 file cabinets
of documentation. Mr. Armetrong was permitted by the Church to
Turnish a large amount of these materials before leaving the
Church te author Omar V. Garrison, who was contracted at that
time to wirite an authorized blography of L. Ron Hubbard., After
leaving this Church, between May and August 1982, Mr. Armstrong
tock more than 5,000 pages, each of original and

photecopled documents from Mr. Garrison and furnished said
documents to attorneys suing the Church and Mr, Hubbard. Please
see Exhibit “"KDL 27" attached to my second AfTidavit, For Mr.
Afmnstrong's admission. These sctions by Mr. Armastrong were the
latér basis for the Finding by the trial court that the Chureh
had proven a prima facie case of breach of confidence against Mr.
ﬂN1Ftrang, Please aee the Hemorandum of Intended Deecisie

attached to my Flrst Affidavit os Exhibit "KRL 18,




6. After the Church brought suli agoinat Mr. Armstrong, a
Temporary Restralning Order was issuved on August 24, 1982,
Pursuant o that Order, He. Armstrong and his counsel surrendered
ta the Clark of the Court approximataly 10,000 decumenta
contalned in Clve boxes. 1 Inventoried all of the surrondered
mAaterials lmsmadintely upon thelir arrlvel wlith the court. These
doucwents were plagcod uvader son] =nd Lhen maintained under seasl
thareafter by the Clerk pursuant be the ppeliminary Injunction
[ssued on Septanbar 24, 1532, Fron thlis peint cnward, all such
dacumentg were Lo e only In the possession of the court.
Evidanor thet Hr. Acrmstrong had Felled o surrender all such
documants to the court, or had retained coples of any ol the
dogcusents surrendersd to the court, would alags e evidance of
cantewpt of court. As the court will note hareinbelow, auch

evidenoe has been obtolmed.

7. The 10,000 documents im the poasession of the court then
remained under s&al, avallable for inspection only by the parties
ta the Armatrong litigation and only for the purposes of that
litigotion, from September 1982 until May 1984. In May 1984,
appreximately 1,000 documents were taken from the 10,000 being
held by the Clerk, and those 1,000 documents were then lntroduced

ints the trial of the Armstrong litigetion as approximately 200

In Decembes 1986, At no time betwoen Septomber 1962




1986 were these 9,000 documents avalilable to the peneral public,
ar congidered to be in the public domain. This fact 15 wery

important since four of the seven documents at lssus héerein were
contained in these 9,000 documents which remained under seal at
all times, There is no legnl way that Mr. Arestrong, Hr. Miller

andfor Mr. Hewman could have possession of these materials.

. Trial ended in the Arnstrong cAasc on June 8, 1984, Between
June B and Juns 20, 1984, the 200 exhibits were held by the teial
judpe unavailable to anyona alse, for his ugein writing the
Hesoarandum of Intended Decisdon. Ne one other than court
personnel had access to those 200 exhiblta. I know this to be
fact since I both malntained a wateh over the area where the
documants were kept and verifiesd with Msz. Rosie Hart, the trial
court's eleprk, that no ocne was allowed sccess to these documents.
In izsuing the Memorandum of Intended Decision, the trial court
orderad that 22 of the 200 exhibits were te remain sealed. Those
axhibits joined the other 9,000 decuments, leaving just

approximately 178 exhiblts affected by the followlng events.

g, On June 25, 1984, the first of what was Lo be a serles of
orders temporarily staying the unsealing of the trial exhibits
was 1ssued by the Californis court of Appeal. Please note

Exhibit "KDL 19" sttachnod to ey first Affidevit. In addition,
there 13 now produced and shown o me marked “KDL 24", a

chronological Hiastory of Maler Armstreong Case Orderss, thq




e

have personally prepaced Lo assist counsel and the court.

10, In reviewing Exhibit "KDL 34" attached herete, the Courst
will no doubt note what appear to be "windows," or Eaps bebween
the vacating of one order amd the lssuance of the next. These
'windows™ are far more apparent than they were real. To beglin
with, I maintained, aleng with my =scaff, a daily check with sach
court in whieh & temperary atay order wazs pending in order to
ensuse that I learned che minute a ruling was lssued. 5o before
the trial court received any order vacating a sealing order,

the Church obtained another order sealing them up again. In
Aactuality, 1t took 3=% days fer the trial court to receive a
vacating order from the Higher Court and before recript I would
personally hand deliver & new stay crder. In additiem, I also
had my ataff maintain a watch over the area of the court where
these documents were kept during sach so called "window" peériod

and no ane wiewed andfor copled the materials.

11, There was just a single incident when the 178 ftrial
exhibited were made available for publie inapection, on December
19, 1284 and untll]l midday on Decamber 20, 1924, This occured
after an injunction iasued by the Ninth Cireuit Federal Court of
Appeals exolired, and was then halted by the {ssuance of a
temporegry reziralninge asder on December 20tH In the "Hoes

areviously deseribed ino my Second AfTCidavit. I was

presant AL the court during the entire time that the




were avallable for inspestion by the public. T norasonally
observed that, with the exeeption of a UPI reporter who was
allowed only to view some of My, Hubbard® g military roecords for
o more than 30 minutes, only Seientologists obtained aAccess Lo
soe the 178 trial sxhibits, Additionally, I personally absarved
and then wverified with court persannel that ng ona, including the
réporter, were permitted coples of any af the exhibite. Poople

ward permlitted to view the documents only and not copy them,

12. Following the issuance of the "Boga" order on Decembar 20,
1984, the 178 trial exhibite were never again ungealed. These

178 trial exhibits, the other tiral exhibits which had boen left
sealed throughout, and the 9,000 documents Aver enterad into the

trial, were then returned to the Church in December 1985,

13, Az 15 clearly shown by the above events, ne one was evaep
able to obtain coples of any of the 10,000 documents Trom the
trial esurt. This fact is the basis For my statements, In my
Second Affidavit, that Mr. Caven-Atack has perjured himself tte
this Court by claiming, in a sworn Affidavit Tiled herein, that
he cbtained soples from the court, WMp. Caven=Aitack's ocbvious
lack of specifies in his affidavit emphasizes this. Suspiciously
left out of his arrfidavit are the facte supperting He. Caven=
Atack's elaim that he obtained the documents form the CalifTarnia
court. Howhers deoss Mr. Caven-Atscd sitplie when he

California, when he went {nte £5& court, signed the visito




Atack is silent on these pointa obviously hecause he never went
to the court as verified by my conversation with the court clerk
and my review of the visitor's sign-in log. Thers can oo no
doubt that the deocusents in lssue herein, no matter through whom
they were funneled to Mr. Miller, originated from Hr. ArmsLrong,

i wiolation of court orders.

14. 1 have cewvliewad the second Affidavit of Ausaall Francls
Hiller, rclating to partain letters [rom Mr. Hubbard to one Helen
g1 Epien during 1853. The lgtter discussed by Hr. Hiller at
paragranh 3 of his affidavit 1s not at lasue {n this actien, it
ia neither listed in the amanded weit filed herein nor menticned
in my Second Affidavit precisely becausé, as ¥r. Hillee
uynderstands, 1t 15 a matter of public poacord. Mr. Miller
attempts te create confusion with this Court by the inclusion af

thie particular lotter.

15. At paragraph 4 of his gecond Affidvalit, Mr. Miller
referances three other Helen o'Brien letters which are at issue
herein and states he chtained copies of These letters from Hr.
Ron Mewman. These three letters ADG asart of the 9,000 dogumant
which remained under seal in the court at all times and were
paturned to the Church in Decomber 1986. HNr. Ron Hewman noe

anyons alse coanld have lepal posgeasslion af these letters sing

they could not hawve Daen ahtninad from the Court

intereatine that HE. willer hMas "na ld2a" where
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ebtained thess letkers, an important fact which would obviously
b of iRatéerast o any researcher, author or anyone else receiving
these decuments. Gerald Armetreng was the only person that had
these letters and he knowinply violsated several court ordera -
Aggual o
the Bepbemmes 24, 1982 asurt order to turn in all materials to iii_
the court and the June 20, 1984 court osrder sealing the
dozuments. He obviously didn't kKecp them sealed since Mr. Hewman
and Me, Miller hewve coples mnd he didn't turn fn all coeples of
tha letters when ordered, since o5 & condition of settlament Kre.
Armetrong turned in any saterials he had concerning LRH or the
Church. 1 personally inspected the documents he turned in in

Jamuary 12687 and among them were the three Helen 0'Brien letters,

lecters that he was opdersad to turn intoe the court.

16. In order to clarify for the Court the exact status of cach
of the decuments at lssue herein, I have prepared a short Summary
of saild documents. There i3 now produced and shown to me @marked
“EDL 35" a copy of sald Summary. A5 the Court will nmote, four of
the doucments in issue - the three O'Brien letters referred to
hereinebove and Mr. Hubbard"s letter te Polly - have never beén
trial exhibita. They have remalned under seal at all times.

Three of the documents - two of Hr. Hubbard's boyhood diarles and
the leatter to Mr. Hubbard from his :.Tr:'-.flm Armstrong trial ﬁ
exhiblte, but have also remained under =eal ae shown by the
ettached Chronalogleal Hiztory of Court Qrders. The on

(or these decumanta, wa nok the Lrial esurt but Gerald
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