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55 Public Square
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Reg United States v. Internet

Brotherhood of Electrical
k
Local Mo. 381 Electrical Jo
Apprenticeship and TrainingCommittee
(C.A.,
q 67-4z5)

This is in response 'to youx letter of JulY 8,

1968, in which you requested that wa prov3 Y with
copies of certainh to have in
with your pre
preparation.
that request, am enclosing

Allowing docents:

1(d)

investi

The signed statements of Mears. Cockrell,
as requested in paragraph
nts were obtained by

1966.

s that mere
The reports of in
rtment
investigators of
966. These documents are co vered by pa
1(b) and 1(c) of your Letter, and the
Frederick Green
ds, Larry Gay, and Clifton Callahan.
Richard

rsons together with those identified in the
regraph of this letter were
s,
according to our information, interviewed by the
Department of Labor in connection with the investigation of the policies and practices of the
defendants, and they were all identified in response
to interrogatory 10.
(3) The Report of the Cleveland Community
Relations Board on Recruitment of Minority Group
Apprentices, 1963-69, as requested in paragraph 3 of
your letter.
(4) The Fina 1 Summary Report
the Clev
Task Force Team for the President's Bqual Opportunity
Commission of 1964 as requested in paragraph 3 of your
letter. The Report contains chapters on seven midwestern cities besides Cleveland; we are sending you
a copy of the chapter on Cleveland.
In providing you with the above documents,
we do not mean to suggest in any way that it is the
Department of Justice's position that they are discoverable or that you are entitled to have them
under the Federal Rules and applicable decisions.
See, 24a., Fusco v. Rig and
Kees, Apkin
205 F. Supp. 459, 464 (R.D. Ohio 1962). Instead,
we are providing them to you in order to expedite
this litigation and because no policies would be
adversely affected by producing them.
The remaining requests in you
July 8th relate to two groups of internal
ra
prepared by
and their staff,
the records obtained from
second summarizing "notes and re
interviews." These internal memoranda, all prepared

by us with an eye toward thisLitigation,
impressions, conclusions or recommendations of
Department of Justice attorneys and their staff
and reflect the legal theories and strategy developed
in connection with this case. These documents clearly
fall within the work-product doctrine and producing
them would, in our judgment, impair the important
policies articulated in Elam v. Tovlox, 329 U.S.
445 (1947).
Y.

Attorney
Civil Rights Division
cc: Honorable Ben C. Green

