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DecisioJls subsequent to Roviaro have increasing1y emphasized the 

particular facts of Roviaro. See~, A1varez v. United States, 

525 F.2d 980, 982 (5th Cir. 1976) and cases cited therein. \vhere 

the informer' s role was simp1y providing information, no disclosU):·e 

is necessary. United States v. More11, 524 F.2d 550 (2nd Cir. 1975). 

In fact, the prevai1ing 1aw in the circuits favor s non-disclosure. 

"The interests of 1aw enforcement are served by protecting the 

identity of the informant except where a need is demonstrated for 

disclosure by the informantes own testimony, and not by the speculat.ive 

claims of the defendant." United States v. Rawlinson, 487 F.2d S, 

7 (9th Cir. 1973), cert. denied, 415 U.S. 984 (1974); accord, Unit.ed -............--� --­
States v. Hurse, 453 F.2d 128, 130-131 (8th Cir. 1971); United 

States v. L1oyd, 400 F.2d 414,416 (6th Cir. 1968); United States 

v.� Jack~, 384 F.2d 825 (3rd Cir. 1967), cert. denied, 392 U.S. 934 

(1968) • 

In suro, then, the 1aw wi11 neither recognize nor countenance 

the disclosure of the identity of informers simply on the whim of 

the defense. Rather, when the informant is integra11y involved 

in the offense for which the defendants are charged and when the 

Government does not otherwise intend to produce or identify the 

informer, the court then may: determine it to be appropriate to reveal 

the name sought. We do not anticipate these set of circumstances 

occurring in the instant case. Barring those circumstances, the 

defendants' sweeping request must be denied. 

9. E1ectronic Survei11ance. 

The defendants have requested the disclosure of reCOl~S 

pertaining to any e1ectronic survei11ance in which any defendant was 

overheard. The only appropriate means for making such a request is 
21 

pursuant to 18 U.S. Code §3504. 

7/ 
18 U.S. Code §3504 provides as follows (Subsection a) : 

In any trial, herein, or other proceeding 
in or before any court, grand jury, department, 
officer, agency, regulatory body, or other 
authority of the United States-­

(1) Upon a c1aim by a party aggreived that 
evidence is inadmissible because it is the 
~rimary product of an unlawful act or because 
~t was obtained by the exploitation of an 
unlawful act, the opponent of the claim shall 
affirm or deny the occurrence of the alleged
unlawful act; 

18 U.S. Code §3504 further defines unlawful 
act as to include electronic surveillance. 

















UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT� 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA� 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

v. Criminal Case No. 78-0367 

JUAN MANUEL CONTRERAS SEPULVEDA 
PEDRO ESPINOZA BRAVO 
ARMANDO FERNANDEZ LARIOS 
GUILLERMO NOVO SAMPOL 
ALVIN F.OSS DIAZ 
VIRGILIO PAZ ROMERO 
JOSE DIONISIO SUAREZ ESQUIVEL 
IGNACIO NOVO SAMPOL 

OI~DER 

_~~r having come before the Court through motions 

for discovery, inspection and a bill of particulars filed by thes2 

defendants, and the Court havinq thoroughly considered these motions 

and their accompanying memoranda and the Government's answer and 

opposition to these motions, it is this ___ day of 

1978, 

ORDERED that the defendants' motions are denied, except 

insofar as consented to by the Government, and 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the defendants comply with the 

provisions of Rule 16 respecting reciproca1 discovery. 

BARRINGTON D. PARKER 
United States District Judge 




