
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

EASTERN DIVISION 
 
 

NATHSON E. FIELDS, ) 
Plaintiff, )   

 )  No. 10 CV 1168 
         v. )   
 )  Hon. Matthew F. Kennelly  
CITY OF CHICAGO, et al., ) 
 Defendants. )   
 

RENEWED MOTION FOR RULE TO SHOW CAUSE 
 

 

 Now comes the Plaintiff Nathson Fields and asks this Court to enter a ruling on 

Plaintiff’s previously filed motion for Rule to Show Cause for the following reasons: 

 On May 11, 2012 Plaintiff filed a rule to show cause (docket no. 227) which was 

presented to this Court on May 16, 2012. The Rule was filed because the City was in 

violation of this Court’s Order of April 10, 2012 to amend its response to interrogatories 

regarding the whereabouts of the “missing street file” for the past 28 years. The 

interrogatories sought largely to establish a chain of custody for the Hickman/Smith 

murder investigation files, including but not limited to those documents Bates stamped 

City-NF-001023 through 1117, ninety pages of investigative notes regarding the 

murders of Hickman/Smith that were produced to the Plaintiff for the very first time 

on September 12, 2011.  

Instead of filing an answer to the interrogatories as per this Court’s order the city 

instead filed an amended response to the interrogatories raising several objections and 
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providing incomplete answers. As set forth in the Rule to Show Cause the City’s 

answers were less than forthcoming.  

Counsel for the Plaintiff next sought the deposition of the individual who 

verified the answers and as further described in the Rule to Show Cause that individual 

lacked knowledge about the subject matter and any knowledge he did have was 

objected to as being protected by the attorney client privilege and work product. As it 

turns out the information regarding the chain of custody of the file might only be 

known to Defendants counsel, Dan Noland.  

 At the May 16, 2012 court date this Court suggested that prior to ruling on the 

motion the attorneys should get together and see if a stipulation could be reached 

regarding the chain of custody. In pursuit of a stipulation counsel for the Plaintiff 

conferred with counsel for the City on May 31, 2012. As part of that conversation the 

City agreed to allow counsel for the Plaintiff to revisit the Area 1 police station, review 

the original file and the location of the file where it was located in 2011.  

Counsel for the City could not arrange a visit to Area 1 until Tuesday June 12, 

2012 at which time counsel for the Plaintiff visited area 1, toured the location of the files 

and reviewed the original file.  Two days later, on June 14, 2012, Plaintiff for counsel 

sent a proposed stipulation regarding the chain of custody for the missing street file to 

defense counsel for the City. 

 On July 10, 2012 counsel for the Plaintiff sent an email to counsel for the City 

reminding them that they had the proposed stipulation for almost a month and if she 

did not have a response by Friday, July 13, 2012 she would file a renewed motion. On 
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July 12, 2012 attorney Noland wrote back and explained that he had been on trial and 

could not respond until the following week. Counsel for Plaintiff extended the deadline 

to Tuesday July 17, 2012. Finally, on Thursday July 19, 2012, attorney Noland sent a red 

lined version of the stipulation to Plaintiff’s counsel. Plaintiff’s counsel believes the 

changes and deletions proposed by defense counsel made the stipulation worthless.  

 Plaintiff’s counsel sent another version of the stipulation to the city’s counsel on 

Friday July 20th along with an email advising counsel that it did not look like an 

agreement could be reached and asked counsel to respond by Monday July 23rd. 

Counsel for the City responded on Monday July 23rd stating that they would prefer to 

talk by telephone. Attempts to set up a time to talk met without success and Plaintiff’s 

counsel asked that defense counsel send their proposal by email because she was not 

willing to continue this any longer. Defense counsel refused to address their changes in 

an email and insisted on conferring by telephone, despite the fact that an agreed time 

could not be worked out. Plaintiff’s counsel has still not set up the depositions of the 

last four defendant police officers because she is waiting for the information regarding 

the chain of custody for the missing street file, either through stipulation or deposition. 

 Wherefore, Plaintiff hereby renews his motion for rule to show cause and asks 

this Court to rule on the motion. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

 

                                                                                /s/H. Candace Gorman 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 
           I, H. Candace Gorman, hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was served to the 

parties electronically by means of the Court’s CM/ECF system.  

 

 
 
Dated: July 24, 2012 

Respectfully Submitted, 

 /s/H. Candace Gorman 
One of the Attorneys for Fields 

 

For Fields: 

       H. Candace Gorman 
Leonard C. Goodman    220 S. Halsted 
Melissa Matuzak     Suite 200 
53 W. Jackson Boulevard    Chicago Illinois 60661 
Suite 1650      312-427-2313 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 
312-986-1984 
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