Scnator Bdvard Lennedy 1,/5/86
United Staten Senate
Vashington, U.C. 20510

Denr Sunator Hemnedy,

The timing of your 10/20 letter responding to mine relating to the tehnquist
and Sealin nominutions is remarkable in that it coincides with an wientioned prublem,{
Tfor the nution in their and similar Judicial appointments by this administration.

2y way ol backgrowul, I've never tried to involve you or any o‘};har nember of
your faudly in sy work on the assassination of the Uresident or thatof Dr, *dng, In
hoth fields ny work remains busie und accurate, In 1y last boolc I have a chapter on
the efforts to get Robert femnedy to endorse the \arren leport before it was written,
It is titled "Hudes, Not Camdlot." I did spend an afternocon backgrounding Tom Susman
after yon had nude the legislative history of the %74 FOIs amendments clear on the
investipntory files exeuption coming from one of my earliest FOIL. cases. and I'm at
a similar point now but with an entirely ditferent clinate :nd court,

'y about to ile an uppeal, unfortunctely pro se becuuse the Justice Yepart-
ment created a confliet of intevest with ny lauyer, vho remaing a friend, and it was
both a real and an artitical conflict. They aluost got a désasterous precedent in that,
abandoned on renand,

I do not expeet to provail before this appenls court. La.t tine they didn't
even read vhat 1 filed and their opinion says I suel for Ling: assassination records,
and that isn't so. It was all JI'K, the records of two field offices. S0, sippose I
‘decided the petition cert? wutomaticully I have tue Justices vho vill oppese it or,
at best, for once recuse theuselves, Mhat 1 am siypesting that appointing: to the
“upreme Yourt those uith such prior duites in the Justice Department is automatically
4 problen for those who sue the povermment, JBRATT R Al ot pesuie, Rk el TG ERa
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to FOIa at that, so they are sitting in judgemeut on thonselves. (se lia did not
recuse himecll vhen this case vas on wppeal earlier.)

Please excuse this typing. I'm not well waul preparing this brief has been a
burden on my wife and ne.

ag best T ean determine, and I'w not a lawyer and if I were iy inpaired health

dould Have made it iupossible for me to keep up to date, this muy be a precedent case
in geveral ways that 1 hope uight interest the J wiiciary comudttee ancl/or its 1"0IA
subcomaittee. It is, without question, the Tiist case in vhich the overnment denunded
and ot "Mliscovery." From their and Judge Smith's sccount T rel'used to com dy. In fuct,
I'd voluntarily provided all that was demnrnded under this dbdge é_a.;.rrfi‘r_:—LHBI‘) D, by non-
request, becaw:: the attorney genersl had held this to be an historieal cuse., (In it
and the King assassinoation, an enormous smount {or one without help or incowe, two
full file cubinots of it in ny copies.) i thege pove them an Vider for claimed lawyers'
fees, vldch I've not paid and don't intend to.I don't take your stoff time for a full
account but, br'tﬁ.l‘ly, they disclosed to a friend ol ivne af'ter this was up on appeal
what I uve us nev evidonce uncer “ule 60(b) ol uwllepe, uithout even pro forma denial,
that tids new evidence establishes their perjury, fraud and misrepresen ation, and I
assure you that it deese I o not want even to appear to be trying to involve you in
any assassination nuatterr so there are no enclosures but I'11 make anything available
to anyone who may be intercsted and L have to file this appeal by th. 16th, so it

will be at the courts I wi not optimistic about the courts congidering proof of such
P an Justice “r:pm"l:ucmt velonies or the reasons for them. .n indication of the
solidity ol wy proof, hovever, ius in the fact that I, tou, am subject to the penalties
of perjury and they want to get me and they've not made such a move and will not. The
demand for the money judgenment followed my daring then vhen they threatened to seek a
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contempt eitution. “hey won't dare a trial and even though in his lemoranduwn Judge
»mith says he held an XEKEZE "extensive" hearing, he didn't. I asked for an evi-
dentiary hearing wad he turneid it down and T muiked for a tidial and he refused that,
In a moment of carelegsnes: he prove hiusell a liar in his attuched Order in which
he refers to what there aluost wad, "oral arguments,” There was no argunent, no
questioning and coupassionate mun that he represents himsclf in his Hemornndum, he
wouldn't even let me read tho utatement T d prepared so I vould not Torget or ramble
arcl bevause spealdng Lrom o wheclehair at™the pedium I'd not be able to handle notes,

45 a8 commentary on sowe Julges in FOIA cuses ; hiy Memorandum indicates that he
is not even Tamiliay with the basics of this case. Ye did erib inventions which
exist nouvhere clse from DJ lauyers' filings. le says ropeatedly that this lawsuit
is Tor Kingr assussination records of the lew Yaven I'DI oftice, neither true and
neither wven rea:onably suspoctod.

L don't know what the J udiciary cormittee will be interested in or take tine

for but I think that an inquiry into the enormous waste of expensive time and money
uerely to frustrate disclosures under POTA is not ditfficult and could be vorthwhile
and helpful in discouraging this administration's campaim apainst free information.

L' ogpery I can't drive to Washington and can't use the poor and inadeyuate
buses, but if anyone iy interested, I have copies of all uy cases here and my
lawyer in them is in Vashington wud 1'a cure his files are more accessible and in
better dhape. bven £iling is o problen for we now.

Please believe mwe on the discovery matter, 1 juve nany other reasons, nmen
hone refuted, no evidence introduced to contest any of them, all documented, and
1t not only made no differcnce, it cost the goveriment - considerable amount of time
and burdened the courts eonsiderablys Part of the campaiims against FOIA has been
the burdeningr ol the courts. In my oun experience, there isn't a single case in
which there way any need to Litigate and any edse in wldch the povernment didn't
awear falsely, asl best a nonlawyer can have an opingon on it, in all instances
perjury because it was always naterial,.

' onot sugpesting thas one of the three brinches Qg government intrude into

‘mother but T am swygesting that there ar- serious problems of proper interest to
the legdolative branch.

st L fear that the ltehnquist awl Sealin appointm nts Turther reduce the slim
chances of success with FOLi petitions cert.

I'a sorry, the rolevanee ol £ allupe Sincerely,
felonie:s is not clear above., Yo got the .
discovery order they claimed it would i

prove thuat they hud complied vith my requests

and if it hwdn't my unique subjoect-matter
expertise was required for theu to find it. Wheir '
lavyer actaully said that this inforoation was HARDLD WE1SHERE
"solely" mdine. The new evidence establishes ;ggg&ggsg:ggsn.
what T allege and there is no basis for the

money judgenent other than the discovery order

Jrocured by these undenied felonies,

1.4
{ ’ﬁ)



Wlnifed Diafes Denafle

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20510

October 28, 1986

Mr. Harold Welisberg
7627 0ld Receiver Road
Frederick, Maryland 21701

Dear Mr. Weisberg:

Thank you for writing to express your thoughts regarding the
nomination of William Rehnguist to be Chief Justice of the United
States. As you know, this nomination was confirmed by the Senate
on September 17, by a vote of 65 to 33.

1 opposed this nomination, both during Judiciary Committee
hearings and on the floor of the full Senate. In my view,
Mr. Rehnguist's positions on some of the most important issues in
our legal system every day are too extreme -- his views are wrong
on race, on egual rights for women, on the separation of church
and state, and on some of the most basic individual freedoms
protected by our Constitution.

Justice Rehnquist has repeatedly exhibited his hosility to
the ideals of racial justice and civil rights. Moreover, his
conduct during Committee hearings and while serving on the bench
had indicated serious ethical lapses. He has been less than
candid with members of the Judiciary Committee, and he violated
the basic rule of judicial ethics that no person should be a
judge in his own cause. As a Supreme Court Justice,

Mr. Rehnguist sat as a member of the Court and cast the deciding
vote in a case that upheld a shocking policy of military
surveillance of civilians -- a policy that he himself had helped
to draft,

Justice Rehnguist might have made a brilliant nineteenth
century Chief Justice. But brilliance of judicial intellect in
the service of racism and injustice is no virtue in our times --
and no qualification for the high office of Chief Justice of the
United States. -



1 appreciate your taking the time to write, and I am
grateful for this opportunity to express my concerns regarding
this matter.

Sincerely,

S‘M
Edward M. Kennedy
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