6/20/T1
Dear Alan,

When I phoned you Friday night I had just heerd the first report of Judge Gesell's
decigion in favor of The Washington Post. I amy of course, aware of the major modia
attentlon this story was and is getting, The purpose of the call was to give you something
different on Gesell, who hed juat that week, on the afteruoon of il 15%h, sat on his
firat "Freedom of Information" Law cese.

Who lmows what is in the mind of a judge on collateral matters when Le renders a
decision on a point of law? But in thet Tuesday case he sure had gotien e full education
in government suppression znd the dodges and dsvices by which it is accouplished as well
as its willingness to circumvent ard violate the law and applicable regulations, He had
more than 100 pages of just this specification before him before the hearing, and at the
hearing he displayed a knowledge of their contents,

At no time in pre-hearing papers and at no time at the hearing did tae govermmont
address these charges against it, o cthing ene might preswme might iniluence a judge's
thinkcing, These undenied ard p roved charges ranged. from misrepresentation and misquotation
of law, regulation and the reccrd in the case uwp to perjury, sc it is rather serious
charges that wore undenied- and could not be becsuse they are time,

My knouledge is personal. It was my case and I had to be ny own lawyer. Oncnof the
matters abouwt which they lied came upm on his questioning (and innocently involved CB3,
the goverment hoving said it had taken certain peitures for CBS when in fuch it had not)e

In a parrow interpretation of the contract with the nennedy {family he dismissed the
cese on the govermment's promlse that it would teke for me the pictuves for which I asked
but would not #ive me coples to kevp. If this is a legal defeat ou the point of law
(and 4f I can I%11 appeal that), it is a victory in gettings me access to suporessed
evidance I have sought for asoue yeors,

Regardless, 1t did contribute to his education and understanding at e eritical
time for the "establishment®™ press which, typically, with & reporterspresent, did not
cover 1%, That is, did not report it.

What aoy not have been reflected to you is symptom of changing najor-nedia attitude
toward press and reporter freedoms. I know of one case where & net has filed a brief
amicus curise vhere a printed-press reporter (black) refused to disalose information given
hia in confidence, And I krow thet one net has rotained sprcial counsel in just this avea,

Maybe, vwhen 1t 1s perheps toc late, they bheve comc to %he beglnrdng of understanding,

. Best’



