Jamuary 44 1971

Hon, David L, Dazelon, “hief Julge ids0s 3683, Welsberg V. CRH, Hatlonsl Archives
Unitod States Court of Appeals for the CA 2569-T0

Biptrict ol Colundda
w&m. D.0. 20001

Dapr Judye Jagelan,

With wikat I premase seo the Lest of intentions, escd response I received fron
the cleris to lotiters I sddress to you confuse me more and fails to answer wind ssems 0
me $0 bo the relatively gimple questlon L huve saked, on what basls was my requsat to
ba allowsd to appesl in forma pasupords rejected?

Thare sesms to be no doubt that mine vas a motion to proeesd in forma pauperis,
These, in faet, arc the words of lr, Cathey's lutter of December 28, It is the language
of two of my earlier lctters I was told would b: presented to the J The sole cuestion
seoms to bo would I be granted this help., Yhers ie pg doubt thot the Judge in the court
mlow volunteersd thmt I would bo.

The Onder filed by Judges Wright and icCowem Hovembor 29 says oy motion was
dentied for this roason, "it appesaring that no non~frévolous issue is reised”. I under—
stand those words, but could aot belisve a motion to be allowed to procesd in forma
pouperis and with appoiatment of coumsel cau be considered Urivklous. iut thds is all
ap, Catlsy's lotter says, wimi the Urder says.

If there is any ddspute about the aflidavit I filed, any romote suspledon that
1t states what is not true, that had not beem indicated to me in any way. I thesefore
assume that the Court scce ts my oath as to sy resgpurces and financial cendition, I
Bucost that e District's social-sorvige worikers will tell you than on an inceme busis,
wy finsnedal conditdon is inferdior fo that of a wulfare rociplent,

To ask for agoinitment of commsel ami to be recéguised dn fome puuperis wuler
those conditions ls frivelous? My dictlensry defines the vorxd tlumi"of litile or no wortlh,
welght or importance; not wortiyol sexdous nuiice; churacterdised by lack of seriousness
or seuse;" snd sinilsr deseription of o frivelous person.

I find it inorodible thal an amerdcsn citigenm csn have an effort to pursue any
rights befors my Ynited States Yolirt of Appesls rofused kim when ho slloges he ia a
legel pauper, provides a properly-sworn affidavit md «itesting to the Iaet without any

by the Gourt, then is sold kis request for help is a frivolity, end atop it all
sdmply esn'i get a comprehensible explanation - mout of sll when the judge in the court
below volunteered that the Upinrt of Appeals would provide holp in appeuling and, as in my
cane, L nave done everytidng requested or suggested prompily snd as best a layman cen.

I am not familiar with practises anl procadures, so I am reduced % asking two
obvious quastionsi on what basls was my ootdon fo ap esl in forma pemperis ruled o be
frivolous, and is zhere anywbere I ean tuwrn for help wihen I can't pay a lawgrex?

Bincerely,

Harpld Welsbors



