Dear Geogrge, 9/19/84

From my own experiences of more than five decades ago I know that reporters have
desk problems and I assume that you too do. And you know that in close to two decades
I've never askedfyou anythingffor myself, not even when I had a book to promote. Wekl,
}'m not asking for anythingdfor myself now, either, but I am asking that you consider
and then if nemessary consider arguing with your desk about a story the nature of which
in indicated in the enclosed copy of what les wrote and the Post omitted from Jack's
column yesterday.

While this whode nasty business was developing I did try to keep you informed.
I do not @now know with what completeness. But I'm caught upfin some pretty rotten
stuff only because it fell to me to try to defeat precedents thaet mean just_about
nothing to me but can be of great consequences to reporters, of which the Post has
a number who've used FOIA, to the Post as a corporation and its lawyers when the
Post uses FOIA and, in fact to all major corporations who use FOIA and their expensive
lawyers. '

The precedents are unnecessary and unjastified discovery against an FOIA plaintiff
when the Act is clear, "and the burden of proof shall be on the Agency %o JMustain its
action;" assessing costs agginst the plaintiff by the judge who refuses to let him
go up on appeal immediately (and who can blame a Jjudge who entirely ignored the case
record before him, John Lewis Smith); ;ﬁis coming only after he was threatened with
contempt by the DJ, which he dared to do it; and then assessing his lawyer when he,
deairing to appeal,jrefused to take his lawyer's advice. This in itself is a separate
threat against all lawyers whose clients do not follow their advice, as is a client's
right if not sometimes obligation.

If it were almost anybody else, almost any other subject, the Past would have
sumnoned some of the indignation it used to express before it got so righ and powerful
when an old @ man who is not in good health is singled out for such abuse by the might
of government, by the vindictiveness of those who cannot fault his writing and his
prevailing over their corruption in somemany cases. Perhaps also because he has been
a de ble and accurate source, as I am sure ybu'll agreed, for reporters. &nd I'm
sure you'll agree unselfishly and sometimes at his own coste

Before the papers became what they have become, this would have been a natural,
“ to it the fact that, as you heard Judge Gesell say and did report, if it hadn't
been for my willingmess to persist ageinst &11 that dishonesty and corruption we would
not know FOIA as we know i%, aNother motive they have.

4s I say, without the precedent that can be so hurtfulyito others and to the country,
I'd not have invested the time and effort, would just have forgotten the whole thing
and not have taken tha e from writing I'1ll never be able to complete. The initial
assessment would have about three months of my Social Security and I'd have been
better off personally if I'd just capitulated, as I could have before there was any
assessment and it would have cost me nothing at all.

The threat to lawyers is even greater, as I think I showed you long ago with a
copy of a District decision, the Stanton case. Those rotten bastards, out to get Jim
Lesar, 0o, whipsawed him, If he did as they demanded he could lose higflicensesmed AAsY
& he didn't they saebed hin with a cash assessment. {nd the truly outrageous part
of that is that it was when the case record was clear, he tried to lean on me to
accept what he considered a lesser evil and I refused. Either way they had him, unless
we can turn it around on appeal.

Meanwhile, in this FOIA case, the record is clearbizfter more than six yearythey
have not yet made and attested to the initial searches required by FOIA and regulation.



This may or may not be precedental in the form in which it is, but I'¥Ye had enough
experience with these to me genuinely subversive people to know that they'll at
least try. &nd in any combination of these factors, what really will remain of
FOI4, not even counting mixisasid¥ what will amount to a total exemption for the
CIA and all its past and future outrages against any form of decency?

Nobody has to take my word for anything. The whole rotten thing is in court
records, and they are immune,.

When Les read what he'd written, and I think it was a little more, to me to
check accuracy, he was awaiting a callback frem the government lawyer who drafted
the thing. There is no word of this in what appeared in the local paper. So, I
guess there was noy return call or what she said was uSieless or Jack didn't use ite

Meanwhile, with all the leaks against Barry, which he lays at the feet of the
USA for DC, his name is on these papers, all of them, and that gives him, too, some
responsibility.

I wish people like your desk and Bradley could remember what Pa.stor)%[emuelle‘r
said when it was all over and too late, first there was ***% and I said nothing, etc.,
-until it got to him, and he went into the concentration camp, This is not going to
be any real hurt to me whatever happems. I'1l tighten the belt for a while and it
will pass, at worst, no big deal. Buf boy! what it can mean to those who are silent!

And this without regard to how widespread official corruption is in other
litigation.

Thanks if you try, and best wishes,

jl.

P.S. Perhaps what I refer to at the beginning will amuse you. I was about 18-19

and working fer the Wilmington Morning News, then owned by Pierre DuBont. I turned

i¥ a rather good feature and when the city editor took it off the spike he called

me over, "Son, he said, Mre. Dupont woulnd't like this.§" (I was "son" as distinguished
from the copy boy who was "boy" and perhaps older than I.) When that kindly, fathirly
man sawW my surprise and disappointment he made a suggestion that made me a syndicated
Sunday Supplement writer, for the old Phdladelphia ledger, which syndicated a Sunday
,ffupplement. I did as this nice guy suggested, went up to ¥ hiladelphia with the story
hole in it and ell, they liked it, paid me more than I'Si~ims= gotSBR in a week on the
News, and took the other stories I wrote later, all yielding more than a week's pay.
4nd stories Mr. Dupont would not have liked. I remember the editor of that supplement,
who also was a nice guy (and all editors were not nice to kids), because his real name
was Major Minor.
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The Washington Merry-go-round

WASHINGTON — When it comes to
milking the federal government for
bandouts, the welfare cheats and food.
stamp chiselers, who have aroused
President Reagan’s indignation, can’t
hold a candle to Louisiana Pacific .

Corp., the nation’s largest buyer of

publicly owned timber. :

The company goes after the big bucks,
not penny-ante peculations.

I've already reported how the =~
For?st Service — h~-* .
=gl
- UNSEEING JUSTICE: The Justice
»~ Department has tried to discredit a
. persistent adversary by claiming that

he had been ‘*‘closely observed” mis-
" behaving in federal court for over five
* years, when in fact he had been
+ . seriously ill at home throughout the
.. period except for one brief ecourt

appearance,

Justice's target is Harold Weisberg,
71, who has been trying to extract in-
formation from Justice about the 1963

assassination of President John Ken:

nedy.
In an appeal brief, Justice Depart-

ment attorneys managed to malign

Weisberg's lawyer, James Lesar, as
well, writing: “The distriet court had
closely observed plaintiff’s counsel’s
relations with plaintiff in this litigation
for more than five years.” .

The brief blistered Lesar for allegedly
letting his client get out of control.
Actually, in his one appearance, in 1980,
Weisberg sat in the audience, not at
counsel’s table, :

Weisberg has been virtually con-
fined to his home with a variety of
circulatory ailments since September
1980, Yet the Justice brief claims the
trial judge “saw’ Weisberg making
“interminable demands” for informa-

tion.
" CROSS-BORDER DRUG TRADE:
Mexico continues to be a major condpit
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