Douglas and Ralph Ginzburg through Avant Garde v virtually non-
existent. Clearly it was not extensive, not intimate, nct continuing and
failure to disqualify wasnot im proper,

b. CUitizens Committee To Olean Uy the Courts

On May 20, 1970, Sherman H. Skolnicl?t, Chairman, Citizens Com-
mittee To Clean Up the Courts, advised Chairman Celler that his or-
ganization had undertaken an investigation 'of the Albert Parvin
Foundation and related Albert Parvin companies. In his investigation,
he said he had acquired information about Associate Justice William
O. Douglas. In part, Mr. Skolnick’s letter stated : #

“As you might know, Justice Douglas has asserted that he did
not participate in any case in his court invelving the Albert
Parvin Foundation. I happen to have personal knowledge that
this assertion by Justice Douglas is untrue; he, in fact, failed to
disqualify himself in a Supreme Court of U.S. matter directly
involving the Albert Parvin Foundation. I offer to outline the
full particulars.” bopee

Arrangements were made to interview Mr. Skolniek at his residence
in Chicago, INlinois an June 5, 1970. When the Special Subcommittes
staff members arrived for the interview, they were met.by a gronp of
news reporters and TV photographers. News -coverage had been ar-
ranged by Mr. Skolnick. During the interview, Mr. Skolnick provided
copies of seven doeuments which he claimed were relevant to the in-
vestigation of Associate Justice William O. Douglas. The documents
provided were pleadings in Skolnick v. Campbell, No. 1206, October

Associate Justice William 0, Douglas "
Final “eport by the Special Committee on-
H.Res., 920
9/11/70
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M Skﬂmeks ez;bmatwn of these documents and his statements
in"the interview comterning Justice Dotglas were disorganized and
“confusifg.’ Inchtb&tsmmmmmgofm Skolniek’s

charges, he was requested to propaye & nirrative statement and to
subiit such statement to the %ﬁh “Subettnmittee for examination v
-, and review. As of the date of Report, Mr. Skolnick has not m» ’

gponded to the Special Snbmnnttee’a rﬁquest.
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" Febanary 13,1967, the Supreme Court denied Mr. Skolnick’s mo-
: B kolnick v. Cam bell, 386 U.S. 904 (1967). Justice Douglas
B é&aﬁ@& alify himsel from participation.
E 4 m&mdmg the relationship between Justice Douglas and
4£sssnpbell on the Albert Parvin Feundation and the al%egatmns
§.the Albert Parvin Foundation, failure of Justice Douglas
‘himself in this instance is net improper.
=~ investigation, the S ‘Subcommittee has obtained
aiistion about procedures emp yed in the Supreme Court to dis-
-#{ matters on the Deocket from the Clerk of the
Court, Mr. E. Robert Seaver, an 1 from Supreme Court aides
3 srmer law clerks. Justice Douglas alee furnished relevant docu-
. mm When a petition for an extra writ is received, it is
2 plassiion the Miscellaneous Docket and imitially screened by the Clerk.

Ifm’&tterappe&mtobefnvolms,l%msent to the affice of the Chief
g 1 ,i;firem’l‘he Wh;&mggﬁgf
a d:gutu other Justices: stafl’s
: exaggiation shows that t. %m Iei:s, th&w
ciaz msis” it, A “special lisied™ 8 withdrawn ir
= ordir of cases filled in the and §
the Justices zﬁmnve Jequests t,hatﬁa“" tter be

never discussed by the ?éges;tthe veekly Bridsy
by the Supreme Courtlsantomhc Such was the situatior
v. Campbell. The matter was never thsabﬁ iberstions by
court, nor was there any discussion om it. Skolmc"’snotaon was
denied on February 138, 1967. - . -

The Cl‘erk of ti;r SJupPeme onog;t mshmied that it is udx xrtmlév
universal praetice ces Bupremo&u:tmt to disquali
themseives in & case Qf g n “special listed” on the
Miscellaneons Docleet. Court, Subeoin-
mittee on Sep om the Judlcu? United

nals .Nimﬁcth Gan;m,sm  BP- 11&- 7’(1@5)

¢ in Akdwm o enufacturing Co.

Réne | 90%3%«!10( Eouipment Co.; Ino., was
ight v. William 0. Douglas, Abe Forias and John

; ion for an Investxganoa was filed in May,
s 2 zﬂem'ber of ;ix&ézzens Coﬁ”nmiﬁw Clean ?p
quests’ tion of «

uirt for the Northern
7hi Harlan and Fortas
%gm 2y, 1969 and denied

7.3, 1 1969)) In ;déitmn to his request for
) Douglas, Fortas and
ths,t  Supreme Court denial

1100, Gctﬁrbar 1966 Term) be purged
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S@mae on the grounds of fraud, and eertiorari was denied. Mr.
Adbright then sought to bring an independent suit all ring fraud.
This case was dismissed and the Court of Appeals foregfe Seventh
Judicial Circuit refused to grant leave to file anit. Subsequently, Mr,
Albright brought another action, against the (arrier Cor oration,
Justice Douglas’ relationship to these matters is Cleseribe(f' in Mr.
Albright’s motion as follows :
“3. This matter involves a multi-million dellar patent claim
(2 high-speed ice maker), torpedoed by fra ud upon the court.
[No. 1100, Oct. Term, 1965, petition, pp. 11-12]. That was com.
pounded by a further fraud upon this Court, conflict of interest
and obstruction of justice here, as herein deseribed, resulting in a
failure of justice and grievous damage to E. J. Albright,
“4. Carrier Corporation has been s large quantity maker of
ice machines in fringing the Lees’ patents, owned by E..J. Albright,
“5. The fellowing matters have come to the attention of E. J.
Albrigirht, within the igsf wt*eke hﬁ -
-~ “(a) Respondent William- --Douglas has been a paid official
of the Albert Parvin Foundstion whish 1 itertooked S ins
and otherwise with the Paroiy T snann Co., and various sub-

lowy

1p mm,m and gy
ggn hiformatien and belief that.
hLis patents sre handled or
or some of themn. B
“The Albert Parvin F 3
sxempn £ dntion, isactuallye
its facilitieg i HeRSY Mmahipy
high places. Amen,
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controversy with his pending
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The Citizens Committee
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When he was interviewed, Mr. Skolnick eharged that the May,

1869 petition to conduet an i{xw'esﬁgai'ion of Mr. Albright had “mys-

tericusly disappeared” from the Supreme Court files. [1¢ provided a
copy of a letter dated August 4, 1969, from the Clerk’s Office to sup-
port his contention. The letter states:
Avcusr 4, 1969,
Drar Sir: In reply to your letter of July 20th, I have been
nnable to find your petition or motion to conduct investigation
and for other remedy. If such a document had been received by
this office, it would have been returned to you. It is not the
function of the Court to eonduet investigations bnt to review the
cases that are properly filed. . :
Very truly yours,
" Joun F. Davis, Olerk.
By MicuarL Ropax, Jr.,
Deputy Clerk.

Supreme Courﬁ(}lerk E, Robert Seaver, at the July 15, 1970 con-
ference was interrogated on this matter. The file was brought up, from

L2 i =1

storage and the Speeial Suboommittes staff was shown the origimal
¢. Long Beach-F ederal Savings and Loan Associaiion

On April-8, 1968, the Supreme Court denied certiorari in ZTlott
“t al. v%&d Home Loan Bank Board et al. and Ross v. Federal
##emeée Loan Bank Board et ai., Nos. 1118 and 1119, October Termy
1987, (390-7.8. 1011, (1968)). Justice Douglas did not disqualify
Esamination of documents provided by the Internal Revenue Serv-
o disclosed that some IRS employees befxe ved that the failure to dis-
wnlify was noteworthy in connection with TRS consideration of
Peseationof the tax exempt stagins for the Albert Parvin Foundation. .
J& s discassion of the ‘Baseh Federal transaction in the affairs
% the Alber in ¥ sfion, an Internal Revenue Service
yeo in & memorandum dwbed February 19, 1970, described the
gtion and the Supréeme Court action and said:
“The case wasappealed to the Supreme Court but a hearing was
pot ted. It is'noted that.the president of the Foundation sat-
: ‘Court, ag did the husban gJust,ice Fortas) of one of the
representatives on the pewer of attorney of the Foundation,
‘published denial of certiorari in this instance there was no
0 of disqualification by sny of the Justices.” e
rgof the Long Beach Savings and {ifolan Association |
thesubject of.qoniroversy, investigation and litigation sines:
Be transactions related bort?f Eliott and Ross mtslghad their
1960 and were in conmection with efforts to merge the Long
aral Savings and Loan Associstion with Equitable Savings-
ociation. _
22, 1960, the Federal Home Loan Bank Board took over
of Long Beach Federal on a determination that Long
1 had engagedin-wmsound financial operations. Resulting
n the Board and I}Juonf Beach Federal was set?a& in
¥ an agreement: which permitted the return of

purauant to




