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NIMITI JUDTCTAI, COHIfTSEEE

Box 70, Gedney Station
White plains, New york 1_0605-0070

Te Iez  (9L4 )  997 -8105  /  Fax :  (914 )  684 -6554

t "

Express MaiI

LAW DAY,  U .S .A .
May  1 - ,  J -992

Senate Judiciary Cornrnittee
224 Dirksen Senate Of f ice Bui ld ing
W a s h i n g t o n ,  D . C .  2 0 5 L O

RE: Nonination of ANDREW p. OTROURKE

Dear Comrnittee Members:

Transmitted herewith is our contribution to Law Day: our
cr i t igue of  Andrew orRourkers qual i f icat ions for  a  federa l
judgeship.

This submission is based on investigation and anarysis of Mr.
orRourkers answers to the public port ion- of the sena€e Judiciary
conmit tee I  s  quest ionnai fe  (Ex.  r rar r  1  J- ,  rev iew of  rerevant
documentary evidence, and interviews wilh individuals having
first-hand personal knowledge of the facts2.

It is our intention to appear at the public confirmation hearings
to be held on,  Mr.  o fRourkers nominat ion so that  we can oppose i t
wi th  l ive test imony.

1 Mr. or_Rourkers public questionnaire was provided to us by
the Senate Judiciary Committee, pursuant to our letter reguestsl
dated November 20,  l -991 (Ex.  t tBr t )  and January 10 ,  Lgg2 1t rx . :  r rg i l ) .

2  Fur ther  mater ia ls  may be for thcoming to  us f rorn
addit ional sources and wil l  be plssed on to you wiln our conments
at  a  la ter  date.
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O\IERVTEI{:

:i":i"tnTl" 
the within critique decisively supports the fotrowins

(1)  that  no reasonable,  ob ject ive evaluat ion of  Mr.  orRourkerscompetence, character. and tenperanent could cone to any
:;li:$'llu 

o". rhar he is thbr-ushry unfir for iuaiciii

(21 that a serious and dangerous situation exists at every revelof the judiciat norninit ion ;;J-;;"t irna-t-ion 
-iro""==__from

the inception of the senatoriar reconmendatioln up to andincluding nomination by tne president and "orrii.r.tion bythe senale.-resulting frorn tne-aeieriction oiirr invorved,incruding the proresJionar organizations of the bar.
The latter finding results directly from the first, which theNinth Judiciar corftnittee--a snalr rinfunded cit izensr group__hasbeen able to establish in a relatively short t iure and withoutgreat di f f icul ty.

Even the rnost-.cu.rsory examination of Mr. orRourkers responses tothe senate Judiciary 
-corurnitt"" 

qrt"=t1onnaire r"""ir= their patentinadeguacy' . This suumis=ion w'i1i-ao".r.".rt that Mr. o,Rourke,sresponses discrose not onry his I;ck 
-;i 

professionar cornpetence,b u t - - a s  r e f l e c t e d  b y - -  h i s  r " i t 1 1 " d i n o u s  e v a s i o n s  a n dnisrepresentations of rniterial rilis---nis fundarnental rack ofintegrity as well.

We believe that Mr. OrRourkers responses _t_o f-efe (Ex. ffAn, pp.7-9) and rr-Qz (Ex. 'A ' ,  p.  11) shourd be the commit tee'sstarting point in evaluating [,nis n6ninee since they particurarlyhighr ight  h is def ic iencies- in ih"; ; l ; "  areas. Based upon Mr.orRourkers answers to r-era and rr-e2,- ih"r"  can be no doubt thatMr. orRourkers nornination to ure 
-u.s.- 

District court for theSouthern District rnust be rejectea.

Question f-efe makes the fol lowing request:
r rL i t ic rat ion:  Descr ibe the ten most  s ign i f  icantlitigated matters which yo*-p"=s-oiiarry handred. Givethe citat ions, i f  the cases were reported, and, thedocket number and date ir unr"p".i"a. 

- 
Give a capsuresunmary of the substance of eattr case. rdentify theparty or part ies whom you represented; describe in
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