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Your comment has been sumbitted successfully. Your comment is now awaiting approval. 
During the 1993 trial in Federal Court of Alfred Trenkler in the Roslindale Bomb case, W. David Lindholm, a Federal felon, testified that Trenkler admitted to him in the Plymouth County House of Correction shortly after Trenkler's arrest, that he had built the bomb which tragically killed Boston Bomb Squad officer Jeremiah Hurley and maimed Officer Francis Foley.

Lindholm, who had been transferred from a prison in Texas a few days before being suspiciously housed in the same unit as Trenkler, testified that there was no agreement with the prosecutors for his early release in exchange for his critically important testimony. Further, Lindholm told the jury that he would not seek such an early release.

Alfred Trenkler was sentenced to life in prison on 8 March 1994 and three weeks later Lindholm's attorney asked the prosecutors for an early release for Lindholm, despite his explicit statement that he would not seek such favorable treatment. The Federal prosecutors supported the request to Judge Douglas Woodlock, without notifying Trenkler's attorney nor Trenkler's trial Judge, Rya Zobel. Lindholm was released six months later on 30 September 1994, with a 55 month reduction of his 97 month sentence. 

Nine weeks later, on 6 December 1994, the First Circuit Court of Appeals heard oral argument on Alfred Trenkler's appeal, where a major issue was the credibility of the jailhouse informant, W. David Lindholm.  The only people at that hearing who knew of Lindholm's early release were the prosecutors.  The court's 2-1 opinion against Trenkler was issued on 18 July 1995 and there was considerable discussion of Lindholm's credibility, but no mention of Lindholm's early release.  The court still did not know of the release.

It was not until a Boston Globe article on 1 August 1995 about Whitey Bulger, against whom Lindholm was also ready to testify, that the fact of Lindholm's early release became known to Trenkler's attorney and the public.  

Such withholding of information which related to a central part of Alfred Trenkler's defense, the credibility of the jailhouse informant, was just as egregious as the withholding by the prosecutors of other exculpatory evidence in other cases as noted in your editorial.
See the website, www.alfredtrenklerinnocent.org and the online book there, "Perfectly Innocent," for more information on the Roslindale Bomb case, a tragic case of wrongful conviction which has, so far, given no justice to the victims' families.  Also, there is a copy on that website of Judge Wolf's opinion in the Darwin Jones case. 
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GLOBE EDITORIAL

Fair trials at risk

January 30, 2009

THE CHIEF judge of the federal district court in Boston, Mark Wolf, has for several years battled with prosecutors over their failure to provide defendants with all the evidence that might help exonerate them. Wolf risks sounding like a broken record on the subject, but it is vital to make sure prosecutors abide by the rules. Whoever succeeds the current US attorney, Bush appointee Michael Sullivan, should make Wolf's complaints about prosecutors' conduct required reading.

In the most recent case, the Boston police officer who made an arrest for illegal gun possession had provided two significantly different accounts of events leading up to the defendant's apprehension. Yet Wolf discovered this only by reading the prosecutor's notes. The lawyer for the defendant had originally learned of only one account, which put his client in a more incriminating light. So far, the case is still at pretrial stage.

In a 42-page memorandum, Wolf gives the benefit of the doubt to the prosecutor, assistant US attorney Suzanne Sullivan (no relation to Michael Sullivan). Wolf assumed her failure to provide the defense with the differing account of the arrest was "not intentional," in part, he wrote, because she provided the notes with the conflicting evidence for Wolf to examine.

"Nevertheless," the judge wrote, "the violations were clear and inexcusable. If the error by an experienced prosecutor was inadvertent, it seems only to be explained by ignorance of, or utter indifference to, the constitutional duty she repeatedly claimed to have understood and obeyed."

In the memorandum, Wolf asks both Michael Sullivan and Suzanne Sullivan to reply in affidavits by Feb. 5 explaining why Wolf should not sanction her, the US attorney's office, or both. Michael Sullivan issued a statement calling Suzanne Sullivan a "valued member" of the office and asserting that he took Wolf's concerns seriously.

But Wolf's document also lists at least nine other occasions, some preceding Michael Sullivan's term as US attorney, when federal prosecutors allegedly withheld important evidence in cases Wolf presided over. When these omissions come to light, they can result in mistrials or the reversal of convictions. When they do not come to light, innocent people can be wrongly convicted.

Traditionally, a new president of a different party appoints US attorneys of his own choosing, and President Obama is expected to do so. Senator Edward Kennedy recently announced plans to form a committee to recommend to Obama candidates to succeed Michael Sullivan. It should not be necessary, but that committee should use as one criterion an absolute commitment by the nominee to disclose exculpatory evidence. It's critical to the integrity of the system. [image: image1.png]



