Dear Jim,  Rej Ca decision ve, WG chsadttes on tapos, 5/24/74

sre is lengmage in this dscision of whioh I belisve we phould take note on the
piity of its being used in fubtee FOI mdts, both ways.

As Laginer interprets the decision; I thiok sorrectly, it dots broaden the legel
flor executive privelege. That is sty concemn.

Hor iz it the oopaistent poor performance of the Frwn comdties which did well at
ng ezcept getting on TV, This hed advanbsges, but it wes Bot fnvestigating. What
e that 1t brought to 1ight is negligihle and the best od that 1% never used.

imtmtahmamfwmﬁmmwmsw. axcept for
epent with Gespell in the court below thet putlieisdng the bapss sould Mim
ta&xwts; I will guoe coms o the langusgs.

ssell's argument seems sound %o me. In fact, I believe and have writven that it
reisely tids t&aat the mﬁm of z:}m defense, between Ei.m and his former sides
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The court however, held that the Wm ware siili privileged even t!wugh they
beon turped over to the ¥atergate grané Juwry and the House Judiciary Com:ititee and
) . .




