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Deny Jin, , . . 2/28/84

Smith's Order and your fenly werc both 4n today': naile Because of the foroe
cast I decided to ev covies distributed in “onight's outgoing nail, so what I did
was rushed. I hod to maks the copies, this boing tax season, coliute, rite the
1ittle I did in great haste, and I just did make ite T also had soue nackages to
aot out and they are in the boc ready te go because it is quit possible that the
nail will get here tomorro. and that I will not be able %o zot ite Probably it would
be bettor to say until later in the day. Remembor, I'm not supposed to fall, bruise
myself, etc., and I try to stick to doctors' orders.

T ascuned, beeause both werce postnarked the swme day but vere i differant
anvelopes that vou did not get vour copy of the Order until you did the ﬁeply.
Which I think wes good, if perhaps ogein too understated. What LaHaie resorted to
is not nerely semantics.

If he calis you again, 1 stronsly oncourage you to nake notes while you
converse and have soreone witness the tiie you post on them, day, hour and minute.

T think there is an oversight in your responses, particularly sfter they
pretended to want an apceals court determination. You siould emphasize that thedr
posture is one of seeking the entirely unnecessary unless they have the specific
and deliberate iitention of going a.ter lawyers, you in particular and lawyers who
are willing %o represents those who cannoi pay in renerals. 41l other questions vere
already o the way to the appeals courte 41l they've done is add sanctions against
the lavyer. (As you may or may not have noted, #n all I've sent out I've emphasized
that vou even took the tire to cone up here to try and talk me into #t and then,
after I refused, even indicated that I would, a kind of pressure on me,)

I also think ycou should locate and have copies of at least two things: your
stagenont in court that it was I, not you, who deciced and my afridavit(s) in
which I so attested. One of the things I have in wind in this is calling this in
particular to Lynch's attention, on the off chance that there is still around a
lavyer who will take initiatives and seek sanctions against the inmune liars who
work for the government and go around hurting people by doing wrongo There is now
no reasonable doubt that thev are out to get you. And I think that in time what you
have succesded in has to be drawn together to reflect their motive in thise It can be
of use in what in some form is soing to corges

3 rnasled 12 other sets tonight and I've one ready tuv mail to Daves I just did
not have tire to address an cenvelepe for hine

41s0 in the back of my mind recently is something 1 do not want you to reject

out of hand but think about. Not that you personally can initiate what 1 have in
mind, This precedent will have an enoxuous iupact or corporate users of FOI& (at
least, if not also other civil litlsetion) and their prestigeous and wealthy counsel,
one of the reasons I wrote Isbells. The corporate costs of complying with such di.covery
can be astronomical, and the corporations may well refuse to de what their counsel
could encourage then to do. Liagine then the fines that can be laid on the wealthy
lavyers! Even just their costs in defendins themselves. FIC-tyoe cases, etc. These
people can be powerful and influential allies hecsuse they can be hurt where the

hurt to use pe sonally is insignificant. Bpd may have sone good ideas along this line
of thowghte. &nd it is now clear, as I've told you all along, that there will be
precedents

4side from the fact that judges can do anything, what is accepted practise?
Would a decent judge have waited to heur from you in “eply to their false Opposition?
Should he no have checked their citations and allegations? In time I may be asked
this because while 1 do not expect and expreaskon of interest, I'm keeping on sending

this stuff out becsuse it will change. Best,
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