. Hark Byach 5/11/66
122 laryland ave., D
dashington, D.C, 2,002

Dear lark,

This is the first tine I've used my typewriter in two wonths. Two months apo
today I was unuble to urinate,was hospitalized overnipht and fitted with a catheter
and a bag and was operated on after the anticeagulant was out of my system. Another
venous thrombosis developed and for about a month I was perdtted to walk only to
the bathroom, spening the rest of the time lying down or sitting with uy Jlegs
elevated., Then I was peruitted to walk in the house. I've been out only to be driven
to the doctors. I am under strict orders not to stand and when I go¥ to the refrigera—
tor, the foot swells by the tiue I've ;otten & drink. Uf which I must have nore
daily as a flushe, 4t the moment there may be u new complication. I won't know until
Friday whether or not a urinary track infection has developed. I've just provided the
sanple for culturing. The reason I've not typed whe. it was physically possible
vecause my office has been arrunged for a decude so I can type with the legs up is
because it is small and cramped, with large windows, any in typing ny left, the more
severely dauaged leg, is ripght mpaminst the window and the radiated cold, despitd the
adequate heat of the house, vould have been too much for the already severely impaired
circulation in that foot, leg and thigh. I've not had any resl pain, haven't needed
any puain or sleeping uedication, and the usual irritations, never really great, have
aliost disuppeared. However, I am anxious and uneasy wnl further weakened and am tired
most of the tite. Othervise I'm OK. But I'll be anxious wutil I've been able to et
a deteruination of the severity of the new iwpairments of the return ecirculation.
Which was limited too much earlier!

I do not regarl the aULU's apgreement to represent me on aovpeal in C.A.s T8-
0322/0420 as binding on it now, although 1'd welcome such help very much, not only
because I'll not nov be able to do as well as lowever well I've hundled the past
but because I think the case is now very much simplified and very much more important
and for the latier reason I'd lile it to be handled as a nonlawyer cannot.

If T am to handle this aslone my immediate need is to file notice of apneal, of
which I lmow nothing, apd for that I'd apprecifite a copy of one to follou and knowing
how much of a checlkt 1 have to provede and anythin: else requirod for the notice. Once
I get the notice filed If I prepare the appeal I'd up reciste a little help on that,
such things as requirements, limitations and appendix. For the appendix as of this
mowent, on the asswiption that the case record is befora the appeals court, I have
in mind only what I filed before “mith pro se. I believe that the case is now
entirely lindted to whether or not the jwlgeucnt was procured by fraud, perjury and
misrepresentation.

I read Suwith's decision once and prefer not to go over it vith great care
until I get down to the nittylritty. However, aside frou having some guestions
about his eitations, vhich I'd like very much to be able to read and perhaps guote
\because I put nothing past hiu), I recall sone things, partbcularly his avoidance
of what is wost basic in mgr arpunent and ovidence, that froaud and the rest were
perpetrated on me. He says HEH | widenied criminal offenses muke no difference to a
court! and I have a few other things marked on the decision and in wind, such as that
not a shred of evidence was presented by the govermmont, there was no attempt to
even deny my serious wllegations and thus there was no other evidence before the
court, only mine, undisputed, his factual error, including that the suit es for lew
Haven FBI records and that I was given 200,000 puges and others more scrious, as
those relating to the alleged searches, vhich were never uades Oh, yes, the two
requests and so.e of ¢} sea¥eh slips for the apsendix, if necessary. (This is off
the top of the head.)




And the records reporting the fiodinyg of the recordiiy: of the Dallas police
broadeasts, wideh Phillips swore the FUI never had, exactly where 1'd indicated
and the fact that since Yocember 1984, vhen I was notified, they've not been
provided and my letters and appeals renmain ignored.

Because I am not a lauyer vy opinion muk not be valid but I do think that
with the issues now so narrow and severely limdted, to official criminality, there
is less hazard for a lavyer, perhaps none for a properly pluted White Knight.

If you caimot represent me or would prefer not to, could you, as a stated
courtesy because of my present added imapirments, file the notice of appeal only?
I understand that 1t is merels a notice of intent, with no argument. If you can,
please let ne know what check you've provided and I'll mail mine to you.

As I remcuber it, Smith fudged over the last three clauses of Ryle 60(b)
with the opinion he regarded them as "inappropriate." That word may have a special
meaing to lawyers but in its everyday meaning it is meaningless because, without
question, as is undisputed in what I filed #nd in oral argument, they are specifically
intended to toll the year limdtution of the first three clauses. (Miat I filed is
in my office und presents no real searching problem so I can get it easily. Jam
I, in your opinion, correct in this, that they have this purpose and thus are
quite appropriaste and, in fact, are controlling?

Of course I'll wvelcoue any swisestions, too.

You should huve received a copy of his decision by nou. IT you haven't, he
dated it 73/4/86. \

Thenkes for anything you can do. I hope you cen respond prouptly with regard
to the notice so that I can file it in time if vou do not.

Sent wishes,
!

H ! / ’
LTt

“urold Usisberg



