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euw Jin, " PSS 1/i2/85

: a3 'l was mi‘&ing “this memo on-tho fimt tuo hatches of the Howty mwterdal
i disclesad to axlc-dllen - begen to wondor 1f this does not p:)ovitia a besis for
: 1lghtim_, bac.k :l.u thé fialn off:i.ces c..u:e. _ .

Ldy movou a% the lr:aut m:l.ar\ pres ud:ir So wliz courte and I Lodnk 4 case
can be nads for overt perjury, unles: ny reccllaction is far off,

&% also provodes an n‘cp.l.matim for tho liosty search slin be:t.mf and rmm.ning
blank and wd.pea out any clain to need discovery fron ma = they had all this to
flid»e-

Som: of tho stuff Juat nﬁ.,xht gét S0m atf:én‘;ion. ‘
So, why not. congdder going the-"new evidu m..a" routa? S =

There nay or may not be sone proper wa,; of cullim; "hia vO.thﬂ attention of.'-
the appaule cuu:r't. =

But I think thare is anough to Justify sodng ba*k %o tho di.atr}.ct court = and

refusing to eeg to if that Bomaﬂﬂ.ng was done about the blank Hoaty search a&ip.
sworn to: as gemd.ns and authent:l,c in al], wayg!

I may of mey not write Harl “ymeh ebout this. Right now I‘m nore m
inolined to ‘than not to buf T muy wantkx +o think mrﬁ-abou‘c .ﬁ: and I'cf like %o
finich up with this memo m:,d attachments, -

Fleaso think aboub this, porhaps ciscussing it with Bua, Bazme, Phil.

And if not for Ged's sake, for your cm, think for cnes in Parh:.an t&..nmn. oy
ifthe tale I 46l orwgdnates with hin. Md rovides a compiehonsdole and feirly
sinple basiu for ecdunterattack, particwlarly after my petition for en banc review
is rojected. dnd whon that happens, would this be wood for me to i'.u..lu uhan . % Lt
there is diaclowd d:!.aagmemmt, nok '"emly rejection? -

- Lol ¢ . Y . - mfst‘e.-

a8 a basis tor m:l.th‘a alnost automatic recusal. Itoertainlymarahimforq_;g'



