4/11/72
Jear Jim,

Thanlks o the say decision 2/16. Yeeliug kind of puuk, i resr it under les. thon the
wost alert conditionse + have marked several Jarts il you shoulu care to diseuss then in
the future, esp. preparatory to federal court, Uf course, it is a prejudiced decision in
which even gratuities of unju.tified language are dragged ine iy strongest single iumpression
relating to how to cope with it in 4he Tuture nay, as a matter of law, now be irrelcevante
Sut iz you wil. go back to the very first "legul" memo i drafted you will find that the
single most often cmphasized in it and at groatest length is preciscly the copout the
court electeds That Bob undertook to overcome this omission verbelly before Williamg
could not begin to overcome tic liability of its not being in the pleadings on paper.
ureat as waw the ¥dngth to which I then went, in Laste and ofi the top of my head, I an
confident it did not exhaust that area.

srom Jimy's letter of 3/20, should Jenkins have disqualified hi:.sclf?

L havenot yet read M, although i have noted Jimy's com.cnt on it, In general,
my view is unchanged from whet it was at the very beginndngt the major problem is to have
a live defendant for the Wiinmste decision, and that cen be ad.ressed, 1 think, by
collateral neuns nowe I recently sug ested onc of a series of possibilities, civil suits
not as incompetent as Stoncr's, I think he can even file wivil actions ageinst Canale,
Duyer snd Carlisle at the very lecast; against Esquire and Shaw; against lrank and Youbleday
and kL and God kmows who not by the time aly papers can be preparede Perhaps Hocver, too,
and remerbver, this all permits the taidng of depositions and the alternative of interro-
gatoriess I roalize the uagnitude of thao probleus and the extont of the coste Thus I
realize it .ay bu impessible, but I did nale o few alternative sug estions ajong these linesyk.
with no assurunce they can be accoupiished,

I will want to talk to you .nd Bud about if and how I aduress Stoner either it and
when I sec Jim y in kay or write if he responds to my yesterday's modest represeatation
of Sloner's lotter and its timing, '

in thic coincetion, what I dbd not want to eumphasize aver the phone or in lctters
to others is the interpretation you did not put on his still having friends in “ouigdiana
{and why still? Could he have meant more than Perez anc a few of like ilk?) and on the
splindng o wheclse This need not be interpreted only as roference to wasting time. Lven
“il had no dif:iculty rcaiing threats into that short hote.

Compured -ith the past, .nd at a tim when such groups are not flouriulhing, the
LORP geems to b enjoying sowowhat better circumstances, of which gettin, their oun
headquerters and equip dns it is but one munif estation,e

#ith ezch new lotter, to whonsver, Jim.y shous signs of maturing rapidly in some
arease ihether it can includs the political if s guestion, this also iu soowthing I should
lile to address with you both, for I tuink I alsonc cant address it withous jeopradizing
all lavyers' rolations with him,

The Ci decision in Schapiro v SEC is greate I'd like to beldeve it accpunts for both
the delay in scheduling our case and the short time assigned. It conmpleiely vindicates
our pisition, rcgardless of the ultimate decision,

) I have taken what steps L can~und regard this as higaly confidential - to learn who
may by friends in Louisimns. Uy o means unknown to any of you, and it will have to pewdn
that waye 1£ 1% not JG or ey of s gange at thic point tiwy ur. of groater iuterest,
cupecdeily 1f Jud decides 1 should see Haul with Guy Johnoone

< we do not ot e chaice %o tall before Lud leaves for “elie, ac 0F nou o recoi uend
against his leaning: on Joi over these leadse. ie should not alicvnatee lurcicdly,



