CONFIDENTIAL 11/20/70
Dear #im,

Tom Xelley just phoned me about what he ssid Arcaives (1o name mentioned)
toid bim I bed written taem: tonet L hove a eovy of the memo of trmnsfer. They told
him I hed written mim touem such a letter recently. I do not believe De lied 4o mes
He tried to phone me yesterday, when I was in IC.

I got my file out and reed him my appesl on just tiis to Vawter, which
says something en tirely different (end I think it notable thet they did not send
. bBim A copy of the letter). It geys thet I sm eppealin~ their refusal +c give me
@ copy of the government's copy that the Secret Service hed given them to glve me,
which Tom confirmed. .

. 1

They are having a confarsnce or thic next week ot Jusisice. I told Tom a
week ago that tihe govermment's "answer" put me in tihe position where I felt I'd
have to subpena this memo, end I repeated tie current Justice interpretetion of
agency of primary or paramount interest and refarral, as given me by Rolapp.They
do pot sbide by the AG's memo. I slso told him thet while I would evmnitually want
to use tals in mybwriting, my present interest in it was befause of t.uds suit.
I then siowed uim both the snswer and tae complaint.

A1l of tois mzkes me wonder if tuere might not be sn extrs reason for
Justice's not seeking dismissal, s they have in all other cases. Here they have
glven me whot I ecked for, the FBI Exhibit €0 pietures, with no oprosition, not
even delay. Thds, I think, tney will be msking it appear in court thet the
Secret Service is resnonsible for the suppressions, not Justice or the FBI. The
memo of trensfer wes by the SS, the stuff hed been in the possession of the ss,
the film was illegslly disposed of by the SS, things like thet. Even the disappesr-
snce of the tag from the cost can be msde %Yo look like the 8S removed it between
the time Humes had 1% on tie stand ené now (Justice seems not to have hed it in the
interval). And who will be giving the SS counsel-who defending them if they get
into court on this? Justice, naturally!

These pictures are tie one tiaing I asked of Justice thet 1 hevs gotten
without great trouble. ~

Maybs Justice Bas not planned all of tiis toe way L consider possible,
I ¥mecw X'd nevsr went e lawyer to represent me wilan Lo Dad this conflict of intereat-
at least temptation.

But you give me some reasonable explanation for taelr fallure to mske
pro forma request for dismilssal, eapsclally when taey hlo‘v'\' from heving ones been
beaten on 1t thet tiere exists a legal determination of faet that the GSA-family
contrect is 1llegel - and that is ths iseue in 2569-70. This i: the one thing in
which I've expressed strong interest, whare I've gone througi the steps pre~requisite
to suit - in which Justice is not involved. You have my letters, so vou kunow this,

My mell is sgein getting carsless attention. Sometding I sent to New
York "apecisl handling” took at least three weeks to get there, and five létiers,
no two mailed th: same day, a8ll srrived in a single delivery. Coincidence? The
letter you sent that I showed you is not tuae only one wito signs of resealing. I
have Bad enother examined by en expert =nd ae seys it Was done.

Sincerely,



YrL, ¥

11/20/70

Deer Tom,

NBegaunase I do not delieve you misrspresented the Archives' phone eall
%0 you, I sssume whoever miareprssentsd 1t to you Bad some purpose not immedietely
obvicus %o me, However, 1% is apperent from the lengusge snd tie purpose of my
letter, wiich , reed to you, that 1 3id not say * heve & copy of She memo 5f trens-
for end tust the letter is o formal eppesl, es required by their regulstions, in
an effors to get a copy of the memo, with etteclments. '

I imow there ts some exchange between tie verious sgencies involved in
these msttera, My own sxperiences &o not persusds me that in sll sases everything
is exchanged with everyone who might be inwilved,

: In prapsration foy & mmber of legsl aetiéni, 1 starteld the e natderadle
task of indexing my correspondemce. It is net up to Gete. dovever, ths dotes of
my correspordonce on this mey et some 3ime be of interest to you,

I made sn initiel, bBlemkst request, verkally, of Dr. Melmer, sbeut 11/1
or 11/8/88, ot the time the tremsfer { of which 1 asd known] ws pablicized, X
tusreafter mads verbal reguest s¥ the time the Clark panel report wes made publie.
{ In thie connection, Mr. Goff might want to resd American ¥eil v Guliel) Letters
were sxchnaged tbereefter ' »

10681 2/88,5/55;4/4;4/6;4/715/27;7{1418/18;10/31511/4)
1970: 3/13;4/24 (sudsequent onss not indexed).

With Justioes

19069: 8/3014/617/1016/29 )athers not indexed). I bave gsrried tis appesl
tiarough sll preserided chmmels st Justice snd the ittorney General bes denied me,

on Monday I filed a petition emd mosion &n G2vil Actien Ko, T18-70, sskiing
that something be dons sbout what 3 telleve is both contempt end perjury by Justice,
W¥hen they lie under soth %o & federel judge, I gen, I think, snticipete tie charscter
of thair more privete conferences.

suurciy.

Harold Yelsterg



