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Dear Sir: 
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Ray(def.) v. Tenn., Cr. incictnent no.166h5, 
Shelby county, Yennéssee. (1963) 

In reference to the ebove titled suit, I (the defendant) have been with 
| tne assistance of counsel pursuing this matter throush the courts (rsther 

the cress % comuittees) for th 

voided =nc thereafter receive 

However, as of late seve 

Substantial sissivings, one wil 

In the Decesver 11th 197 

it was revorted thcot in resnon 

Goldwater, before 

On the Justice 

evidence,er eo? 3 

King jr. investasstion, would : So ’ 

Because of the aforenent 

unlike the forzer Director the 

Can anc still does intend to a 

fully reouest (or what ever bh 

potenticl evidence be cestroye 

until tne courts, rather then 

ision whether to reonen the above suit, certain 

than 

e past six (6) years attempting to have the vlea 

a jury trial. “ : 

ral press releeses have been received here with 

th reference to your office cited velow: 
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r material pertzinins to the Dr. Vartin Lutner 

be Cestroyed", or words to that effect. 

ioned implied action by your office, and since 
Gefendant has not as yet been planted and thus 

efend himself before the courts, I would resvect- 
fase is legally necessary) that no evidence or 

> ny . Dy the FBI or it's Darent Justice Devartnent 
the J.D., nave made a final determination on the 

merits of the Nabercs corcus avpeal now pendinsg-before the United Ststes sixti 
circuit court of anvecls. See 

..+ further, their should be 

, Ray v. Rose, case no. -73-1543¢ 

@ final determination in the cr. anneal before 
the wincuy of 1976; however, thereafter, anvarently under Tennessee case law 
a Gefendent-dan, after the Sus. 

a civil action cs a collzteral 

Ct. denies certiorari if it does herein, file 
to the cr. action but eny legol action with re- 

ference to criminal or civil can be concluded within a relatively short neriod 

that tne Government not destroy 
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CCLVG@r ble UNu Lurensu woulda concéuct a protracted invest-cntion loonine ceediase 
»ively for indecorous nmetter-+ ana tne defendant would expect no cvidence te K 
destroyed relicins on such an explanation. 

In a rolated matter, durin; the 
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considerable vexation in the 

betweens because of scveculati 

and otner sotential evidence 

of justice", 

I..don't expect the same vexat 

cid subsequently rule ssid wh 

‘the sane rationele the materi 
apbear to be "latizinste evid 

Further, Title 23 section 334 
of evidence; also, ses attech 

the District of Coluhbia rule 

ed nt, voked if the Bureau cestroy 

for cr. defendants, 

In suumary, I believe 
a substaentisl lessl 

prison term in 1969 under the 

primitive (solitary 

be burnin: votential evidence 

Or ratifying a lower court rul 
Of Fraud would apnear to be Ad 

Concluding, naybe it's 
with the courts to enforce the 

aS defendant is, incisent the 
On metters of the instant 
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watergate hosrings & trials their Was 

communications industry-end their political so- 

On in the same industry that the white Mouse tenes 
signt be destroyed or altered thus an “obstruction 

jon in the instant matter but I believe the courts 
ife House tapes were legitimate evidence and under 
al your office has implied it would Cestroy would 
encell, 

  

of the U.S. code might preclude the cestroying 
ed clissinsg wherein the U.3. court of aspe2zls for 
GQ that "full sanctions" would in the future be in- | Er}.   evidence which could provide information or leads 

  

the Gefendent, concurrently With the courts, hes 
in this matter having been sentenced to an entenced 

    indictment and until just recently confined under a 
* 

‘s 

it) conditions and for the Governnent's a 
a & ents to 

on the eve of a possible supreme court rulings, 
ing, reversing the defendant's conviction because 

  

tionable. 

custon that some tyne restraining order be filed 
: 3 

: = . 2 2 ’ 
aforementioned request but where the vetitioners 

courts customarily Dut a’ liberal intervretation 
ity. 

éxr will be »osted to the Ae G. for Snelby county, 
rently still hes jurisdictio nin the indictment 

  

aac interest in the suoject matter. 
_ 3 

Naps 7 
Sincerely: Gefendant, James e. 2ay 265477 

cc: Dorfy Coldweter, U.S. Senator Station-4A 
; Pe 

Ces xush Stconton JPe, =8q. 4.31 Snelby ct.tn. Stste vrison i 
Cc: defenéent's counsel 

~asaville, in, 37203. F 

VFA  



 
 
 
 

L
a
.
 

tL 

. 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

‘ 
& 

e 

* 
‘ 

_
-
 

‘ 
° 

‘ 
e 

. 
“
f
 

. 
. 

. 

Le). 
R
a
m
a
t
 

: 
e
e
e
 

ween 
mee 

oe 
_- 

= 
- 

aoeas a 
9x 

2s 
as 

fey 
ans 

A 
; 
e
e
 
«
 re, 

q
e
k
 

r 
a 

‘ 

Mee 
Lie 

ee 

pots 
Tzs089 

Me 
*5*d. . 

S
u
o
g
u
t
y
s
y
 

" 
ann 

uoTeIeysoauT 
Jo 

nverne 
Tesoped 

‘r0q0027¢ 
Bs 

“ay Al 
H
A
N
 

ATTON 
*N 

aoueseTQ 
aH 

OL 
} 

[ 
Gv 

Al/ 
) 

° 
* a
t
t
s
 

: 
. 

bY 
® 

z 
. 

2 
. 

. 

aSexod gy S
U
R
E
S
 

=F 
+
4
 

_—_¥. 
| 

a 
e
e
t
 

Arye 
pruning « emepurpigy 

, 
. 

rl 
  
 
 

N
e
 a
e
,
 

ne 
os 

oo 
| 

  
 
 

  
e
o
 

W
r
e
r
 
ene 

we 
e
e
e
 
eee 

m
e
e
e
 

a
r
e
 

t
o
m
e
 

er 
Zo) 

| 
2% 

Coed 
us 

OT T
M
A
H
 

NS 
Ben 

_ 
* 

1-Q/2-9 
FUN 

SWiosmnseadd 
y
-
u
0
t
a
7
4
9
 

A
L
L
N
G
9
4
 

8
p
 

Sho 

° 
' 

‘ 
4 

so FB


