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<08SALRglon, D,C.

re: Ray(def.) v. Tenn., Cr. incdictment no.16845,
Snelby county, Yennessec. (1963)

Dear Sir:

In referencé to thne aboye'titled suit, I (tﬁe defendant) have been with
the assistznce of counsel puréuing this matter throush the courts (rzther than
the ogress % comuittees) for the »past six (6) years attempting to have the zlea
voided =nd thereafter receive a jury trial. . .

However, zs of late several vress relesses have been received here with

substanfial =misgivings, one wilth reference to your office cited below:

In the Dece:xver 11th 1975 ecition of the lashville Tennesasean newsno oer

it vwas revorted thzt in responce to a question from United Stztes Senztor Esrry |
Goldwater, befor

re z Senzte committee on 12/10/7;, you implicsd that...'"depsnding
on the Justice Dedzrtment decilsion whether to reopen the above suit, certa
78I tan

evidence 3 S5

5 S & other mzterial pertzinins to the Dr. l'artin Lutner

€
Klng Jr. investagztion, would fe cestroyed", or words to that effect,
. e : ‘

Because of the aforement;oned,implied action by'your office, and since
unlike the former Director tke| defendant has not as yet been plznted znd thus
can and still does intend to defend himself before the courts, I wculd resncct-
fully recuest (or what ever vhrase is legelly necessary) that no-evidence or

potentiql esvidence be destroyed oy the 73T or it's parent Justice Denazrtment

until the courts, rzther thzn the J.D., hzve made a final dstermination on the
merits of the Mabeas Corpus aupezl now >ending-before the United States Sl:tn

circuit court of an.ecls. See, Ray v. Rose, case no. -73-1543%¢

()

H, e

. .. +--further, their should be =

\ the windup of 1976; however, theres
{

nal determination in the cr. appeal before .

ter, avrarently under Tennessee case law T

& defendsnt .¢an, after the Suzs. Ct. denies certiorari- if it does herein, file e
a civil action s a coll:zteral to the cr. action but eny legnl action with re-
ference to ¢rizinal or civil cz2n be concluded witnin 2 relativsgﬁ short nericcg

. - . N 5 " 7
in the cv1cent1ﬂrv Tnese Of tae rroccedings eand thus tas nerzi legol reguest

that the Government not destroy any evidence in the m:fie;:;oca not anpear to °°
corsto or : &
inconsicerste or 1n-““ro i2te,

+
oy



cel¥yelrblc Lnu _uresu woula

vively for indecorous mztter-

destroyed relieins on such at

In a related natter, ¢
considerable vexation in the
betweens beczuse of steculati

and other spotentizl evidence

of justice™,

I..con't expect the same vexation in the instant matter but I believe the courts

c¢id subsequently rule szig

‘the sare rationsle the nzterial your ofrice has imnlied it would destroy wculd
aprear to be "letizimste evidencer,

Further, Title 25 section 534 of the U.S. code might preclude the cdestroying
of evidence; also, sec attechled clicning wherein the U.5. court of zonezls for
the District of Colubnbia rulcd that "full sanctions" would in the future be in-

voked if the Bureau cestroyed evidence which could rrovide information or leads

for cr. defendants,

In suwmary, I believe| the defendant,,concurrcntly viith the courts, has

c

sNife House tapes were legitimate evidence and under

- and tne defendant would cxnect no cvidence Lo
o}

iuring the Watergate hoarings % trisls their was

aduct a orotracted invest-rontion looiine weelus-

P
X

communications industry-2nd their volitical go-
on in the same industry thazt the Thite liouse tepes

night be destroyed or altered thus an "obstruction

a2 substanti=l leg=1 standing in this matter having been sentenced to zn etenced

prison term in 1969 under the indictment znd until Just recently confined undsr RIL.
-~

Prinmitive (solitary confineaents conditions and for the Governnent's azents to
be burnin; potential evidence on the eve of 2 Dossible Supreze court ruling,

or ratifying a lower court ruling, reversing the defendant's conviction because
0f Fraud woulcd avmear to be Actionable, '

‘Concluding, uaybe it's custom that some tyse restraining order be filed
with the courts to cniorcdé the aforementioned regue

@S defendant is, indigent the

on acztters of the instant

( 2 cony of tne forezoing

Tennessec, as Tennessce

zad interest in the subject

Cc: Hugh 3Stcnton Jr., Zsg.
cc: defendant's counsel

cc: Z-rfy Goldwnter, U.S.
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st but wnere the vetitioners
courts customarily out a'liberzl intervretation

Aity,
ter will bes vosted to the L.G. for Snelby county, gt
erently still has jurisdiction in the indiciment £
. %
natter.

, Sincerely: defendant, James e. 22y E5L77
ator St

Station-4 e
Se Snelby ct.wn. Stzte nrison i
Hashville,Tn.}?EO}. §
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