This xmxpradEx undsted document filed in Judpe Hsllecka's court

shows whet csn be interpreted as signs of government haste snd unesrteinty.

The first two psges vre without numbers. Both zre consziderzbly shorter than the

long legal-sized pages lawyers use. This may indicate that in the 1 =t minute they
were cut down, pert of the srgumert sbandoned. However, neither of tha suestions
allegecdly ensversd wes new, neither is ons the zZovernmenti should not hksve mnsidered
very carefully on & number of eerlier occasiocns, and toth sre very much in point.

Evaded in the -~retendedly legsl gobl:ledegook is the basic faet thst
this wess govermment property. its return to the scvermment did not legally or morally
permit the gmovernment to attach restrictive provisions hsving the efrect of totsl
sur-rassion. Hed this givernment proverty nct been give away, ir open =snd eomplete
violetion of th- 1l=7, it wruld neot heve been subjeect to sup-ression. uivinﬁ it away
pravided the m-chanism for invo-inz sn Insppliesble law snd atteching the vrovision
for supnression. Althousrh illegsl, the government has the grostest power inr the
world. 1ts abusive usz here prevented exeminetion of the piletures and ¢-reys in

in “ouisiana
court or in the Archives <% the direction of Judgze Helleck. In less pelite l=ngu-ge,
the illegelities of what the sovernment ¢id in no wry differ® frem what it charges
egeinst ~rivate eitizens
is a conzpirscy when it enforces the lews it violates.

Item "I" i=s fiction, for the sov rnment could not accept "ag proverty
of the estste" weht, under its own law, is not pert of that estste, The zstate is
fixed ns of the moment of desth, This film came irto existenca hours later and were
government proverty, not thst of the Tresident. For the geov rnm=nt to say it could
sceept the "pift","whether the pspers technically belonged to the donor or not" is
to sey it can accept stolen property and defend tie theft auinst ta- rishtful
owahers, in this csse toe ceonle of the United Stutss, There is no ousstion of

"technicality". Actsuslly and in every other legsl wey, these tiems never stopred
being the proverty of the United States, never st sny 1i§;1§2cema tce property of
the estete or sny Yennedy of Xennadys. Thus we hsve not only the rovernmant but

the Y nertment of juastics, the very seseney whos2 vurpose it is to protect ari up-

hold t4s law, firat sneapirs in sn illegel, constiratnoriasl zgreement and then uvholding

the theft of rpovernzeri troperty. Mﬂ£ m ﬂﬁ%@]ﬂkﬁil



IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
COURT OF GENERAL SESSIOQNS
CIVIL DIVISION

STATE OF LOUISIANA, ) £
Plaintiff, ) i
) .
| vV, Criminal No., 825-69A %
CLAY L. SiAY, ; [
Defendant.. 1 E

- MEMORANDUM

This Court has indicated its desire to be-informed of

the Archivist's position with respect to the followinn:

1. The proof of ownership of the autopsy x-rays and

photographs.

2. The jurisdiction of this court to pass upon matters

of privilege and the like,

The Archivist's response is, as follows:

1.

The Archivist received the materials covered by the
d L]

letter agreement of October 29, 1966 as property of the
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estate of John T. Kennedy, and never has challenged and docs
not now contest the original ownership of fhe naterials as
being in the Kennedy estate, The fact is that the letter
agreenment was executed on October 29, 1966, and on
October 31, 1966 Burke Marshall, on behalf of the exccutors
of the Kennedy estate; delivered possession of the materials
to the National Archives, subject to the conditions.contained
in said letter agreement, ﬁnder the statute, 44 U,S,C., 397
(e) (1) the Administrator had the authority to agree to
conditions for deposit, whether the papers technically
belonﬂed to the donor or not, Restrictions could be agreed
to with respect to any materials of a President or former
President, or "relating to and contemporary with any
Presi&ent or former President,"

It is not now, and never has been, the policy of the

chh1v1st to demand proof of technical legal ownership when

such papers .are received for deposit, Any such burden would

serve to defeat, not implement, the purpose of the statute,




