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have no Intention of anticipating that eventuality.

Yours very truly,

Thomas P, Turley, Jr.
United States Attorney
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Memphis, Tennessee 
September 27, 1973

JAMES EARL RAY;
Dr. MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR. - VICTIM; 
CIVIL RIGHTS - CONSPIRACY

Attention is called to the memorandum dated 
September 24, 1973, captioned as above, wherein it was 
reported that Attorneys Harvey L. Gipson and Robert A. Tucker, 
Memphis, Tennessee, had filed a Motion for Discovery in the 
Chancery Court of Shelby County, Tennessee, in the case 
styled ’’Charles Quitman Stephens, Complainant, v. State of 
Tennessee, Et Al, Defendants."

Attached to and made a part of this memorandum 
is a letter dated September 25, 1973, from United States 
Attorney Thomas F. Turley, Jr., Western District of Tennessee, 
Memphis, Tennessee, to Attorneys Gipson and Tucker, Memphis, 
Tennessee.

4 - Bureau (44-38861) 
(p- Memphis (44-1987)

JCH:jap 
(S)

W-/???^^ $12-
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September 25, 1

Gipson & Tucker
Attorneys at Law
Exchange Building
Memphis, Tennessee 38103

Gentlemen: Re: Charles Q. Stephens'^

/ . State of Tennessee, et al
. ~ Shelby Chancery 7^^333—3 R.D.

The United States of America is not a party to the 
above suit, nor are the

' "Memphis Office of the Federal Bureau 

of Investigation” 
or the

"local office of the Attorney General 
of the United States of America”, .

neither of which latter is a suable entity, so your notice 
to me that your “Motion For Discovery and Production of 
Documents and Things For Inspection, Copying or Photographing” 
will be called for disposition at 10:00 a.m. Friday, October 5, 
1973, was a waste of your time to write and mine to read it.

If and when you get your suit in such shape that it would 
be appropriate for me to respond on behalf of the United States 
or any of its instrumentalities I shall be pleased to do so 
promptly, as I am confident the Chancellor well knows, but I

2
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have no intention of anticipating that eventuality.

Yours very truly,

Thomas F. Turley, Jr. 
: United States Attorney

3
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RE: JAMES EARL RAY;
Dr. MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR. - VICTIM

This document contains neither recommendations nor 
conclusions of the FBI. It is the property of the FBI and 
is loaned to your agency; it and its contents are not to 
be distributed outside your agency.

4*
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9/27/73

AIRTEL

TO: DIRECTOR, FBI (44-38861) 
ATTENTION: LEGAL COUNSEL

FROM: SAC, MEMPHIS (44-1987) (P*)

SUBJECT: MURKIN

- Re Memphis airtel to Bureau, 9/24/73.

Enclosed for the Bureau are 4 copies of an LHM 
dated as above. This memorandum contains a letter dated 
9/25/73 which was addressed to Attorneys HARVEf L. GIPSON 
and ROBERT A. TUCKER by United States Attorney THOMAS F. 
TURLEY, JR., TOT, Memphis, Ttenn.

UACB, the SAC of the Memphis Office will be guided
by the instructions of the USA in regard to his responding 
to the above mentioned Motion for Discovery.

2 - Bureau (Encs. 4) 
(JL - Memphis

JCII: jap 
(3)

SLAK'JUi’.ii

SERIAL! ZED.

indexed

^-iw4iik«i3
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Sheriff’s Office, and the Memphis Police Department, be 

ordered by this Honorable Court to make available to your 

Complainant, through his attorneys of record, all documents, 

photographs, drawings, writings, electronic recordings, mock­

ups, and oral statements reduced to writing and things per­

taining to the assassination of Dr. Martin Luther King, on 

April 4, 1963, and offers of rewards published in connection 

with said incident.

2. For such other, and further relief as your Complainant 

is entitled.

GIPSON & TUCKER
Attorneys for Complainant

GIPSON ANO 
TUCKER

Attorneys at Law 
EXCHANGE BUIUOING 

MEMPHIS. TENN. SS1OS 

ac soi/sas-aasi

(2)
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GIPSON ANQ TUCKER 
Attorney* at Law 

EXCHANGE BUILDING

MEMPHIS. TENNESSEE 38103 

AC *Ol-*2*-«331

Harvey l. Gipson 
Robert a. tucker

October 1, 1973

Mr. Joesph V. Baker
Special Agent in Charge
Federal Bureau of Investigation.
167 N. Main Street
Memphis, Tennessee 38102

Re: Charles Q. Stephens W ~ ’0^As

vs -^O^
State of Tennessee, et al

No: 72333-3 R.D.

Dear Mr • Baker:

Please find enclosed Amended Motion for Discovery 
in the above cause.

This amended motion will be heard at 10:00 a.m 
on Friday, October 5, 1973. * 1

Sincerely,
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GIPSON AND 
TUCKER

Attorneys at law

EXCHANGE BUILDING

MEMPHIS. TENN. SSIDS

AC SDVBSS’SSSI

IN THE CHANCERY COURT OF SHELBY COUNTY, TENNESSEE

CHARLES QUITMAN STEPHENS, * 
* 

Complainant, *
* 

VS * NO: 72333-3 R.D.

STATE OF TENNESSEE, et al . *
* 

Defendants, *

AMENDED MOTION FOR DISCOVERY AND PRODUCTION 
OF DOCUMENTS AND THINGS FOR INSPECTION, 

COPYING OR PHOTOGRAPHING.

Comes now your Complainant, Charles Quitman Stephens, 

through his attorneys of record, and would respectively show 

unto this Honorable Court as follows:

That heretofore he filed his motion for Discovery in this 

cause alleging his entitlement to said Discovery under Rule 34 

of the Tennessee Rules of Civil Procedure 1971. It is Complain­

ant's contention that all rules of discovery are to be taken in 

pari materiafsince Rule 34 is the basis for discovery in his 

Original Motion for Discovery, and to eliminate any question, 

Complainant brings this his Amended Motion for Discovery to in­

clude in his original motion all Rules for Discovery under the 

Tennessee Rules of Civil Procedure 1971.

WHEREFORE PETITIONER PRAYS:

1. That all defendants herein in addition to the Memphis 

office of the Federal Bureau of Investigation, the local 

office of the Attorney General of the United States of 

America, the Attorney General of the State of Tennessee 

for the Fifteenth Judicial Circuit. The Shelby County

(1)
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or sent by certain persons offering rewards through news­

papers and copies of any replies thereto.

4. Copies of all editions of the Commercial Appeal and 

Press Simitar wherein any offer of reward was made for 

information leading to the arrest and conviction of the 

assassin of Dr. Martin Luther King.

5. Copies of the minutes and resolutions of all meetings 

wherein an offer of the reward was discussed, authorized, 

and made.

6. All documents, notes, and things the above intends to 

use as evidence in the trial of this cause.

VI

First National Bank
Union Planters National Bank 
Tri-State Bank of Memphis 
National Bank of Commerce

1. Copies of all records reflecting reward accounts pertain­

ing to the assassination of Dr. Martin Luther King.

(4)
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GIPSONamd tucker 

ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

EXCHANGE BUILDING

■ MEMPHIS. TENNESSEE 3B1O3 

AC eot-sas-e331

October 9, 1973
Harvey 1_. Gipson
Robert a. Tucker

Mr. Joseph V. Baker
Special Agent in Charge
Federal Bureau of Investigation
167 N. Main Street
Memphis, Tennessee 38102

O
Re: Charles Q. Stephens " ^  ̂~l i J

’ vs J L{ k ^) go 3
State of Tennessee, et al.

No: 72333-3 R.D.

Dear Sirs,

Please find enclosed the affidavit in Support of 
a Motion for Discovery land Production of Documents and 
Things for Inspection, Copying, and or Photographing as 
amended and the enumerated list of Documents and Things 
requested to be produced.

This affidavit and enumerated list was ordered 
filed by Chancellor Rond upon the hearing of the motion 
on Friday, October 5, 1973.

Sincerely,

Enclosure

GIPSON & TUCKER

J 9CH11973
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IN THE CHANCERY COURT OF SHELBY COUNTY, TENNESSEE

CHARLES QUITMAN STEPHENS, *

Complainant, *

VS * NO: 72333-3 RoD.

STATE OF TENNESSEE, et al., *

Defendants. * -

AFFIDAVIT IN SUPPORT OF A MOTION FOR DISCOVERY ’
AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS AND THINGS FOR 
INSPECTION, COPYING, AND OR PHOTOGRAPHING 

AS AMENDED.

STATE OF TENNESSEE 

COUNTY OF SHELBY

I, Harvey L. Gipson, residing in the City of Memphis in said 

County and then by me first duly sworn upon his oath disposes and 

says to-wit:

That affiant is one of the attorneys of record for Complainant 

Charles Quitman Stephens in the above mentioned cause and for the 

reasons enumerated herein files this his Affidavit in support of the 

afore mentioned motion.

Affiant further states that neither the Complainant or the

-Complaniant’s attorney can secure the requested information from 

any of the sources other than the sources enumerated in his motion 

and tha.t at arprior hearing the Complainant’s attorney was denied 

the information even though the Complainant's attorney had issued 

a subpoena duces tecum. ~ ' ...

Affiant further states that based upon the hereinafter enumer­

ated reasons that your affiant is entitled to the motion sought 

to-wit.

1. That said information was given over five (5) years ago.

2. That the witness, Charles Quitman Stephens was caught up 

in s^ock and emotion of the events. -

2025 RELEASE UNDER E.O. 14176



IN THE CHANCERY COURT OF SHELBY COUNTY TENNESSEE

CHARLES QUITMAN STEPHENS, *
*

Complainant, *
*

VS * NO: 72333-3 R.D.
*

STATE OF TENNESSEE, et al., * 
*

Defendants. *

DOCUMENTS AND THINGS

Requested to be Produced By:

: 1 ■

L ■ /United States Attorney's Office
f Federal Bureau of Investigation
t Attorney General's Office, State of Tennessee
: Shelby County Sheriff's Office
। City of Memphis

z Memphis Police Department

< 1. All signed statements made by Charles Stephens.

2. All oral statements reduced to writing made by Charles

■ Stephens.

! 3. Pictures identified by Stephens of the scene and the

> person committing the assassination of Martin Luther King,

: 4. All drawings made of James Earl Ray based upon information

J given investigators by Charles Stephens.

' 5. All statements, documents and other things which would

show that information given by Charles Stephens led to the 

arrest and conviction of James Earl Ray.

:------ - _6. All statements, documents and other things*either written,

oral, reduced to writing and electronic reproductions made or >

compiled from information given by Charles Stephens. :

7. Identity and addresses of all investigative officers which *

interviewed Charles Stephens during their investigation of the 

assassination of Martin Luther King.

' ; ■. • ■ (i)

------- -----------:. : ...........       _ :   . ........ ......... .... / ' . * ' • - - ■—------------- ----------------------...,._ ........... <. ,._' ' .... . .....____ J
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8. List of all places, dates and times, in which Charles 

Stephens was interviewed by investigation officers.

9. Identity and addresses of all persons present during all 

interviews by law enforcement agencies of Charles Stephens.

10. Copy of any and all law enforcements files compiled by 

any law enforcement agency on Charles Stephens at the time 

he gave information.

II

City Councilmen Individually

1. All notes or memorandums made by the individual council­

men independantly or in connection with other councilmen 

during or after any meetings pertaining to the offer of a 

reward in this cause.

2. All electronic recordings any individual councilman made 

of meetings of the City Council pertaining to the offer of 

a reward.

3. All documents, notes, and things the above intends to 

use as evidence at the trial of this cause.

City of Memphis

1. Copies of minutes of meeting of the Memphis City Council 

wherein the subject of reward was discussed for information 

leading to the arrest and conviction of the assassin of Dr. 

Martin Luther King.

2o-- A list of the names and addresses of all persons present 

at such meeting or meetings. . 1

3. A list of the dates, times, and places of all meetings 

referred to in #1 and the duration of said meetings.

4. A list of all witnesses which the City of Memphis intends 

to use in the trial of this matter.
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5. Copies of all documents, notes, memorandums, and photo­

graphs which defendant intends to use as evidence at the

trial.

6. Copies of all electronic reproductions of meetings per­

taining to offering of reward for the assassin of Dr. Martin 

Luther King.

7. All documents, notes, and things the above intends to use

. as evidence in the trial of this cause.

i IV

’ _ Memphis Area Chamber of Commerce
{ Downtown Association j
| Future Memphis Incorporated ■

' National Alliance of Postal and Federal Employees 1

1. Copies of all minutes and resolutions of meetings dis- J

j cussing offer of rewards leading to the arrest and conviction /

J of the assassin of Dr. Martin Luther King including any elec-

I tronic reproducitons of said meetings. , s

J 2. Copies of any letters of transmittal in the publishing

i of said offer. ;

J 3. Identity of all persons present during any meeting ;

concerning offering of reward with their addresss.

4. All documents, notes and things which the above intends :

. to use as evidence at the trial of this cause.

• Memphis Publishing Comppny
I Commercial Appeal

I 1... All letters, memorandums and or notes rece ived or made J

by Memphis Publishing Company pertaining to the* offer of !

rewards for information leading to the arrest and conviction ;

: of the assassin of Dr. Martin Luther King. " L

I 2. Copies of all sketches and information pertaining to offer

’ of reward and assassination of Dr. Martin Luther King made

i by any servant, agent or employee of said Defendants.

■ 3. Copies of all letters, memorandums or notes received

" ' (3)
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Memphis, Texmesses 
October 11, 1973

JAMES EAM. BAY{
Dr. MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR. - VICTIM 
CIVIL RIGHTS-CONSPIRACY

Attention is celled to memorandum dated September 2^
1973, and memorandum dated September 27, 1973, regarding 
a Motion for Discovery filed in the Chancery Court of Shelby 
County, Tennessee, in the case styled Quarles Quitman Stephens, 
Complainant, versus State of Tennessee, Et Al, Defendants.

Attached hereto and made a part of this memorandum
is an "Amended Motion for Discovery and Production of Documents 
and Things for Inspection, Copying or Photographing" which has 
been filed in the Stephens versus Tennessee lawsuit.

Assistant United States Attorney Larry E. Parrish
Western District of Tennessee, Memphis, Tennessee, has advised 
that this amended motion icu.no way alters the fact that neither 
the United States nor the Federal Bureau of Investigation Isk 
involved in this matter, and he stated the filing of this amended 
motion requires no response on the part of the Government.

4-Bureau (44-38861)
CD—Memphis (44-1987) (P*) 
JCH/mah
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IN THE CHANCERY COURT OF SHELBY COUNTY, TENNESSEE

NO: 72333-3 R.D.

CHARLES QUITMAN STEPHENS, * 
*

Complainant, *
*

VS *
*

STATE OF TENNESSEE, et al. * 
• ' *

Defendants. *

AMENDED MOTION FOR DISCOVERY AND PRODUCTION 
OF DOCUMENTS AND THINGS FOR INSPECTION, 

COPYING OR PHOTOGRAPHING.

Comes now your Complainant, Charles Quitman Stephens, 

through his attorneys of record, and would respectively show 

unto this Honorable Court as follows:

That heretofore he filed his motion for Discovery in this 

cause alleging his entitlement to said Discovery under Rule 34 

of the Tennessee Rules of Civil Procedure 1971. It is Complain­

ant’s contention that all rules of discovery are to be taken in 

pari materiatsince Rule 34 is the basis for discovery in his 

Original Motion for Discovery, and to eliminate any question, 

Complainant brings this his Amended Motion for Discovery to in­

clude in his original motion all Rules for Discovery under the 

Tennessee Rules of Civil Procedure 1971.

WHEREFORE PETITIONER PRAYS:

1. That all defendants herein in addition to the Memphis 

office of the Federal Bureau of Investigation, the local 

office of the Attorney General of the United States of 

America, the Attorney General of the State of Tennessee

GIPSON AND 
TUCKER

*—C«NrvS AT LAW 

SOMNSe BUILDING

TENN. 36103 

AC 901/825-6331

for the Fifteenth Judicial Circuit. The Shelby County

- 2 -
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Sheriff’s Office, and the Memphis Police Department, be

. ordered by this Honorable Court to make available to your 

Complainant, through his attorneys of record, all documents, 

photographs, drawings, writings, electronic recordings, mock­

ups, and oral statements reduced to writing and things per­

taining to the assassination of Dr„ Martin Luther King, on 

April 4, 1968, and offers of rewards published in connection 

with said incident.-

2. For such other, and further relief as your Complainant ; 

is entitled.

GIPSON & TUCKER'
Attorneys for Complainant 5

S’SONAND 
HJCKER

- ^.U9*«33l
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j

' JAMES EARL RAY;
) Dr* MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR, * VICTIM

' This document contains neither recoeanendations nor
I conclusions of the FBI. It is the property of the FBI and is

loaned to your agency; it and its contents are not to be
J distributed outside your agency.

- 4* ~
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10/11/73

AIRTEL

TO : DIRECTOR, FBI (44-38861)

FROM : SAC, MEMPHIS (44-1987) (P*)

SUBJECT: MURKIN

ATTN: LEGAL COUNSEL

Re Memphis airtel to Bureau dated 9/27/73.

Enclosed for the Bureau are four copies of an LHM 
dated as above. This LHM contains an '‘Amended Motion for 
Discovery and Production of Documents and Things for Inspection, 
Copying or Photographing” which has been filed in the Chancery 
Court of Shelby County, Tenn., by attorneys for CHARLES QUITMAN 

STEPHENS.

3-Bureau (Ends. 4) 
I-Memphis
-JCH/mah (
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Memphis, Tennessee 
October 12, 1973

JAMES EARL RAY;
Dr. MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR. -
VICTIM
CIVIL RIGHTS - CONSPIRACY

Attention is called to previous memoranda in this 
matter, the most recent of which was dated October 11, 1973, 
concerning a Motion for Discovery filed in the Chancery Court 
of Shelby County, Tennessee, in the case styled Charles Quitman 
Stephens, Complainant, versus State of Tennessee, Et Al, 
Defendants.

Attached hereto and made a part of this memorandum 
are the following three documents:

1. A letter dated October 9, 1973, addressed to 
Mr. Joseph V. Baker, Special Agent in Charge, Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, Memphis, Tennessee, from attorneys Harvey L. 
Gipson and Robert A. Tucker.

2. Affidavit in Support of a Motion for Discovery 
and Production of Documents and Things for Inspection, Copying 
and or Photographing as Amended.

3. Documents and Things requested to be produced by 
United States Attorneys Office, Federal Bureau of Investigation, 
Attorney General’s Office, State of Tennessee, Shelby County 
Sheriff's Office, City of Memphis, Memphis Police Department.

Documents two and three have been filed in the 
Chancery Court of Shelby County, Tennessee, in the Stephens 
versus Tennessee lawsuit.

United States Attorney Thomas F. Turley, Jr., Western 
District of Tennessee, Memphis, Tennessee, has advised that 
since no service of any kind has been made on either the United 
States Attorney’s Office or on the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, neither of these agencies is a party to this 
lawsuit, nor are they required to respond to this most recent 
action taken by Gipson and Tucker. . < 

^.-Bureau (44-38861) ; 1
/l*Memphis (44-1987) (P*) 
'■JCH/mah rvnrvr.i;

(5) : -----------------
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GI^ON AND TUCKER 
ATTORNEYS AT l_AW

■ EXCH. IGE BUILDING

■ MEMPHIS, TENNESSEE 38JO3

. AC OO1-S2S-B331

October 9, 1973
Harvey L. Gipson
Robert A. tucker

Mr. Joseph V. Baker
Special Agent in Charge
Federal Bureau of Investigation
167 N. Main Street
Memphis, Tennessee 38102 

' ° I

Re: Charles Q. Stephens 
vs I

State of Tennessee, et al.

No: 72333-3 R.D.

Dear Sirs,

Please find enclosed the affidavit in Support of 
a Motion for Discovery tand Production of Documents and 
Things for Inspection, Copying, and or Photographing as 
amended and the enumerated list of Documents and Things 
requested to be produced.

This affidavit and enumerated list was ordered 
filed by Chancellor Rond upon the hearing of the motion 
on Friday, October 5, 1973.

Sincerely,

GIPSON & TUCKER
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I-N THE CHANCERY COURT OF SHELBY COUNTY, TENNESSEE

CHARLES QUITMAN STEPHENS, *

Complainant, ■K-

vs * NO: 72333-3 R«D.

STATE OF TENNESSEE, et al., *

Defendants. *

AFFIDAVIT IN SUPPORT OF A MOTION FOR DISCOVERY 
AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS AND THINGS FOR 
INSPECTION, COPYING, AND OR PHOTOGRAPHING 

AS AMENDED. '

STATE OF TENNESSEE . ■ '

COUNTY OF SHELBY

I, Harvey L. Gipson, residing in the City of Memphis in said 

County and then by me first duly sworn upon his oath disposes and 

says to-wit:

That affiant is one of the attorneys of record for Complainant 

Charles Quitman Stephens in the above mentioned cause and for the 

reasons enumerated herein files this his Affidavit in support of the 

afore mentioned motion.

Affiant further states that neither the Complainant or the

- Complaniant’s attorney can secure the requested information from 

any of the sources other than the sources enumerated in his motion 

and tha.t at arprior hearing the Complainant's attorney was denied 

the information even though the Complainant's attorney had issued 

a subpoena duces tecum. ‘ ,.

Affiant further states that based upon the hereinafter enumer­

ated reasons that your affiant is entitled to the motion sought 

to-wit.

I. That said information was given over five (5) years agoo 

2. That the witness, Charles Quitman Stephens was caught up 

in s^ock and emotion of the events. ■

' - 3 -
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3. That at the time of giving said statements and or information 

the witness was not represented by counsel and was held incom­

municado and under court order not to reveal testimony.

4. That said information is in the sole possession of Defend­

ant and the other parties listed in the afterforesaid Motion.

5. That the statements are relevant to the isstes in this cause.

6. That the statements are not privileged and are not within 

the work product rule.

7. That it would be 'fruitless to attempt to gain information 

in any other manner other than by court order.

8. That production of statements will facilitate the trial of 

this cause.

9, That denial of discovery will unduly hinder the preparation 

of Complainant’s case.

10. That production of the requested information is absolutely 

necessary to the adequate presentation of Complainant’s case.

11. That denial of disclosure of statements is prejudicial to 

Complainant’s ability to prove his case.

12. That non-product ion of the requested information will im­

pair Complainant's ability to meet his burden of proof.

Further Affiant saith not.

HARVEY L. GIPSON-AFFIANT

Sworn to and subscribed to before me this 5th day of October, 

1973. . •

NOTARY PUBLIC

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES: ’

- 4 -
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• IN THE CHANCERY COURT OR SHELBY COUNTY TENNESSEE

CHARLES QUITMAN STEPHENS, *

Complainant, *
*

VS * NO: 72333-3 R.D.

STATE OF TENNESSEE, et al., *

Defendants, *

' DOCUMENTS AND THINGS ’

Requested to be Produced By:

’ I

✓United States Attorney’s Office
Federal Bureau of Investigation '
Attorney General's Office, State of Tennessee 
Shelby County Sheriff’s Office 
City of Memphis
Memphis Police Department

1. All signed statements made by Charles Stephens.

2. All oral statements reduced to writing made by Charles

Stephens.

3. Pictures identified by Stephens of the scene and the

person committing the assassination of Martin Luther King.

4. All drawings made of James Earl Ray based upon information

given investigators by Charles Stephens. -

5. All statements, documents and other things which would

show that information given by Charles Stephens led to the

arrest and conviction of James Earl Ray.

6. All statements, documents and other things<either written, 

oral, reduced to writing and electronic reproductions made or 

compiled from information given by Charles Stephens.

7. Identity and addresses of all investigative officers which 

interviewed Charles Stephens during their investigation of the 

assassination of Martin Luther’ King.

- 5 -
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8. List of all places, dates and times in which Charles 

Stephens was interviewed by investigation officers.

9. Identity and addresses of all persons present during all 

interviews by law enforcement agencies of Charles Stephens.

10. Copy of any and all law enforcements files compiled by

any law enforcement agency on Charles Stephens at the time 

he gave information.

II

City Councilmen Individually

1. All notes or memorandums made by the individual council­

men independantly or in connection with other councilmen 

during or after any meetings pertaining to the offer of a 

reward in this cause. «

2. All electronic recordings any individual councilman made 

of meetings of the City Council pertaining to the offer of 

a reward.

3. All documents, notes, and things the above intends to 

use as evidence at the trial of this cause.

Ill

City of Memphis

1. Copies of minutes of meeting of the Memphis City Council 

wherein the subject of reward ivas discussed for information 

leading to the arrest and conviction of the assassin of Dr. 

Martin Luther King.

2. -- A list of the names and addresses of all persons present 

at such meeting or meetings. . *

3. A list of the dates, times, and places of all meetings 

referred to in #1 and the duration of said meetings.

4. A list of all witnesses which the City of Memphis intends 

to use in the trial of this matter.

6 -
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5. Copies of all documents, notes, memorandums, and photo­

graphs which defendant intends to use as evidence at the 

trial»

6. Copies of all electronic reproductions of meetings per­

taining to offering of reward for the assassin of Dr. Martin 

Luther King.

7. All documents, notes, and things the above intends to use 

as evidence in the trial of this cause.

IV ‘

Memphis Area Chamber of Commerce
Downtown Association 
Future Memphis Incorporated ■ 
National Alliance of Postal and Federal Employees

1. Copies of all minutes and resolutions of meetings dis­

cussing offer of reward's leading to the arrest and conviction 

of the assassin of Dr. Martin Luther King including any elec­

tronic reproducitons of said meetings.

2. Copies of any letters of transmittal in the publishing 

of said offer.

3. Identity of all persons present during any meeting 

concerning offering of reward with their addresss.

4. All documents, notes and things which the above intends 

to use as evidence at the trial of this cause.

■ ‘ rC •: V •

Memphis Publishing Comppny 
Commercial Appeal

1. .- All letters, memorandums and or notes rece ived or made 

by Memphis Publishing Company pertaining to the1offer of 

rewards for information leading to the arrest and conviction 

of the assassin of Dr. Martin Luther King. *

2. Copies of all sketches and information pertaining to offer 

of reward and assassination of Dr. Martin Luther King made 

by any servant, agent or employee of said Defendants.

3. Copies of all letters, memorandums or notes received

- 7 -

2025 RELEASE UNDER E.O. 14176



or sent by certain persons offering rewards through news­

papers and copies of any replies thereto. '

4. Copies of all editions of the Commercial Appeal and 

Press Simitar wherein any offer of reward was made for 

information leading to the arrest and conviction of the 

assassin of Dr. Martin Luther King.

5. Copies of the minutes and resolutions of all meetings 

wherein an offer of the reward was discussed, authorized, 

and made.

6. All documents, notes, and things the above intends to 

use as evidence in the trial of this cause.

VI •

First National Bank
Union Planters National Bank 
Tri-State Bank of Memphis 
National Bank of Commerce

1. Copies of all records reflecting reward accounts pertain­

ing to the assassination of Dr. Martin Luther King.
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JAMES EARL RAY;
Dr. MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR. ~
VICTIM

This document contains neither recommendations nor 
conclusions of the FBI. It is the property of the FBI and is 
loaned to your agency; it and its contents are not to be 
distributed outside your agency.

I
- 9*
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10/12/73

AIRTEL

TO : DIRECTOR, FBI (44-38861) ATTN: LEGAL COUNSEL

FROM : SAC, MEMPHIS (44-1987) (P*)

SUBJECT: MURKIN

Re Memphis airtel to the Bureau dated 10/11/73.

Enclosed for the Bureau are four copies of an LHM 
dated as above. This LHM contains a letter dated 10/9/73, to the 
SAC, Memphis, from attorneys GIPSON and TUCKER, Memphis, Tenn.; 
an Affidavit in Support of a Motion for Discovery and Production 
of Documents and Things for Inspection, Copying and or 
Photographing as Amended; and a list of Documents and Things 
which attorneys Gipson and TUCKER desired to be produced. The 
latter two documents have been filed in the Chancery Court of 
Shelby County, Tenn., by attorneys for CHARLES QUITMAN STEPHENS.

3«? Bureau (Ends. 4) 
/L-Memphis 
MCH/mah .
(4)
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? FD-350 (Rev. 7-16-63)

(Mount Clipping in Space Below)

TV Station Says Ray 1 
Named Others In Plot

NASHVILLE, Dec. 23. — 
(UPI) —A television station 
qu o t e d “highly placed 
sources” Wednesday night 
as saying James Earl Ray 
has completed a document 
in which he names several 
persons who he claims were 
involved in a conspiracy to 
assassinate D r. Martin 
Luther King Jr.

However, U.S. Dist. Judge 
L. Clure Morton said late 
Wednesday he had received 
no documents from Ray, 
who is serving 99 years in 
the state prison here follow­
ing his conviction in the 1968 
murder of the civil rights 
leader in Memphis.

Several federal court 
clerks also said they had re­
ceived no such document by 
closing time Wednesday.

WSM-TV said the sources 
said Ray’s statement was at­
tached to a writ mailed to 

the U.S. District Court 
Saturday and that it named 
persons who he claimed 
gave him money to partici­
pate in a conspiracy.

WSM said Ray “is report­
ed to have dismissed his lat­
e s t attorney, Washington 
lawyer Bernard Finsterwald, 
and is apparently represent­
ing himself.”

Efforts to reach Finster- 
w a 1 d Wednesday night 
failed.

Last week state Correc­
tions Commissioner Mark

Luttrell said he had ap­
proached the U.S. Bureau of 
Prisons about getting Ray 
transferred to a federal 
maximum security 
penitentiary.

WSM said Ray reportedly 
did not like the idea and “re­
portedly drew up a writ 
which wa s forwarded to 
federal court in an effort to 
block the proposed trans­
fer.” .

“Officials in the federal 
court clerk’s office said they 
could find no record of hav- 
i n g received the petition 

' from Ray,” WSM said. 
! “However, the spokesman 

said Ray filed a writ as a 
> pauper and that it probably 
went to Judge L. Clure 
Morton.”

Reached at his home, 
Morton said he had received 
no letter or document from 
Ray. .

Morton’s assistant, Claude 
Raymer, told WSM that if 
Morton had received such a 
writ, he probably would not 
release it to the public be­
fore making a decision.

But Raymer told the sta­
tion he had no nerscr.nl 
knowledge of any communi­
cations from R a y to the 
court in recent weeks.

One federal court source 
said that as of closing time 
Wednesday, no such docu­
ment had been filed in the 
civil division.

(Indicate page, name of 
newspaper, city and state.)

--- PAGE 3

--- COMMERCIAL APPEAL

___ MEMPHIS, TENN.

Edition:

Author:

Editor: GORDAN HANNA
Title:

Character:

or
Classification:

Submitting Office:MEMPHIS

Q] Being Investigated
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12/27/73

AIRTEL AIR HAIL

TO: DIRECTOR, FBI (44-38861)

FROM: SAC, MEMPHIS (44-1987) (P*)

SUBJECT: MURKIN

Enclosed for the Bureau are original and one copy 
of a newspaper clipping from the "Commercial Appeal," a Memphis, 
Tennessee, daily newspaper, for 12/27/73.

This office has received no information regarding 
JAMES EARL RAY's having filed any motion in the USDC at Nashville, 
Tennessee. Memphis will maintain contact with appropriate 
court officials and with the USA, Nashville, and will promptly 
advise the Bureau of any additional developments.

®S£

THE MEMPHIS DIVISION

AT NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE

Will maintain contact with the USA and with the office 
of Judge L. CLURE MORTON regarding any motion filed by JAMES 
EARL RAY indicating that lie was involved with others in a 
conspiracy to murder MARTIN LUTHER KING.

2 - Bureau (Encs. 2) 
Memphis

JCH:cjs
(3) ,
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NR 02 ME PLAIN

12/0 7/73 j-LIMMEDIATE5:09 PM

TO :

FROM :

'MURKI N

ti;12/2 7/730 M CL

.PENITENTIARY (TSP)

ONE'PETITIO N A ND . 0 K MPLAI

RESTRAINT® OF ATTEMPTI ®

(44-38361)-

TO PREVENT THE CONTEMPLATED TRANS

NASHV ILLE ,

A $10,000 SUIT AGAINST TF 'ESSEE STATE OFFICIALS ALL EG ING­

FER OF RAY FROM TSP TO A FEDERAL PENITENTIARY. THE COMPLAINT IS

FROM JAMES EARL RAY, IMATE,

DIRECTOR ,

■ SAC ,. MEMPHIS (44-1937) (P INACTIVE)

E, THE PETITION IS FOR TEMPORARY

VIOLATIONS OF CIVIL AT ■FIGHTS BECAUSE OF TREATMENT , OR

LACK THEREOF, "WL’ TY JAIL AND TSP

FORTH 0 N PAG E ARAGRAPH A ND 1 5 TH* COMPLAINT

RAY STATES H* PREVIOUSLY F' ' RY , PEP OY FOREMAN

A TELEPHONE NUMB! PHICH FCRFW’

1) ‘pLECTI v TIG A TED A SEO IN

9 i TS! THE A ND

HIS 9 JOHN HOOKER , HE
J

NASHV ILLS 4) AVAILS!

LITERARY WIE AND IA NK

LA

CO MFI DA RTS

.t
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FD-36 \Rev. 5- >2-64)

fbi ;
Date. 12/27/73 ‘

Transmit the following in_______________ PLA INTEXT ______________________________ I
(Type in plaintext or code) '

Via TELETYPE IMMEDIATE _________________________ |
(Priority) ।

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ J___________
TO: DIRECTOR, FBI (44-38861)

FROM: SAC, MEMPHIS (44-1987) (P*)

MURKIN

ON 12/27/73, USDeiCLERK, MDT, NASHVILIE, TENN. , RECEIVED 

FROM JAMES EARL RAY, INMATE, TENNESSEE STATE PENITENTIARY (TSP) 

ONE PETITION AND ONE COMPLAINT.’ THE PETITION IS FOR TEMPORARY 

RESTRAINING ORDER AliiMPTING'TO PREVENT THE CONTEMPLATED TRANS­

FER OF RAY FROM TSP TO A FEDERAL PENITENTIARY. THE COMPLAINT IS 

A $10,000 SUIT AGAINST-TENNESSEE STATE OFFICIAL ALLEGING 

VIOLATIONS OF CIVIL AND NATURAL RIGHTS BECAUSE OF TREATMENT, OR 

LACK THEREOF, WHILE INCARCERATED IN SHELBY COUNTY JAIL AND TSP.

SET FORTH ON PAGE 6, PARAGRAPHS 15 AND 16 OF THE COMPLAINT, 

RAY STATES HE PREVIOUSLY FURNISHED HIS ATTORNEY, PERCY FOREMAN, 

A TELEPHONE NUMBER IN BATON ROUGE, LA., WHICH FOREMAN EITHER 

”1)NEGLECTED TO INVESTIGATE; 2) INVESTIGATED AND SUPPRESSED IN 

RESULTS THEREOF; 3) FURNISHED SAID INFO TO THE PROSECUTION AND 

HIS LEGAL ASSOCIATE, THE LATE JOHN J. HOOKER, SR. OF THE 

NASHVILIE BAR OR, 4) AVAILED SAID INFO TO HIS (FOREMAN’S) 

LITERARY CONFIDANTS, WILLIAM BRATFORD HUIE AND GEROW FRANK."

RAY FURTHER ALLEGED THAT A TELEPHONE NUMBER IN BATON ROUGE, 

LA., FURNISHED TO FOREMAN, AND INVESTIGATED THROUGH FOREMAN WAS
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FD-36 '(Rev. 5 ’?-64) I

FBI |
„ I
Date: ।

Transmit the following in______________________________ .________________________________ !
(Type in plaintext or code) '

Via_________________________  ____________________________ __ ._________________________ |
(Priority) ।

_______________________________________________________________________________________ J____________
ME 44-1987

PAGE TWO

LISTED TO A PARRISH OFFICIAL UNDER THE INFLUENCE OF A TEAMSTER 

UNION OFFICIAL AND THAT A TELEPHONE NUMBER IN NEW ORLEANS, LA. 

AREA WAS LISTED TO ’’ AN AGENT OF A MID-EAST ORGANIZATION DISTRUST 

BECAUSE OF DR. MARTIN LUTHER KING’S REPORTED FORTHCOMING, BEFORE 

HIS DEATH, ARAB PUBLIC SUPPORT OF THE PALESTINE CAUSE.”

THE ABOVE COMPLAINT CONSISTING OF 15 PAGES AND EXHIBITS A-M 

FAIL TO DISCLOSE THE TELEPHONE NUMBERS OR IDENTITIES OF ANY 

INDIVIDUALS WHO MAY POSSIBLY HAVE BEEN INVOLVED IN THE CAPTIONED 

MATTER.

A COPY OF THE ABOVE DESCRIBED RESTRAINING ORDER AND COMPLAINT 

ARE BEING FURNISHED THE BUREAU BY AIRTEL.

END.

—----------------- ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- |

Approved:  Sent M Per----------------------------
Special Agent in Charge U.S.Government Printing Office: 1972 — 455-574
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II; THS UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT Oilrt
MIDDLE DISTRICT OF TENNESSEE
NASHVILLE DIVISION

JAMES E. RAY, ^65477 . J
Plaintiff/ petitioner 3 

vs. |

NON* LINFIELD DUNN, Governor, J 
State of Tenn. J

MARK H. LUTTRELL, Commissioner j 

of corrections. State of Tenn. 3

. Defendants 5

PETITION TOR TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER

Petitioner, acting pro se, alleges:

1. That on or about, December 21st 1973, petitioner ran informed by deputy 

warder, Robert Morford, an employe of the Tenn. Scats prison, Nashvillec 

division,'that said prison officials vpa negotiating with Federal authorities 

to transfer petitioner-who is an insate of said prison- to a United States 

government penitentiary. ■

2. That petitioner is under no penitentiary sentence pursuant to a conviction

in United States courts, nor does the Federal government hold detainers

against petitioner.

3. That said reported transfer is a logrolling, operation devised by the 

Tenn..Attorney Gencral^s office, and the State administration, to obstruct 

petitioner’s legal processes under the charge petitioner is incarcerated, 

under and, politico! considerations for 1975; one not, as Cov. Dunn implied 

Doc. 21st during a TV news conference ,•’ch; t ’7 ennesserves are incapable of in 

ging their own institutions’'. . •

/;• That petitioner intends to contest said reported timslox* terau

//-/^Z^Lztz - iO <
SE»»C*EQ ‘ —:xei
SE ■I‘1IZE^QO^I2 

JAS ? 1^74 

. F#l - MEMPHIS
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J. That an article in the, Tennessean, dated Dec. 22nd 1973( suggest’s that 

their is a move afoot by Federal & State bureaucrats to surreptitiously att­

empt a removal of petitioner from his present jurisdiction, without reguar to 

due process of Law, to a Federal mental institution in, Springfield, Missouri.

6. That the State of, Missouri, not the Fdderal Government, has alleged suc­

ceeding jurisdiction over petitioner.

?. That petitioner received a back injury approximately thirty (30) days ago 

which prevents him from standing or sitting in excess of ten (10) minutes at 

a time, the nature of which would preclude his being transfered-a substantial 

distance without the possibility of irreprable physical harm being done.

8. That petitioner has received inadquate treatment for said back injury and 

a transfer to Federal jurisdiction v/ould obsecure the negligence, if any, bet­

ween Federal & State authorities.

WHEREFORE, petitioner prays the honorable court issue orders restraining the 

defendants from transfering petitioner beyon the instant court’s jurisdiction, 

until a hearing can be held, as said reported transfer would result in imm­

ediate & irreprable legal & physical damage to. petitioner; that the court 

also overlook technical errow herein- until petitioner can retain counsel 

.which he is in the process of doing- since petitioner is denied use of the 

prison Law library. •

.Respectfully submitted: j

plaintiff/ petitioner - '1^/16$ ^, / Rm 
St at ion-A ^ # / ^^^

A. Block
Mashville,Tenn. 37203.

p.2.
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT,
MIDDLE DISTRICT OF TENNESSEE
NASHVILLE DIVISION

JAMES E. RAY, 65477 
Plaintiff

vs.

MARK H. LUTTRELL, Commissioner 
of Corrections, State of Tenn.

JAMES H. ROSE, Warden, Tenn., 
State prison.

ROBERT V. MORFORD, Dep. Warden, 
Tenn., State prison.

DAVID M. PACK, Attorney General 
for. State of Tenn.

W. HENRY HAILE, Asst. Attorney 
General for, State of Texin.

defs.

F Xi ED

COMPLAINT

1. ALLEGATION OF JURISDICTION:

(a) Jurisdiction of the parties in the herein subject matter is based 

upon the amount in recovery.

Plaintiff, acting pro se, is a citizdn of the State of Tennessee under 

"operation of law" in the subject matter; defendant, Mark H. Luttrell 

(here-in-after, Luttrell) is a citizen of the State of Tennessee; defendant, 

James H. Rose (here-in-after, Rose) is a citizen of the State of Tennessee; 

defendant, Robert V. Morford (here-en-after, Morford) is a citizen of the 

State of Tennessee; defendant, David M. Pack (here-in-after, Patk) is a 

citizen of the State of Tennessee; defendant, W.Henry Haile (here-in-after, 

Haile) is a citizen of the State of Tennessee.

The matter in controversy exceeds, exclusive of interest and costs, the sum 

of ten thousand dollars.
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(b) Jurisdiction founded in the existence of a federal question ord 

the amount in controversy: .

The action arises under tho sixth, eighth, and fourteenth, Aaond-aents

to the United .States constitution. h.C.U. Title 23 § 1331 (a) as hor©-

in-after none fully appears* The natter in controversy exceeds, excl­

usive- ex' interest and costs, the cua of ton thousand Rollers*

M

(c) Jurisdiction founded on the existence of a question arising under 

particular statutes! a

Tire action arises under Act 42 U.S.C.A. § 1933; J.S.C. Title 2e> | 

1343 (4) and 2201* As here-ln-after cm*© fully appears.

Plaintiff, JAMES h. PAY, Sues , .

Defendants, MARS H. LUTTKni: JOES 1U ^^^ V. XWWnp- JAVID

A. PACK; ■ . HEAVY VAILE, and alleges:

4. That on ox about Julj lyik I96G /IdatiW a-TUar bci^ e"traditod 

fro;:;, London, Sagland to the United States piiraaat to cr. iadictasut 

no. I6643 pax lad^00 in the Shelby oonraty 2ell 1: , P^ayhio, ioaness«o 

•therein said indictment ws issued frox. '

3* !ibat c^io Jail section (A-Hock) ..lainUff san confined in has a

been described aso>ig otiiex wy« aS a ’’vault” by reasons of the windows 

vers covered with steel plates, lights were burned twenty-four (24) ;

arc. a various atha.r ^roa^yuy operttivas sere put into

effect therein by the State. ' ■ . "

M ; hat :ltb)e plaintiff ras a prisoner of the State of Tennessee ‘

' MO.; aV0 d'acraf aav^a-gaa^ AWO reopOHaible ?OV

lac for'i'tion of plaintiff*:; living paar tore in said Jail, and th© ‘ J 

caApisition rules .governing opgatioss 3«id section rad

Mb; habituata therein, jdaiaUiX and two (2) security guards* ■ ■ |
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5. Shat daring the period plaintiff we confined in said jail, btt- ' 

ween July 19th 1963 ': March 10th 1969s he was besot with (.as the log:: 

.maintained. by his Jailers will confirm) chronic head-aches 1 nose 

bleeds due to the venalating system therein; and under the.guise of 

security nodical attention was delayed when- required.

6. That amongst the security officers stationed in said cell-block 

section with plaintiff for curveilance their ’./as above- average absen­

tee! sra due to illnesses cue to the aforementioned construction of 

plaintiff’s quarters: at least one(1) officer therein was hospitalized 

with pneumonia.

7. That the aforementioned confinement conditions were devised’ and put 

into operation by the government to enervate the prisoner therein end 

(sic).' inpare his ability to defend him self under said cr. indictment- 

and, or, induce a guilty plea therein. •

3. '-'hot it is public knowledge tint the aforementioned confinement 

practices by governnents are, when the sitmtation requires, ent into 

operation against recalcitrant defendants in cr. prosecutions ( before 

« after trials) when the prosecution has the support of dominant ;y>v~ 

ernsental & private institutions. (See Exhibit- A).

9. That it was public knowledge that thoes representing the State, the 

prosecution, and evidently in this instance tho court, and thoos they 

represent, the corporate business co^muity, were Mlicitious of 0 

guilty-plea, by the defendant in the aforementioned cr. indictment.

1*A hook published by McGraw-Hill in 1969 and authored by Prof, "lllias 
J. Cham-bliss titled "Crime -nd the legal process'’ examines in detail, 
cuGrpg otacr legal yocesses^astitutiemliacx "I'-mticcs o-mioyc-i by 
the State in the confinement area to influence a cr. defendant's decision, 
piutxcularlj to rvoic jury trivia.

'interview with P.P. re-'-ortex', piiMiohGf 1;/
papers on March 17th 1969. ths tri-d Judge in said ex*, iiiickcrt (Hor.
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Preston. Tuttle) allegedly IjIg .■.carter, Cavser, in effect th nt he 
t;."’^sd a ;;dHj plea freM the note dwt therein because he (the- Judge) 

■ ’van concerned chest said defendant mi.Jit nave got a huac jury or, hove, 
been GCtiWitec in a ^ury trial.

11. that on or about noverabar 12th 1%3 Attorney Percy foreman of the 

Houston, Tenas, bar bee am g counsel of record for the defendant (herein 

plaintiff) in the aforementioned er. indictment by usurping that title 

Vy nenns of fraudulent representations to co fen dent f Court from the 

litigate counsel of record, Attorney Axthu* J. 'Hanes sr. of the Hir- 

fainpiC’^ ^^^pi .- - - — ■

11. That said Percy foreman aided "-• abeted the procacuUon in the afore­

mentioned confinement conditions of.his client (Pay) through ^r;liyohce 

in that he (Foreman) made no lepl novar to dlovl-ie arid confinement 

conditions alihoe requestad to so net by said client.

12. That said Percy Foreman, who has a history of dafreaditr; clients, 

exploited the aforementioned confinement conditions his client Tam er- 

histing under for his o^n (Foreman*s) finiciol enrichment, and to the 

legal ends sought by the prosecution therein (a guilty plea) throu 1 

a series of, among other trms;.reunions, finicinl frauds perpetuated 

against said client & Court documented ns follows: . .

(a) On November 12th 1968 Att. Foreman presented to his client (Pay) 

a typed avritten document to sign for his 'de) retainer fee. ‘

( See Exhibit- 2) .

on December loth 1968 Att. Foreman represented to the trial court ’ 

while inducing, said client to falsely s^csr to c pauper’s orth ■ ' 

that no sc-iiey tos avail'blvihr Invl'tavtiv® purposes or AtwsLcy 

foes. (Twn$ciipt,ppJ-2r27. lee ”xhibit-C ) . - 7

(b) .Oa November 2?th 1968 Att. ioreran mot publishing figure, Pillion
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Frntford Huio, of Hartsell® Alabas, in Fort Worth, Texas, vheroin 

they unknown to said client entered into parol asrecaante to finance 

Foreman*s fee,to plead eaid client guilty through publishing-ventures.- 

(See EAibit- D) . . .

. on February 3rd 1963 Att. Foreran md said'client entered into. ’ 

literary contract pursuant to the aforementioned Vorcf-nnSLule

, carol agreement providing that Att. Foreman receive the entire 

proceeds therein to defend said client nt ”>rial or trials”- in -I 

Shelby county,Tennessee...said co;ti”.ct was later amended on 3 

’March 9th 1969 to provide. Att. Foreman with 1(5.000 on condition 

said client plead rullty an charged to said cr. indictumt.

' ( See h”hibit-h)

on February fm- 3, 19&9> Att. Foreman misrepresented to the trial

’ ' court throuu two (2) written motions that while Is (Forc.imi) hoc "

received no fee and didn’t epeyt to receive a foe the cofense 

ess without Winds to prosecute the trial under- cold in tic trie nt

c and thereby ho (Foreran) was petitioning the court for wrjiesici’ .

to take and .sell pictures of hie client end, row the StWs to 

finance the resulting trial tv. (Transcript p.1-2, .ke.-xhibiW’) J 
■ ■ • ■ \

. on February 7th 19^9 Att. Foreman in support of ths s ferawntiarw t 

motions ovally nierwresentod to the. trial court tint he intended ■ 

to receive none of the proceeds fro-- the role of seif client’s .

. pictures, f transcript p.20-21. Sue Exhibit- 0) .

15. . Tant the rosecution '1 trial court were ho a ccriHsr’bk extent' 

conversant with sa\d rercy Foreman’s hereto foi'e dosci'lbed finiclal . 

uadpl^tioas under sold cr. iacictmcnt an v;iuw;,$W by the tr.therein, • 

('-.K^ry Iv-nocdpt p.3w Inhibit- ■
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14. That in testimony given under oath in November 1969 before the U.S. 

Eis. Ct. for the W.D. of Tenn., Memphis division (case no. 69-199),said 

Percy Foreman in effect admitted he defrauded the trial court and his 

client (herein plaintiff) in the aforementioned cr. indictment through 

the notions he (Foreman) filed, cited in count 12 herein above, by test­

ifying in said Dis. Ct. that he & client (Pay) had verbally agreed in 

January 1969 to enter a guilty plea to said cr. indictment. (See Ex- J).

15- That plaintiff as defendant in said cr. indictment furnished said 

Percy Foreman with various items of information pursuant to a jury trial 

therein, including one phone number in the, Baton Rouge, Louisiana, 

area which he (Foreman) either 1$ Negelected to investagateJ2 inves­

t a rated and suppressed the results thereof 3) furnished said information 

to the prosecution & his legal associate, the late John J. Hooker sr. 

of the Nashville bar or, 4) availed said information to his (Foreman’s) 

literary confidents, William Bratford Huie & Gerold Frank.

16. That subsequent to plaintiff’s plea to the aforementioned cr. indict­

ment (on March 10th 1969) he (plaintiff) indirectly furnished in the 

fora of two (2) phone numbers in the, Baton Rouge ?< Hew Orleans, area 

of, Louisiana, information- including that furnished said, Percy Foreman­

to the late Z.T. Osborn jr. of the, Nashville, bar to have investagated. 

"Hr. Osborn reported the resident listed under the, Baton Rouge, phone 

number was a parish official under the influence of a Teamster Union 

official in the Baton Rouge area; that the resident listed under the, 

New Orleans, area was- among other things - an agent of a Mideast org- 

animation distressed because of Dr. Martin Luther King’s reported forth­

coming, before his death, public support of tho Palestine Arab cause.

17. That plaintiff would produce exhibit to indicate State agencies, in­

cluding the Tenn. Attorney General’s office, were conversant of the • 

material, furnished said, Percy Foreman, cited in counts 1J & 1g herein 

above. '

. p.6.

w
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I lij.itet subsequent to the warch 10th 1%9 pica by defendant (herein plain-/ 

tiff} to the aforementioned cr. indictment plaintiff was, on Karch 11th* 

1?o9f transfered to the State penitentiary in, Nashville, and forthwith . 

pieced ia the punitive-administrative segregation building:, •

19. That plaintiff Kaa shortly thereafter infoxned by then Correction’s " 

Cosmiosioner for the State of Tennessee, Mr, Harry Avery, that if he ‘

(plaintiff) would among, other things cease efforts to over-turn ths '

aforementioned guilty plea he (plaintiff) would be releasted from segre­

gation and treated like any other prisoner, Commissioner Avery said he was 

speaking for the ’higest authority! • ■ . ’ -

20. That thereafter plaintiff did not cease efforts to have said plea j 

reversed in the courts and subsequently said, Harry Avery, announced nt 

a news conference fast plaintiff would never .bo .rolcastcd from s.-yregatiun 

as long'as he (Avery) me Tennessee’s correction’s commissioner. .

21. That upon- entering said prison •plaintiff and recurring severe nose 

bleeds, which were first manifested in the Shelby county,Tena., jail, and 

which ou two(2) occassions required medicia!.treatment in the aggregation' 

building for relief such a® coagulative-injections, oct. ec,t...s prison 

physician'attributed this condition to' the type coafintasat plaintiff

. was incarcerated under in said Shelby' county Jail, a lack of natural air.

22. That plaintiff faring said period,described in count 21, also wper- ■ 

ic.iccc attacks -of esjnj.gga a.a - .: end on onv (4) occassion required hoc;- 

ital treat? cut wherein medicarion amed kniet;! was/ prescribed... a prison 

physician attrib'ted thia condition to the type confinement plaintiff .. 

was G.;bistlnusder both in said Shelby county/cnn., jail ^nd later the /

..rtich t:..c loator H.?go? » -a g '
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.25. Gnat mediciol attaticn for ’'/IduUi'^’s ailments,described-in counts

*21 & 22 herein-above,wa8 frequently delayer under tko ^uise. of security ' 

by defendant, .'Rose, then a deputy warden. ■ . . J

24* that thereafter plaintiff petitionee the U.S. Dis.ct. for the K.D. of . 

Tenn. (Hon. uilliaa E. Miller,presiding) for confinement relief; the ’ <

court granted a hearing.(Civil action no.>590* Han. JOth, 1970) end there- ; 

in former State Correction’s commissioner, Harry Avery, who .had been dit> J 

misset from that position prior to said hearing, testified, that he and, ■ | 

.;fc,4 MlJiup.L.tlar2yr,a^lijiatiatiV£..af;sistant to the Gov, of Tena, had * 

met before plaintiff tiSO. ylbU.Ci6u j~jU.ilt^ u.Xex- the aforementioned cr.in- 

dictaent and decided he (plaintiff) would .upon eaterinp the State-of ?c?/h 

prison system be confined in punitive-adainistrativo segregation*.. 1r. 

Avery offered a written document to support said testimony to justify .

his actions in the matter but the court ruled said document inafcioGabli.

2J. That Tenn. Correction’s commissioner,-Mr. Lake Russell, who succeed 

Mr. Avery, testified in effect at said Mc.ct. hearing tt.-t he (rurooll) 

intended segregating plaintiff until his litigation was terminated.

26. That Judge Miller granted plaintiff limited relief in s-id hearing 

under a "Consent Decree" but shortly thereafter under the guise of sec- ' 

urity the defendants suspended portions of the relief ordered; and there- • 

after due to trivial harrassment'plaintiff was compels to discontinue the 

relief order in toto. • . : 1

27. That in April 1970 plaintiff was transferee to 1; :u\uejs.^ Ct. to " " 

penitentiary in Petros,Tennessee. •» ’

2b. xxxat xu ume, * utx'os, XA^sbivuexu*. lAXi*tiff was couilnc^. in

therein worked in quarters housing the we7dcl"ri ^rr>ue ^rlsoncr^, ^.r; ’ 

well as having yrdn rights with, auo-ar a there, maid violent proa-: aria •
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29. That in the first quarter of 1971 Hr. Robert B. Meore was a:pointed 

Warden of said, Petros, institution and he (Hoore) shortly thereafter 

faded out all fors?.G of segregation b^ Block in the prison.■ '

30. That in May 1971 plaintiff was transferee to A->lock and thereafter 

was under £^lu^iO2 torus of se^retatioA in said institution, protec*, 

tive or security, until the prison was closed in July, 1972. . ■ ?

J1. That on or about July 22nd 1972 plaintiff was transfer cd bacr. to the 

State penitentiary" in,' Rashvillo, and forthwith rslrood in Unit-6, .the : 

segregation building. ’ . . ’ . .

32. That on or about July 28th 1972 plaintiff appeared before th- kicon 

classification board composed of former, .Petros, Sarden (Mr. Robert J.

■ Moore).'and defendant^ Robert Morford) of the, Mashvillo, prison and there-- 

in said board reloaded plaintiff, with approval of the Pardon (defendant 

Rose),into the general prison population after plaintiff followed prison 

policy of signing a dooms ©nt requesting and. taking responsibility for ' 

release into the general px-isoa population. ' g

33* That on or about August 1st 1972 .plaintiff was called off the stain < 

prison yard to the operations office and given, a fooueent by. defendant, 

Morford, reading that plaintiff was being resegregated because of previous' 

escape attempts. ( See Exhibit- L )• ■ 1

34* That plalntiff-then requested from‘defendant, Horfoxd,..-to'Sjf^i wit?; 

the Warden,defendant Pose, about the confine icnt matter and thereupon .

--defendant, Hose, verbally gave on assortment'of reasons . for .the reotw;^^ , 

gation of plaintiff, r3oa;; others tn effect as follows: ■

(a) the newspapers sight find reasons to critize the ’Mnirl* • LV’n 
if plaintiff was releaoted into the pan.won population-and tefw-' 
InciteRt took place. .
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