UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
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HAROLD WEISBERG, : i

o H !
Plaintiff, : !
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V. : Civil Action No. 75-1996

|U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, :
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{ Defendant : v
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MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT WITH RESPECT TO
CRIME SCENE PHOTOGRAPHS TAKEN BY JOSEPH LOUW

Comes now the plaintiff, by and through his attorney, and

imoves the Court for summary judgment in his favor with respect to
iprints of crime scene photographs taken by Mr. Joseph Louw which
fare being withheld from him, on the grounds that there are no
?genuine issues as to any material fact and plaintiff is entitled
ito judgment as a matter of law. Rule 56, Federal Rules of Civil
gprocedure. !
I In support of this motion, plaintiff submits herewith a state—é
fment of material facts as to which there is no genuine issue and

ithe affidavit of plaintiff Harold Weisberg.

Respectfully submitted,

/

422?214& /./7;T ;Zéizﬁﬁ/z :
AMES HIRAM LESAR 7

//////510 16th Street, N.W., Suite 600
Wachinarorn . D C 20006




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I have this 6th day of September, 1977,
!§hand—delivered a copy of the foregoing Motion For Summary Judgment

E:With Respect To Crime Scene Photographs Taken By Joseph Louw to

fithe.office of Assistant United States Attorney John R. Dugan,

HRoom 3419, United States Courthouse, Washington, D.C. 20001, attor#
i ) i
ﬁney for the defendant. §
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; UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
| FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

----------------------------------

i%HAROLD WEISBERG, .
; Plaintiff, :
; V. ’ : Civil Action No. 75-1996
’ :
(%U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, :
§% Defendant ;

STATEMENT OF MATERIAL FACTS AS TO
WHICH THERE IS NO GENUINE ISSUE

N In support of his motion for summary judgment with respect to
| . . :

. the release of prints of the photographs taken at the scene of Dr.
¥ . !
EMartin Luther King's assassination by Mr. Joseph Louw, and in con-

ﬁformity with Local Rule 1-9(h), plaintiff submits herewith a state-—
ﬁment of material facts as to which he contends there is no genuine
issue:

1. Plaintiff seeks under the Freedom of Information Act to

have the FBI provide him with prints of photographs taken at the

iscene of Dr. Martin Luther King's assassination by Mr. Joseph Louw.

! 2. Plaintiff seeks to obtain prints of Mr. Louw's photo-
?igraphs for purposes of scholarly study of Dr. King's assassination

iand the FBI's investigation of it.

i 3. The photographs taken by Mr. Louw moments after the assas-
| |
fsination of Dr. King constitute basic evidence of a crime of great

v . . |
“historical interest. :



5. Making prints of the Louw photographs available to plain—‘
;itiff will not impair the government's ability to obtain necessary
E%information in the future.

5: 6. Making prints of the Louw photographs available to plain—‘

itlff will not cause substantial harm to the competitive position

iof Time, Inc., the alleged copyright holder of these photographs.

|
g 7. The cost to plaintiff of obtaining the Louw photographs
i

' from the FBI is more than $1,000 less than the sum he would have to,
! |
}pay for the same prints if he could afford to purchase them from

i

: T

ime, Inc. i

fon b i

ES H. LESAR
10 16th Street, N.W., Suite 600:
Washington, D.C. 20006 |

Attorney for Plaintiff

HE—.
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' HAROLD WEISBERG,
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MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

I. INTRODUCTION

This is a Freedom of Information Act lawsuit for materials

i%pertaining to the assassination of Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.
¥
ﬁflncluded in plaintiff's April 15, 1975 request is a demand for

¢
Hi
Vi

', copies of all photographs taken at the scene of the crime from

whatever source.

At a conference with FBI representatives on March 23, 197%6,

plaintiff insisted, as he had on previous occasions, that the FBI

‘had crime scene photographs which he had not been given or shown.

3§As a result, on March 31, 1976 the Bureau instructed the Memphis
;?Field Office to conduct a search for crime scene photographs.

:f Among the crime scene photographs turned up as result of the

''search of the Memphis Field Office files are 107 photographs which
Kwere taken by Mr. Joseph Louw moments after Dr. King was shot.

VHowever, by letter dated May 11, 1976 FBI Director Clarence Kelley
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the FBI is exempted under the provisions of 5 U.S.C. § 552(b) (3)

and (b) (4). (See Attachment 6 to Affidavit of Harold Weisbexrq)
The government is compelled to release copies of the Louw

' photographs to plaintiff unless they clearly fall within the scope

' of one of the exemptions to the Freedom of Information Act. The

r Act's exemptions are to be narrowly construed. Bristol-Myers Co.

v. F.T.C., 424 F. 24 935 (C.A.D.C. 1970), cert. denied, 400 U.S.

824.

The first of the two exemptions invoked by the FBI, Exemption

disclosure by statute." However, the defendant has not yet cited

ii any statute which specifically exempts the Louw photographs from
., disclosure. Until defendant does so, plaintiff need not address

this claim. Defendant's claim that the photographs are exempt

from reproduction under Exemption 4 will be dealt with below.
Plaintiff seeks these photographs for scholarly study, not
for purposes of publication or commercial gain. The FBI's charge
. for reproducing black-and-white photographs is $0.40 a print. At
this rate it would cost plaintiff $42.80 to purchase prints of the

1107 Louw photographs which the FBI says it has. Time, Inc., which

has a long history of exploiting vital evidence relating to polit-

i

%Edence which it hés»purchased,'would charge plaintiff $10.00 a
%iprint to obtaiﬁ\the Louw photbgraphs from it, without allowing any
%%copyright use for that price. The difference in price amounts to
§E$1,027.20. The price at which Time, Inc. offers prints of the

EgLouw photographs is prohibitive. Plaintiff simply cannot afford

3, creates an exception for: "information specifically exempt from

il ical assassinations for profit, and suppressing equally vital evi-

{
}




II. THE LOUW PHOTOGRAPHS ARE NOT PROTECTED BY EXEMPTION 4

‘
|
; Defendant alleges that the photographs taken by Mr. Louw and
; obtained by the FBI from Time, Inc. are not subject to disclosure
. by virtue of 5 U.S.C. § 552(b) (4). Exemption 4 makes an exception
to the mandatory disclosure reqguirements of the Freedom of Infor-

imation Act for: "trade secrets and commercial or financial infor-

mation obtained from a person and privileged or confidential."

The leading cases in the District of Columbia Circuit on the
linterpretation of Exemption 4 are National Parks and Conservation
i

zAss'n v. Morton, 498 F. 2d 765 (C.A.D.C. 1974) and Petkas v. Staats

r

501 F. 2d 887 (C.A.D.C. 1974). In National Parks, the Court of

i
1
{
!
it

;Appeals held: ' ‘ ?

To summarize, commercial or financial
matter is "confidential" for purposes ‘
i of this exemptlon 1f disclosure of the i
{ information is likely to have either of
%( the following effects: (1) to impair _
| the Government's ablllty to obtain the i
< necessary information in the future; or
! (2) to cause substantial harm to the

‘ competitive position of the person from
| whom the information was obtained.

! National Parks, supra, at 770.

In Petkas the Court of Appeals reaffirmed this holding. It

{also added: . "Nor can a promise of confidentiality in and of itself
1

ldefeat the right of disclosure." Petkas, supra, at 889,‘citing

h
'Robles v. Env1ronmental Protectlon Agency, 484 F. 2d 843 (4th Cir.

w .-

1973), Getman v. N.L.R.B., 450 F. 2d 670 (C.A.D. C 1971), Ackerly

yv. Ley, 420 F. 24 1336, 1339-1340, n. 3 (C.A.D.C. 1969).
Defendant's claim that the Louw photographs are exempt from

?disclosure under Exemption 4 does not meet the objective standards
i

T T T T . . n U .



;?the future. Regardless of who takes them, crime scene photographs%
g:are subject to subpoena by the appropriate governmental authori-
i§ties. The availability of compulsory process to obtain informa-
iftion has been recognized as itself being sufficient grounds for

é%presuming that public disclosure will not impair the government's

%ability to obtain such information in the future. National Parks,

supra, at 770; Save The Dolphins v. United.States Dept. of Com.,

404 F. Supp. 407, 412-413 (N.D. Calif. 1975).

; Nor can defendant successfully maintain that release of prints
|
%of the Louw photographs to plaintiff would cause "substantial harm"

i
!

ﬁto the "competitive positition" of Time, Inc. Time, Inc. is a very
i ;

..wealthy corporation. The Louw photographs represent a miniscule
?portion of its assets. 1In fact, after plaintiff examined contacts !

of the Louw photographs and expressed to Time's representative hisz

opinion that there could be some commercial value in some of these

rhotographs which Time had not recognized, Time remained dis-

interested. (See attached Affidavit of Harold Weisberg, 416-17)
Nor is there any question of damage to "competitive position here.
iThe simple fact is that Time, through its wealth, has a monopoly
on basic photographic evidence pertaining to Dr. King's assassina-
ﬁtion. By not publishing most of this photographic evidence over

the years and by refusing to make it available to scholars of the

1King assassination at a reasonable rate, Time has effectively sup-

i

pressed it. Now that plaintiff seeks it under the Freedom of In-

ﬂformation Act, defendant proposes that the government team up with

'Time, Inc. in further suppressing it. Such a position is incon-

ﬁsistent with the spirit and letter of the Freedom of Information




. III. IF THE LOUW PHOTOGRAPHS ARE EXEMPT UNDER EXEMPTION 4, DEFEN-
DANT HAS NONETHELESS ABUSED ITS DISCRETION IN REFUSING TO
MAKE PRINTS OF THEM AVAILABLE TO PLAINTIFF

Plaintiff strongly urges that the Louw photographs are not
?;exempt from the Freedom of Information Act's mandatory disclosure
gérequirements because of Exemption 4. However, if the Court should
%%determine that they do fall within the ambit of that Exemption,

%gthen the Court must next consider whether the defendant, in re-

gifusing to make prints available to plaintiff, has abused its dis-

fcretion. Charles River Park "A", Inc. v. Department of H. & U.D.,

519 F. 24 935, 943 (C.A.D.C. 1975)

|
‘ Plaintiff contends that the FBI's refusal to provide him with

i%prints of the Louw photographs is an abuse of agency discretion.
'Insofar as any justification for the FBI's refusal may be gleaned

%from Director Kelley's May 11, 1976 letter to plaintiff's counsel,

git is simply that these photographs are the "property" of Time,
%Inc., and Time, Inc. has refused to authorize the government to

ﬁmake prints of them available to plaintiff.
F This is not a satisfactory employment of the agency's dis-

ﬁcretion. In the first place, it makes no attempt to take into con-

|

i

]
!
1

|
Ysidération the great historical interest in the assassination of
b

'Dr. King. Yet the Department of Justice is already on record as
istating that, because of its great historical importance, the maxi-
imum possible number of record§ pertaining to it yi}l be disclosed.
3 Secondly, the deference to Time, Inc. becaﬁse the Louw photo-
igraphs are its "property," while appearing legalisﬁic, does not

freflect the actual state of the law because it fails to take into

~account the venerable doctrine of fair use. As one court has

i

1
3




! to the owner." Meeropol v. Nizer, 417 F.

1
[
i

3

;% by that section, for purposes such as criticism,

.§right infringement of the Zapruder film of President Kennedy's

!assassination. Time Incorporated v. Bernhard Geis Associates,

%293 F. Supp. 130 (S.D.N.Y. 1968) Although Time, Inc. had complied

in a reasonable manner without his con-
sent, notwithstanding the monopoly granted

Supp. 1201 (S.D.N.Y. 1976), citing Ball,
Copyright and Literary Property 260 (1944);
Rosemont Enterprises, Inc. v. Random House,
Inc., 336 F. 2d 303 (2d Cir. 1966), cert.
denied, 385 U.s. 1009 (1957).

The case law developed four general criteria to aid in de-
'termining when the doctrine of fair use applied. The new Copyright
Act, Public Law 94-553, adopt these criteria. Section 106 of the
Act (17 U.S.C. § 106) defines the exclusive rights.which go with

copyright ownership. Section 107, however, limits those rights in

raccordance with the doctrine of fair use:
f Notwithstanding the provisions of section
g 106, the fair use of a copyrighted work, in- -
’ cluding such use by reproduction in copies or
§ phonorecords or by any other means specified

comment, news reporting, teaching (including
multiple copies for classroom use), scholarship,
or research, is not an infringement of copyright.
In determining whether the use made of a work
in any particular case is a fair use the factors
to be considered shall include:
(1) the purpose and character of the
use, including whether such use is of a
commercial nature or is for nonprofit
educational purposes;
(2) the nature of the copyrighted work;
(3) the amount and substantiality of
the portion used in relation to the copy-
righted work as a whole; and
(4) the effect of the use upon the po-
tential market for or value of the copy-
righted work.

i Under these provisions it is quite clear that the Louw photo-

égraphs'are subject to the doctrine of fair use. Time, Inc., 1is,

! . _ o _ , _ ' .
ldoubtless well aware of this, since it once brought suit for copy-

i




; In reaching its decision, the court gave primary importance to the%
?jfact that "There is a public interest in having the fullest infor-
?;mation available on the murder of President Kennedy." 1In addition,
%zthe court concluded thaf there would be‘little, if any, economic
?;injury to Time, Inc., and suggested that reproduction of frames

¥

1 of the Zapruder film in this book would be more likely to enhance

l the value of the copyrighted work than diminish it. Geis, supra,

H
1

 at 146.

;f The instant case presents even stronger arguments for the
éfair use doctrine than did the Geis case. Unlike Geis, where the
|
| author surreptiously copied the Zapruder film and deliberatealy

Eappropriated it for use in a commercial work, plaintiff has openly%
i .

?%stated that he wants the Louw photographs for scholarly study, and .
;fif he should ever contemplate publishing them, he would honor t

ﬁTime's copyright and pay for such usage. In addition, the value :

!

!%of the Louw photographs is commercially much less than the value
of the Zapruder film. Like Geis, however, the Louw photographs
1 —

§ . . . ..

ido present a case in which there is a paramount public interest

Eiin having the fullest information available about the assassination
|

i
i
it

of Dr. King. There is no possible economic injury to Time, Inc.
| : v

|
|

2
{
€

from plaintiff's use of these photographs. If anything, his study

fi

Hof them can only enhance their value to Time, Inc.
é? In short, the justification which the FBI has given for with-
%holding these photographs from plaintiff cannot pass critical N
%scrutiny. Weighed against the public importance in having all

%possible information about the assassination of Dr. Martin Luther
éKing made public, and considering that there is no detriment to

iTime, Inc. in making these prints available to plaintiff, it is an



UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
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HAROLD WEISBERG,

Plaintiff,

Civil Action No. 75-1596

U.S5. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,

1

, Defendant
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ORDER

Upon consideration of plaintiff's motion for summary judgment

yith respect to the crime scene photographs taken by Mr. Joseph
iouw, and the entire record herein, it is by the Court this

day of , 1977, hereby

ORDERED, that plaintiff's motion is hereby GRANTED; and it

is further

i

ORDERED, that the Federal Bureau of Investigation shall

promptly provide plaintiff with prints of all photographs taken
{

by Mr. Joseph Louw at the scene of Dr. King's assassination.
b, » ; .
i

: UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

HAROLD WEISBERG,
Plaintiff,

Civil Action No. 75-1996

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,

Defendant

® ® 5 6 % 0 e e 2 s P e e O e s e e e s st e e s e e s s

AFFIDAVIT OF HAROLD WEISBERG

I, Harold Weisberg, being first duly sworn, depose as

- follows:

1. I am the plaintiff in the above-entitled cause of

i action.

2. By letter dated May 11, 1976, FBI Director Clarence M.
Kelley advised my attorney that the FBI would not provide me with
copies of the crime scene photographs taken immediately after Dr.
King's assassination by Mr. Joseph Louw because Time; Inc., the
alleged copyright holder, had not authorized the FBI to do so.
(See Attachment 6) Director Kelley claimed that these photographs
are e%empt from @isclosure undgr two exemptidns to the Freedom of
Information Act:

(b) (3) information specifically
exempt from disclosure by statute;

(b) (4) commercial information ob-
tained from a person and privileged and
confidential




', been produced to show that the Louw photographs constitute "com-

i, public knowledge and some of them had been published.

4. With respect to the Exemption 4 claim, no evidence has

mercial information," within the meaning of that term as it is
used in Exemption 4, or that the Louw photographs are "privileged
and confidential."”

5. The FBI has not claimed that the Louw photographs were
made available to it on the basis of a promise that they would be
kept confidential. These photographs are part of the bésic evi-
dence of Dr. King's murder. They were, and are, subject to attempts
to subpoena them at any trial in connection with Dr. King's death.

At the time they were obtained by the FBI their existence was

6. The facts indicate not that Time, Inc. made these photo-
graphs available to the FBI as a result of a promise that they be
kept confidential, but rather that Time refused to authorize the
FBI to release them to me only after the FBI itself had suggested
this. |

7. In court, by correspondence, and at a meeting in the J.
Edgar Hoover Building on March 23, 1976, I insisted that the FBI
had not given me crime scene photographs which it possessed. Ul-
timately the Bureau searched its Memphis Field Office files and
came up with many crime scene photos, including those taken by
Mr. Louw. In‘his airtel to the Direcfor of the.FBI'Qaped April 9,
1976, the SAC, Memphis stated:

The photographs taken by JOSEPH
LOUW of Life Magazine were furnished to
SA VINCENT DOHERTY on 4/18/68. These

were transported to the Bureau and the E
Bureau subsequently furnished them to the j

. . g~ o Y =, T T PR 1




. accounts of these assassinations and deprecated those who are not

" motion picture film taken by witness Abraham Zapruder. For many

' considerable wealth to buy up photographs which constitute basic

" evidence of President Kennedy's assassination when it bought the

Magazine. The Memphis Office suggests that
the Bureau without clearance of the photogra-
pher or the firm, may not desire to furnish
copies of these photographs if requested to l
WEISBERG, since they were taken by a commercial ?
photographer and furnished to the Bureau by
either the photographer or his firm. (Emphasis
added. See Attachment 4)

8. Subsequent to the "suggestion"” of the Memphis Field
Office, the FBI contacted Time and was informed that its Director
of Editorial Services, Mr. Richard Seamon, had no objections to

the photographs being viewed on request under the FOIA, "but would

object to having them removed from FBI files or copies being made."

(See Attachment 5) _ §

9. Time, Inc. has a history or publishing what is consistentf

with the official accounts of the political assassinations of

President Kennedy and Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. To a large

degree it has suppressed what is not consistent with the official

in accord with the official mythologies. It has also used its

evidence ofrthese crimes and then neither published these photo-
graphs not let others have them. At the time in question there .
were reports that officials and employees of this corporation had
intelligence-agency connections. One of the persons named in this
respect was Mr. Hédley Donovan, one of the top people in the pub-
lishing enterprise. | .7 | ' |

10. In 1963 Time-Life, Inc. purchased crucial photographic




jcopy for its work.

i

| 12. The official account of President Kennedy's assassination:

1
iis that he could not have been shot before a certain point in the {

:Zapruder film indentified as Frame 210. Frame 210 and a few framesl
before and after it are missing in the original. In its serial
reproduction of some frames of the Zapruder film, the Warren Com-
mission did not publish these missing frames or mention them. The
fact that these crucial frames are missing is not mentioned in the

Warren Report, the 26 volumes of exhibits and testimony appended to

the Report, nor in any Commission record of which I know.

13. When 8 mm. motion picture film is exposed it captures an
:image on all the film. When the processed film is projected or
duplicated, all the image around the sprocket holes by which the %
film is moved.is masked. Thus about 20 percent of the Zapruder
film at this crucial point no longer exists and was never avail-
able for the study of the Warren Commission.

3 14. After I exposed this, Life announced that it was making
copies of these frames available to the news agencies. When I was

not able to obtain a copy from any news agency, I wrote Life asking

for copies. I never received an answer.

| 15. My interestin the photographs taken by Mr. Louw is for
H .
'study, not publication. I also wish them to be preserved for the

|
istudy of other scholars.

i

z 16. In 1971, by prior arrangement with Mr. Richard Pollard
! -

“and his assistant Ms. Anne Drayton, I examined contact prints of

i

ithe photographs taken by Joseph Louw at the time of Dr. King's



_ing that these pictures could have a "second life" if the Ray ap-

peal reached a federal court.

17. Neither then nor at any subsequent time has anyone at
Time, Inc. express any interest in learning what I, from my inves-
Ntigations and knowledge, saw in the Louw pictures, nor has it ex-

fpressed any interest in learning any information that could help

i1
I
it

ﬁTime, Inc. sell those pictures it had not published and which I

fbelieved would have made the basis for a story and the further
sale or rights and c0p1es of pictures.
: ing

;I made while examining the contacts in 1971, indicates that he

l
1
fexposed 5 reels of 35 mm. film, each containing 36 exposures. The

QFBI claims to have only 107, or some 73 fewer photos.

H 19. The FBI's charge for black and white photographs is 40
icents. Time, Inc., is demanding an extortinate $10.00 for each
1

”print without any reprint rights. Even assuming there are only

’107 photographs involved, the difference in cost to me is more than
U

'$1,000.. And whatever it may assert, the $10.00 per print charge
5iwhich Time, Inc. would levy is not, from my experience, the normal

.commercial rate for such prints.

i
l
I
l
n
(
i
1

L e

18. The number/of Mr. Louw's pictures, according to the notes,

i V" HAROLD WEISBERG /

;WASHINGTON D.C.

Py Subscribed and sworn to before me this 2nd day of September,

, o MY COMIISSION EXPIRES DEC. 14, 1330
My commlission expires




ATTACHMENT 1 Weisberg Affidavit C.A. No. 75-1996

Psbruary 18, 1967

Mr. Herbert Orth
LIFE Magazine
Time-Life Building
Rockefeller Center
New York, New York

Dsar Mr. Orth:

It has besen several weeks sincs Life announced it was re-
leasing those frames of the Zspruder rilm you are quoted as saying
were insdvertently destroyed when tins original wes being processed
in your laboratory. Since then I have seen no prints of se
frames nor any news stories in Life or elsewhsare.

I should like to obtaln coples of these frames, 208 through
212 (for the Commission printed the upper half of 208 and ths lower
half of 212 as 212) end your ®elated releases. As you may bs aware,
it is I who publicized the fact that these frawes are missing in

Exhibit 885. I hope you can provide copies that show ths film be-~
tween thes sprockdt holss.

For ny own researches, I spoould like to know all the films
of the assassination and that area, still and motion, that Life has
obtained and whesthsr or not thsy ars available for examination.
Also, what frames were supplisd ths government and are slides or
prints of these or additional frames available from you for study,
not for publication I will return them in good condition on
requast.

I would like copies of all your releases on this film
for possible publication, particularly the sccount of how the
original was damsged. '

There are published references to black and white coples
made by Life. Can you confirm &nhls ana, if so, the purpose?

Sincarelw.



ATTACHMENT 2 Weisberg Affidavit C.A. No. 75-199s6

4/2%/T

MHips Annc Brayton
Photosrarhde Department
LIFE :agazine
Tino=Lite suilding

30 Rociefaller Center
Hew Yori, defs 10020,

Dear iliss Drayton,

You asied that 1 ~ive sou at leonst two days' notice in advancge of ap =aring to
aaa the pictures ir, Polluj& 80 Xinily agreed 1 uway sec,

I i1l be fn New Yoric next weri, I'll paons

Jou couday, Hay 3 to sot o time
conveniont for you, :

Agadn my taf.hm\s to you botn.

sincerely,

darold Wolsbasg



ATTACHMENT 3 Weisberg Affidavit C.A. No. 75-1996

‘,’1/( \/Tl

Dear so. “ollard,

it omorry At wae 8¢ Doy o day {or botL oU yon own sdpc Drayton sncH I me the
consaton 0l your ~aw orclurea ou tha hng sscagsslabion.

in u seuse it wa. bolh grataifyin; wid disaszeintiiie AL you cay renlisme, oy
iuteruss Zs 10T 8 news indereat, L was lookdns Jor ~tior thinga aud found soms of thidme
ine disap oinument Liea in thoir not having: whnt 4 iy oted, ouch .ore than i Ltuve
already obtained {rom other nources. Lowsver, you .o iave :Ors talngs that = _ave nob
founa slovwberes

1 preocma you have no other in.edinie inveruet in shese uz.ci:e nd. Should this
puanye, il be nup.y 1o help, as I tmnk . cale

Un¥orvunatuely, it tokee a rather extancdve investigation to real y understani these
and tle: other pictures, en inveawguilon tiv. results oi which seem not to initerest the
major soiin ana aye disagreeabls to ofricials,

1 asied tidss brarton if “ouw hsa fven you any .eno os thsse anc she replisd in
th= negatives I shoula also have asxied il 1o geve you aay ilettetoerdighta, come of which
Bight be quite intoresting,

Eepecially becaus- you baws given o =¢i 3. rintg to the FHL do L eacourngs you
%0 guard {das filn with more necurity flon your pecple did the Zupruder film. I am
aware tnat this wnsolladted advice nay seem strong: to you, but I nmake it with pemrine
aincexity ana your ana the nationsl intercut in winu, 1 continued oy lavestlgations
after somplating the book, know mush mor- than I di: awsdiy the writing, and eorrer
this auvicw.wlth avory conricence I have a rolid baciy tfor ite 1 would go fursher and
suz-emt tnat you duplicate yomr nejatives end kecp cachx scet Reparate, Ynere is sone
posadbiy significant evidentlary value in your il + onve seen in no others. 1 csnnot
t8ll you thls wih assursnos becmuse exumirailos of coniccts makes 1% iraorimite, but
3ads 1a ny belief, Iou hive =goe scanes aotb in zuy olaer fila o whioh L sm aare awl
you have people not in any other filine Asida from this, there may be other evidentiary
values, Should yon ever decids to explire this, I con ardngs you together with one of the
world's foromost and moet indepandent mnd hororambic !‘urensic pathologists who has a
cemnetant criminaliat as:oclated with bima And L cen gl'otfide theg witl; f._"pendableﬁ



ATTACHMENT 4 Weisberg Affidavit C.A. No. 75-1996

F(;ize (Rev. 2-14-74) ( m 5 |
- !
|
‘,‘ ‘Q FBI :
i B bate: 4/9/76 |
{ |
'\[ransmil the following in '
(Tvpe in plaintext or code) ‘:
!
Via AIRTEL !
{Precedence) ! N
- 1
TO: DIRECTOR, FBI (44-38861) o

FROM: SAC, MEMPHIS (44-1987 Sub B)(C)

SUBJECT: MURKIN

HAROLD WEISBERG wv.

U. S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
uspbC, D. C.

CIVIL ACTION NO. 75-1996

\y

Enclosed for the Bureau under separate cover are .
the following:

Re Bureau airtel to Memphis, 3/31/76.

Item #1: 47 crime scene photographs taken by the
Memphis Police Department, 4/5/68, at and in the vicinity
of the Lorraine Motel, Memphis, Tennessee. (MEfile 44-1987-

lA"26)o

Item #2: 3 phoéggégy%s (2 color and 1 black and
white) of ERIC S. GALT, furnished to the Memphis Office by

the Los Angeles Office, 4/16/68. (MEfile 44-1937-1A-87).

I~ 0]
. Item #3: 1 photograph of JAMES EARL RAletaken
in 1966, furnished to the Memphis Office by tlté Kansas City
Office, 4/206/68, (MEfile 44-198%-~1A-124). o .

),lr.»\\\’\‘;‘\P ,
(3 Bureau (l-package)(Encs. 168FLISURE: b

’[ .

UNRECORDED COPY riLcy iy
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" -tained by the Memphis Office

o 44-1987> 1A—140)- ,@w«.

in the fall of 1967,

:'}photographs of JAMES, EARL RAY, taken in 1960 and 1

e 4t e gt oy et

ME 44-1987 Sub B.

-

Item #4 1 hoto raEh of ERIC STARVO GALT ob-
; /18/68., (MEfile 44-1937 1A=~
127).

Item #5: 1 photograph of individual purported to
be JAMES EARL RAY, taken in November, 1967, furnished to
the Memphis 0ff1ce by the Bureau in Aprll 1968, (MEfile

Item #6: 1 ghotogréph of JAMES EARL RAY, taken - ©

urnished to the Memphis Office by the
Bureau, 5/3/68. (MEflle 44-1987-1A-147). ‘

.Item #7: 1 photograph of JAMES EARL RAY and WALTER
T. RIFE, dated 3/28/55, furnished to the Memphis Office by
the Kansas City Office, 4/20/68. (MEfile 44-1987-1A-148).

Item #8 l photograph ‘of JAMES EARL. RAY, furnished

f; to thejMemphls Office by the Bureau, 4/30/68. (MEEile 464-1987-
1A=149

ITtem #9: 2 copies of artists' conception of UNSUB,
furnished the Hemghls Office by the Bureau, 4/13/68. (ME-
file 44-1987-1A~150). ‘

Item #10: 1 photographic print contalnlng three
68, fur-
nished to the Memphis Office by the Bureau on 5/8/68.° (ME-

- file 44-1987 1A-161).

" Item #11: 1 copy of photograph of JAMES EARL RAY,’
dated 9/8/66, furnished to the Memphis Office by the Kansas
City Office on-4/20/68. (MEfile 44-1987-1A-188), '

Item #12: 1 copy of artist's conception of UNSUB,
furnished to the Memphis Office by the Bureau, date mnot
listed. (MEfile 44-1987-~1a-189).

Item #13: L composxte of UNSUB, aka ERIC STARVOQ
GALT, furnished to the Memphis Office by the Bureau, date:
not listed. (MEfile 44-1987-1A~192).
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ME 44-1987_Sub B

4
Item #14: 105 photographs of crime scene taken N
at and in the vicinity of the Lorraine Motel by Life Mag- ﬁﬁ‘ .
azine photographer JOSEPH LOUW, furnished to the Memphis et ﬂﬂ
Office by the Bureau on 4/24/68. (MEfile 44-1987-1B-6). o M

[tem #15: 1 canister containing photographic neg- ¥1i.-
atives of aerial view of Lorraine Motel and vicinity, - taken ‘)
in April, 1968, by persomnnel of the U. S. Corps of Engineers.%ﬁ¢f

For the information of the Bureau, Memphis file 0

contains black and white photographs of MARTIN LUTHER KING, » - -

JR.'s body, taken on &4/4/68, at the St. Joseph Hospital and

color photographs of KING's body taken at the Office of the !.p 

State of Tennessee Medical Examiner™#, date not indicated
on photographs., It appears that the photographs taken at
the Medical Examiner's Office were taken on 4/5/68 or im-
mediately thereafter. 2

‘ The photographs taken by JOSEPH LOUW of Life Mag-
azine were furnished to SA VINCENT P. DOHERTY on 4/18/68.
These were transported to the Bureau and the Bureau subse-

., quently furnished them to the Memphis Office, none of which
' were retained at the Bureau. Memphis file indicates that

‘}kaH some of these photographs appeared in the 4/12/68 issue of

/. Life Magazine. The Memphis Office suggests that the Bureau,
Vi without clearance of the photographer or the firm, may not

qﬂ}ﬁ?ﬁ .desire to furnish copies of these photographs Z% requested

L]

(~fﬁpto WEISBERG, since they were taken by a commercial photo-

YA

a0

R

R

&ﬁ or his firm,

15Y
-

1p
AN

s" 5 grapher and furnished to the Bureau by either the photographer

In addition, the Memphis file contains a nude pho-
tograph of JAMES EARL RAY, which the Memphis Office is not
enclosing with this communication. This photograph was
taken aboard the aircraft on which he was transported from
London to Millington, Tennessee, just prior to the time he
left the aircraft to be transported to the Shelby County
Jail, Memphis, Tennessee. -

R
\

A
o F
R
i?}\t 7

oL

l

M
,"'
o

Iy F 4
]

o

Ty a2 8 XN

AT NG

e R A

A

RSN E S T S W T

-

AT

i

w el
~ew W TII LA N LA W T e T




ATTACHMENT 5 Weisberg Affidavit C.A. No. 75-1996

Fl);fl_ . e 14-78) [ )

N o~ )

- i

i

Fal I

|

Prade: 1/22/76 ! -
— i
Lransmit the fpllowing is .. —— = . e el ____.1'
: ' ) } 1 Pvpe an plamnte it or ¢ ode) " ‘

Via____ JIRTEL e N
1 (Precedvn o) T T ) 1 t,
- {AJ __________________ S L - q.‘._th---_-— E
TO: DIRECYTOR, FU3I (44-33¢61) ¥
: (ATTH: FOIPA SLCTIOM; . : ’

RECORDS MANAGUMENT DIVISINMT (SN TLEOAS WISTIAN)

(‘/A\Q._/ ADIC, LW YORK (44-1609) /

SUBJEC™:  jiURKIi; /
1u;xunﬂ1mmsnuuc VIA U.Z. /1
DLPARMILIIT OF JUSYTICL (//

’)w

Uu.s.b.¢., D.C., CIVIL
‘ ACTION UO. 75-1996

On 4/21/76, llr. RICHARD "l. SEA''0i, Lircctor of

< et bEditorial Services, Time Inc., 1271 Avenue of the Mmericas,
wew York, Uew York, 10020, Teclenhone ilumber 212-556~1857,
advised the iIYO that he has no objections to said 107 photo~
graphs of the assassination scene of "WTI LUTHEDR KINAG talken
by Photographer JOSEPH LOUW, and made available to thie FII

on 4/18/G3, being viewed on recuest under the PNIA, but would
object to having then removed from FDI files or copies being
made. :

iIr. SEAIION said that any request for conies of
the photos and/or request to have tiem talken. from FBI files,.
should be directed to him personally at the ahove address.

w® 5z (5]
S —

o
phe 3
a {
PR24 1975
- Dureau . -

1 - llew York St )

-




ATTACHMENT 6 Weisberg Affidavit C.A. No. 75-1996

MAILED 18
MAY 11 1975

Assec. Div,
Des. AD Adm. _

. . l - Mr. Mintz: : ‘ 2
: _ 1 ATTN: Mr. Blake
Jacas B sar, Esq. ' = Mr. Cochran _ %
1231 4 rant B. W, : ATTN: &‘ Kiltz ,
Washingtoq, B, C. 20024 & t
+ “FOIA - GENERAL
Dear Mr. Lasar: g v

Reference is made to the meeting of Hay S, 1976,
betwean you and your elient, Hr. Weisbery, and represeantati
of the FBI. 1In accordance with your wishes expressed at
meating, enclosed is a copy of a receipt signed Dy Special
Agent Thomas L. Wiseman for the $87 cheok for special s
fees and reproduction costs.

X3 you were adviaed at the May S, 1976, meeting,
our Memphis rield oOffice had been requasted to search their
records for Eny additional material which might be responsive

our Froedom of Information Act request dated April 15, . . ‘
5, not availadble at FBI Headquarters. At this rmooting ~ .
were shown 14 photographs of suspects in the King assassina-
n investigation; of these 14 photographs Mr. Weisberg selected =
e that he desired coples of which will be reproduced and
nished him. Also, a set of aerial view negatives of thas :
@ scens and vicinity were diaplaysd. Mxr. Welsbergy aia “f
care to recelve oopmgg negatives vi%. . 7 p?% .
. —

: Md%lmaiuy, 107 to%rnphn/./ g&'fp.ropozty of Tina, ‘-
Inpoxporated, but in possession of the PRI, wera displayed -

Hr. Weisdberg and bhe was advised that Time, Incorporated, .
had not granted authority to relsase copies of these photographs,
although they had po objection o his viewing them. Nr. Wefabery
indicated that he would be interested in obtaining coples
of 15 of these photographs and he was advissd that he would

s PR R T i Y S T4 ]
T E P P P L T e BT S T R T B e R S T D e T S S S R R A R e PSS .

have to requast these of Time, Incorporated. The reproductica



- James H, Lesar, Zaq.

In addition to the above material, ur
vas adviged that our Nemphis Field Office had

specifically requested that this material
held oontidentlnlly. One other photograph was received

from another non-rederal law snforcament organization. .
This Photograph deplcts an $ndividual taken under elrcas -
stances fmplying oriminality ana f¢e disclosure woulid be an

uwnwarranted i{nvasion of this individualr's privacy, Therefore, -

these photographas are exemptad from disclosure by the o
following subsections of Title 5, United States Code, -

(b) {7) investlgatory records conplled for law

enforcement PUrposes, the disclosure of
which woula; o

{C) oonstituts an unwarranted {nvasion of
the personal privacy of arother Person;

(D) aisclose the identity of confidentia)
source, or ¢onfidential inforaation.
furnish=d only by the confidentia)
m.o . .

of James Rarl Ray was being witheld because {ts disclosure . -
wvould be an unwarranted invasion of his privacy, ana thus
exempted from disclosure by the following subzection of

Title 3, Uniteda Statss Code, Beotion 552;

M) (7 invastigatory recoxrds compiled for law

' snforcement purposes, the disclosure of
which wonld:

{C) constitute an aniafrante& Invasion of
the personal privacy of anothar pexson,

.
e LY —




The 160 Photographg ¥ou selected for rep

from a revisw ©f orine scenae Photographs during
197¢, Resting wieh representatives of
reproduction costs are forty cents
black and white pbotograph-, and three
eight ocolor phototgraphs for a total o

G. M. Kalley

Clarence M. Kellaey
Direcotor

Enclosure

1 - Assistant Attorney General
Civil pivigion v

Attention: Richargd Greenspan

ot
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James H. Lesar, Esq. . L L

NOTE: This request is currently in litigation, Unitéd‘Sta
District Court, for the District of Columbia. By letter

dated 4-15-75, requester asked for certain material regarding‘;
the FBI investigation of the King assassination. By letter . o

dated June 23rd, his request was denied based on exemption
(b) (7) (A) of the FOIA {interference of the enforcement

procedures). This exemption was supported by the Civid ..
Rights Division of the Department of Justice, since S

James Earl Ray has an appeal pending before the Circuit'Coﬁrt4¥%¥

of Appeals in Cincinnati. By letter dated December 1, 197S,.
the Deputy Attorney General advised the requester that his
request would be honored in full. By letter dated 12-2-75,
requester was furnished information from our Central files : -
in accordance with the Deputy Attorney General's letter of
12-1-75. 1In order mot to accumulate unnecessary expense to

RV

the requester, the approximately 200 pictures of crime scene e

material located in central records were not reproduced and
furnished requester with the December 2, 1975 release. On

March 23, 1976, requester and his attorney were shown thesa.'ﬁ;

Ehotographs and requester selected 10 photographs which
e wanted copies furnished him. During that conference

requester strongly indicated that his belief that the PBI_:”;
had additional informatiog in the scope of his request,

particularly crime scene photographs. To insure that we
completely comply with requester's request we asked Memphis
to search their files for material in its possession which
might be in the 8cope of complainant's request which the
Bureau may not possess. By airtel dated 4-9-76
furnished the photographs discussed in this letter.

-
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ATTACHMENT 7 Weisberg Affidavit C.A. No. 75-199s6

TIME & LIFE BUILDING
ROCHKEFELLER CENTER
NEW YORK 10020

FNCORPORATED JUDsSON 6-1212

EDITORIAL SERVICES

June 15, 1976

Mr. Harold Weisberg

Coq d'Or Press

Route 12

Frederick, Maryland 21701

Dear Mr. Weisberg:
Thank you for your letter of June 8.

Let me assure you that you may feel free to make an appointment to visit
the Time-Life Picture Agency to study its file of photographs and to
select for your research any of those photographs to which we hold the
copyright. Call Mrs, Hannah Bruce at (212) 556-4800 for details.

Depending upon the amount of work you require from Picture Agency
personnel, there may be a charge for their time. License fees, either
for publication or for prints made for your personal use, can be dis-
cussed when you visit the Agency.

Sincerely, '
ool
[ c ﬂ. Y U TN

Richard M. Seamon
Director



ATTACHMENT 38 Weisberg Affidavit C.A. No. 75-1996

6/v/76

Dizvetor of Jditorinl SOPVLCRS
Tm, LLCO .
Tiri el Fg <1dses

RKockafailar Comtes

bew York, N.Y.
Donr uir,

T ac o oLu.dff dn VIVIY aotion 151996 L. foderal districh cowrt in
ﬁdﬁ.ﬁm&;tm. DeCea

In s actdon Specisl Rrnt o diselan o tiw f5I has exocutod eg
alldavit dated June 2, 1976 4n widan i R certidn ropresontadons sbout yeu
and Tims axd the muctuges of thy asuassioation of lr, ~aridla Luthur King, “x',, sworn in
thds cause o0 be tho oaly pletures ol th. ucezs of tlr oyt at tac time of the orise
1a the posssesdan of thy FAL (which ewrlior swere <hat it had pone at ail), ‘

Alwhoigh thare wus no descriotic: ¢f thoso DaChures Wilth them and iy, Wisemwn
reofessod 30 Litile iciowladge ho dic not ENO¥ tas neio of e phetographar, 1 ooy These
%0 be the aictures you bought from Joe Louw,

©Xe miseren ruprescnts that you wye at cnoe <o "rodmletcr® of theae

Plotures ars “agent for the motograrhs™, " wramed, an 20 11 of his AlTidavie,

"Ille macdng cortain representatiors sbost - me ang this correspaadence kv,
¥lieocen had produced nons saud Yas doulinen Lo 20k coptes aveliobio to oy atiomay.
I $hiak sl luterasto, cupeclally “isu'c, me soived by jwoviding =e with o copy of
all &&awrmswcezzdmmm&@wwp&xmormnﬂwmm
any way rolevans 1o thiz uatter. I iave i oudac i punokbility of including thws in
the co.rt rocord in this case, ‘

I err not witnout Tamiliagity wiih Ltoerg cletinng. Lrooe shoun we Ly the FBI do
not include all of them,

lire Wiceman, bused on 3Ms COXTHL ONJEN0U, MAS SWOIn To tRo couwrd that 3£ he
il o dgedooy conies of ayy of those ;mutomﬂm...hu BUOULG CONTACT Tiialeee™

I do desaire covies, I ookt oyoall not 4o publizh thum without swdsit.; your
veralssion, My sols interest is scholarly. i do 0ot wuis the echualz or guueral
Menplis ahots. By sole interest is in w emine, in terng of wlctures thén Loans
ohly those taken from or ahowing the Lorraine notel mia tie jusediale GULsOw.din.
area, 1l.clwiing the area of the flophouse axi of tow #ea.acn of the viella's bvody,

e Tt VRT3 S " S BT e IV T R



Intapsois of nedthor Lo couatry nur yous Cupulelies Gor ulllie e wsrvel by g
0S.TE rord that Bays LLATS & alid wWelV Lu Gupioe of way ol oo sicturss at
FA hecldguorters, t.ot the nioburee i wao  wwwi af. el Jou csVe tho JAT wad I
Co know of aud can Wssoribe Otaers, s I v sonal.. toli o, disecun) and that

you grovidald these piotures wiile poldililig suy t.. 9 thom of S0y natu-we,

VAt & poescution “M‘?"‘ PN

L]

secause of tho nature of this erd3 and oy stidy 1 think you shouls slso koow
that on- o tao rem oma “r. Wilzeman :lused oo copics Do iy owz gludy is that
“thewe pnotograghe rupreseat & dafliite Jinancial acoel te Stue,®

fon »any o ccurse, draw vour own ccrelusisns froa the fact that the bl
at fir:{ gwore shat 1% tad ne oina~orane woturos ab all wnd ss of this writisg hua

WO That 33 bas ot a wogle one axo=pt those 7ou hought frem Lowd, zost of wideh
JoU havs ot seen T13 1o printe

Since-alys,

P.S. I believe you are entitled to further assurances. while I have no publicaticn
interest in thesce Hctures 1f at some time in th. future that should change, I would
axpacttopqﬂﬂulhawthuwinservicea&miaaisnomal.

N egy Lr Tl 3 mt WASAN S, SIL B, & S
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ATTACHMENT 9 Weisberg Affidavit C.A. 75-1996

June 18, 1976

Mr. Richard M. _eamon
Director, Editaorial Services
TIME Incorporated

Time & Life Building
Rockefeller Center

iHew York, ... ¥. 10020

Dear iir. Zeamon:

Your letter of June 15 is so unresponsive to wine, .0 at cross purposes with ny

clear intent and stipulates the unreasonable and unnecessary so much in a manner
inviting suspicions that ought not exist, I feel I must reply at some length and
with an initial explanation of a situation of which you may or may not be aware.

TIME is a wealthy, owerful corporation. :t has used this wealth to acquire some
of the most essential evidence in major crimes, .wo of the political assassinations
that, regaddless of what one believes of the official accountings of them, ..ave
torn this country apart. Obviously, TIME has a perfectly legitimate right and ‘
interest in acquiring whatever is of Journalistic interest to it. ..owever, in the
JFK and King assassinations, hat it has really bought and the right it has exer-
-ised in both cases is suppression.

+IME bought the Zapruder film. iIME kept anyone else from using 1t. TOYE suppressed
the financial arrangements with Zapruder, ...mitting a grossly false representation
of i1t to be made by Warren Commission counsel and to be perpetuated in the official
published records of the Commission. TIME was silent about the destruction of the
original frames that just happen to coincide with the point at which the Commission
alleges 1t-was first possible for the President to have been struck and at whibh,

in the Commission's version, .e was first struck. When I brought this to 1ight and
with that brought pressure on TIME, TIME announced it was releasing prints of these
frames for unrestricted use. :IME refused to provide me with prints when I wrote

and asked for them. ! know of no picture agency to which TIME provided copies .that
distributed any. . know and published the fact that in the AP'. files there 1s a note
on those frames that, .n effect, says, “over our dead bodies." '

eanwhile, TIME's interpretation of its journalistic interest just happened to coin=
cide with the nonpublication of those frames of the film that are in dispute and
have been for years. It coincides with official positions and preferences.

voinciding with this TIME also bought the rights to ogher evidence, some quite
improperly obtained and all used in prejudice to trugh and national interest. 11



—
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At a time when public opinion was being molded to accept the official conclusions
that 1n)fact were preconceptions, swald's “diary' was stolen. TINE, Inc., paid
54, 00. 0 to the one who delivered it and a much larger sum to Oswald'. widow.

Early in an ongoing investigation it helped limit what that investigation might-
conclude while shaping public beliefs.

Joe Louw was on assignment for Public TV when Dr. King was killed. He did not,,
hen he heard the shot, think of his assignment and any responsibilities to Public
TV. e Yrabbed his personal still camera. .t could have recorded much less and
did record much less than a movie camera could and would. But if he used the -
rnovie camera the exposed film belonged to Public TV. So he became less the re-.

porter of this great tragedy and wore the money-grubber, used his own film and
sold it to TIME.

TIME'. interest was in schmalz, ..ot fact, .n this trauma. Having the wealth with
vhich to buy Louw's film and the disposition to use only that which is without '
evidentiary value, it now claims a right to prevent meaningful study of that which
it suppresses. ..fter more than efght years TIME suppresses. '

~ut TIME shames to say this or to admit it to itself. Instead, ou insist upon
abnormal and impossible conditions for my study and refuse, quite obviously, rom
your own words, to abide by professional and commercial norms. You are determined
eitherfto prevent my scholarly study or to squeeze the last possible commercial
profit from your financial ability to claim to own the information you have
steadfastly suppressed.

.0 that your publications could meet their journalistic responsibilities, on a
number of occasions I gave copies of the rasults of countless hours of work, .ade
pictures available, irranged for and conducted interviews for TIME, Inc., .11 with-
ut any compensation. Now you want to commercialize this subject and me? Inter-
fere with my work, ' ork that for all your wealth you have avoided?

When I write and tell you I will pay normal commercial rates for prints I promise
not to publish, .hy do you pull all this fanck-, ants Philadelphia-iawyer jargon
on me about making a trip all the way to New York for no more than my letter and
your certain knowledge tells you I have already done?

The cost in fare alone is greater than the normal commeggial cost of the prints I
want to study in detail and at leisure. .esides, .f yol have copyrighted these
pictures, .ashington is much closer and they are required by law to be available
at the Libmry of Congress. '

I am in a post- hlebitic condition. I am 63 years old. I have my own work to do.
_hy should I have to spend two days just getting to see what I have already seen,
or make an examination separate from the other evidence I have collected? Wiy
should TIME want and stipulate this? What reason can TIFHE have other than sup-
pression and the pursuit of official interest for ngt selling me copies of the
prints I want at normal commercial rates?

You buy this exclusive evidence of a major crime, refuse to Pub]ish it, suppress
it and tell me, "after eight years, that for research only "license fees can be |
discussed wheh you (I) visit the (your) agency."”

Has your corporation not been througn this before, .n the Geis =:.se, .nd does it
not have judicial guidance, whether or not it has any concern for anyth1ng other

Flnrm clinPYoceYAn?
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promised to pay normal rates for prints. In ny view, if you do nét accept these

terms, . am satisfied you have violated your copyright, which requires publica-
.ion, not suppression.

;here is not now much time before this will again be in court. - therefore have
requests to make of you. _ want you to know that if there is any disagreement
with what I regard as professional, .ommercial and journalistic norm, ¢ will ask

3y1c0¥nsel to present the entire matter to the court, - iiich considers this again
uly 1.

0f those prints the FBI showed me, which are not all TIME gave the FBI, . gave
the FBI a 14st. I ask for an 8x10 glossy of each.

The FBI did not show me all these pictures. . rom prior experience I know it is
not wise to let those whose interest is in suppression and who have a record of
it know all I know. I specified to Special Agent Thomas L. Wiseman one only of
the views not shown me. .ou have a list of what you gave the FBI in the origi-
.als. The FBI has those pictures it showed me. - know and can give the frame.
identifications of what I was not shown. Iy request is for an 8x10 glossy of
each picture the FBI did not show me and my Tlawyer. ‘

.our ketter of Nay 6 td the FBI just happens to be dated the day afler I made an
issue of these matters. I was permitted to see those pictures May 5. Long before
this the government made certain representations in court. r. Uiseman made cer=
tain representations to my lawyer and me. So, : am asking TIHE, ~s it so often
asks others in its quest for information, .or a complete accounting of all of

this, including copies of all records and with the understanding these records
can be presented to the court.

This means any contemporaneous records having to do with your giving these pic-
_ures to the FBI and any restrictions tnen placed upon them. .t also means the
different kinds of prints, if any. the total number, to whom you gave them, _tc.
hether or not you believe it, the FEBEI has actually sworn to the federal court
firtt that it did not have these pictures and then that they exist only in its
emphis Field Office. Because 1 belwe you do not have personal knowledge and
because it is not my purpose to embarrass you or TIME - I have only the purposes
I have put in writing - I want you to know that 1 know TIME, Inc., ave the FBI
prints other than those displaed to me. By this I mean more than that I was not
shown all. I mean prints of another form and size. .s of now I do not want this
for my writing, .1though it is remotely possible that the future may change my
mind. I want this for presentation to the court tofwhich the FBI has already
sworn falsely on this. This is why I believe, in fairness to you, to me and to
the court, it serves all interests for the court to have a full record.

our letter of May 6 refers to a phone conwersation without=giving its date,

- saying who initiated it or whether in fact there was only that single phone con=

versation and no written or personal communication of any other kind. I am
therefore asking, gain with the understanding that it may be given to the court,
.or a complete accounting of all of this as-it relates to my FOIA request, hich
dates to April 15, 1975. I mean to include copies of any and all ltters in

this request.

You and TIME pretend dispassion in all of this.  therefore ask you.for any
..... A = idad candec of these pictures or any other evidence to



.ou had at least one stringer in Lewphis, = ny other sources. 7hose reports
to you, f which I do have knowledge, .ave values in any investigation, either
side. .ours files on this aee indicative of a large involvement of the under=
world. ‘ou printed only a very small part of this information. -id you also
provide any of this information or any other such information to either or both
sides to the end that there might be a resolution of this terrible crime? Or

is it only pictures you refuse to publish and refuse to sell that you suppress
after eight years? ‘

First the FBI, :f more than a year later, and then you apply restrictions to

me. I want you not to misunderstand my questions or their purpose. You have
imposed abnormal, unprofessional restrictions upon me. ° ask these questions

to provide TIHE with any opportunity to make a record of tbher than subservience
to those officials who can regard it with favored treatment, . practice well-
nown to be commonplace and now a matter of official admission before the

Church committee.

I am trying hard not to even appear to be slipping up on your blind side and in
fact I am not. I am being fotthright. I'l1 add to the foregoing that your cor-
porate structure has an entirely diffeeent record with nuts and selfseekers. It-
has made prints available to these types. “his, I think you should understand,
is not consistent with denying them to me or in there being no written record
between TIME and the government from the tine it made its first representations
about your desires in court on ifiarch 31 until your letter of iay 6.

JThere should be no doubt in TIME's mind about my intentions. .f I do not have

in my possession a set of prints of those pictures described above and if I do
not have what you assure me is a full record on all TIME, .nc., dealimgs with

the government on this matter with enough time to confer with my lawyer prior to
the hearing on July 1, I will ask him to make an issue before the court of all

of this, including the FBI's rignt to deny me prints and TIME's right to buy
unique evidence in major crimes and thereafter suppress it, no matter what kind
of semantics you employ to disguise what in reality is suppression.

.0 that there can be no question,on July 1, I am offering to pay you what I pay
UPI for prints not for publication and should I later decide to publish any I
will then pay what I pay UPI for the one-.i. e use. .

. close on a personal note. .ou arc a corporate giant with interests and owner-
ship in all elements of the wedia. (And 1 have given unpaid time to various of
your corporate components, .ven to TV stations as far away as Glifornia.] ' You
have a presumed interest in freedom of information and I hope a presumed interest
in freedom of access to information. .ow would you feelif, after more than 14
months, _oOu were being stonewalled by the government and it was using another pub-
tication giant to stonewall you, r if you nhad been given representations in court -
about what another had supposedly stiuplated and then found no written record for
as long agperdod as between March and June? :

My lawyer is Jim Lesar, 1231 Ath St. . W, Washington, :C 20024, '02/484-?023.
Sincerely,



ATTACHMENT 10 Weisberg Affidavit C.A. No. 75-199s6

TIME & LIFE BUILDING
ROCKETELLER CENTER
NEW YORK 10020

INCORPORATED JUDSON 6-1212

EDITORIAL SERVICES

June 25, 1976

Mr. Harold Weisberg

Coq d'Or Press

Route 12

Frederick, Maryland 21701

Dear Mr. Weisberg:

Thank you for your letter of June 18,

Let me assure you once more that Time Inc. has no desire whatsocever to
suppress any of the photographs of the Martin Luther King assassination
that it purchased from Joseph Louw. That is why I offered to let you
study any and all of those pictures here in our Picture Collection. When
I made that offer, however, 1 had no way of knowing the state of your health.
Now that you have made clear that it would be inconvenient for you to
conform to our normal rules, 1 am glad to send you contact sheets of all
the Louw photographs in our possession. [ am aware that you specifically
requested 8x10 glossies of "each picture the F.B.I. did not show me and
my lawyer." Since [ have no way of knowing what frames the F.B.I. did or
did not show you, I think it would make things easier for you to mark
your requests on the contact sheets I have enclosed. I am prepared to
waive our standard charges in your case and the only cost to you will be
a laboratory fee of $2.50 for each contact sheet and $10,00 for each

8x10 print that you order. No reproduction rights of any kind are
included--like anyone else, you will have to secure specific permission

and meet our payment schedules should you wish to reproduce any of the
photographs. : :

In the original agreement between Mr. Joseph Louw and LIFE Magazine, all
book-publication rights to his p.dctures of the King assassination were
reserved by Mr. Louw. Should you wish to use any of his pictures in a
book at some later date, you will, therefore, have to clear such use with
him. At present, Mr. Louw should be on his way to New York from Nairobi.
He has promised to get in touch with my office when he arrives. As soon



Mr. Weisberg -2~ June 25, 1976

Finally, with respect to the remaining parts of your letter, please be
aware that it is Time Inc.'s policy not to volunteer the reportorial or
other contents of its files in the private litigation of others.

Sincerely,

.l e ;'- Ly S~ L((\_k \_A-l/\
Richard M. Seamon ' o
Director

Encs.



ATTACHMENT 11 Weisberg Affidavit C.A. No. 75-199%¢

Rt. 12, Predsxiqk, Md. 21701
6/30/75

Xr. Richaxd M, Seamon, Director
Eitorial Serviees

Time, Inc.

Time & Life Hldg.

Rockafeller Ceanter

New York, N.Y. 10020

Dear Mr. Seanca,

Althpugh the returs=receipt will provids you with a reccid, I believe it ia
only fair to let you have a lotter confirming xeceipt today of the oontacts of the
Potures and zp thanks for them.

I think your oorporate intexwsta are also served by my having received them
todaye X have to leave befoxe the mail coxes tomorrow and I will then be able to
inform the court &f this questiocn comes up, as it xay.

Because this metter is befere the court as paxrt of a larger one and because
there have been representaticne mads %0 the court as part of many other representationa,
I would appreedate your préviding me with what I asked and you 4id a record of
all commurdontions between any part of yeur corporate struchire on Motures,
begluning with any restrictions imposed at the time they were givem, what was givem, and
arwmﬂddlmﬂuﬁmnhmttothh?mduofhfmﬁmmﬁm.m
a r» incensistencias I believe should be clarified, hiambomwvhnluk.

43 I belisve I informed you, I will give this 10 my lawyer a0 he can use it in court.
As the record now stands thare are inferpences I bslisve Rime would prefer not be drmwm
W me in court or in xy writing er by anyone else who uay becese interested in this
subject that ia pow of extemsive official and unofiicial inkeress.

Explicitly thare arye questions about FHEI covering up of fact abous thia terridle
crime and abous its compliance with FOIi. One inference that can dbe alindinated by a
straightfosward respotiss from your recoxds is that of Tinme's complicity with the FEI ‘
in sither the covering up exr the stonewalling under tha lavw that ahould be apparent wheh
I tsdl you that as the oours recowd will ahow, this FOIA request is now in its 14th
mﬁﬁmwmuﬁmmmmmwtwuw.u
wiich Time was mede part,

m'-mmuu.mmnstwmtuozmwmumttou ,
bocauses I have no intention of yipping you off and if I should later want to publish any
ofthe;ﬁ.cturuyoualoctodnot’colwillmmyou. But after telling me tha$ you ave
“oun's agens you mew %ell me that I will "have to clear such use with hin,"® It is wy
anderstanding that thds is tHe xols of the agent and the reesom one has an agent.

-



ATTACHMENT 12 Weisberg Affidavit C.A. No. 75-199s6

TIME & LIFE BUILDING
ROCKEFELLER CENTER

NEW YORK 10020
INCORPORATED

JUDsoN 6-1212

EDITORIAL SERVICES

July 6, 1976 .

Mr. Harcold Weisberg
Coq d'0Or Press
Route 12

Frederick, Maryland 21701

Dear Mr. Weisberg:
Thank you for your letter of June 30.

I am afraid we must decline your suggestion that we authorize
Mr., Thomas Wiseman to make prints of the Louw photographs for
you. As I indicated to you in my letter of June 25th, we

shall make whatever prints you desire at the prices indicated
therein,

I shall wait to hear from you in this regard.
Sincerely,

'{gtikﬂvcé( Z‘ )

Richard M. Se
Director




ATTACHMENT 13 Weisberg Affidavit C.A. No. 75-1996

HEe ‘radarﬁ.d‘. #de 21701
7/J

Xr. Richerd Seemon, Durector
Edjtoxrial Services, ‘mm.lnn.
Time & Life Sldg,.,
Bookafallor Camter

dow Tork, H.X. 10030

MW.S&.

Your Yuly 6 respoase to zy June 30 lotter is explicit in insis¥lag on your right
%0 cosmarcialise ansassinieioss (your corporute publications have uscd the wosd
“goavengara” %o be thoee who could not if they would) and vodd om a queation atous

which you now leave me no ohoiosd whether or not you are i £moh acting as au ageacy of
the government in vholating the Freedom o {nformation Aat.

lour charge for prinss is cutrsgecus, abous five $iode sotual ocoss. And for
Howmres 1 vas Lirst denisd entively.

1 asiced you for the correspoadence record betwoun you wnd the FEI on thise 4a
13 exiats in the recoxds of the court there is no ocomusdlcation £yea you uniil the day
mxmmmmmmwwmxrmtwmqmmwu.
1975, The end of liovember 18 was £1led in court. Begincing February 11 we raised the
subject in gemsral, not entiondng your corporate uase uniil afier the goverument did,
Itthmmhdmttbzowmctmsmtmmlymitmdtbesmcftho
crize, which 1s ae false as i} is surpriaing. Mhis, of oourse, afber inedsting 1t had
Sioka, whlch the Judge did no% belisve, aithur. Thay stonowslled tids from Feluuary 41
untll Hay 5, regressniing that you had wriitsn and instIuobed them BOt to 19t e see
the plotuve at all. They alse clala you only louned the pictuses to the r'il, whiok has
M&m%%‘fnmt&d@tmmﬁoﬂtwwm

nmmmzmmtnwwzmmmmuxmm
memmqmmtammlmtﬂﬂmthtmvucwh
I you wens a ocourt recoxrd $o show $hat you front for the FEI in 41is offorts to violade .
e law soaoted ohlefly for corporations lice yours in publizking and in its supcression
of the smue evidenos you aleo Just happunod %0 supyress to thds day, I will belp all X
mxun:wwmatowwnmmmmmnummamwmn
you rwdupxl repeated requesis 90 peowmit the record %0 be oleay,

. ﬂmmthsﬂﬁmmwmmuwubmw
of what could have evidentiary valwe in a orine of this magnitude, I1'll do xy bests to
aocomodale you.

Jumm.tmmofmmammmmmwma
a8 cocuissicn by Fpblio TV. Be repadd then with the initial commercialisaticn, not using
his 507vis camera, which would have captured uuch morw aund cuch fasters. I he had his
mnmmg&mthamwvoffumo“t&mmmﬁnmmAfm

____________ D T Y I TS, A W, LT . P I WY . . T
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Qum one oocasion I travaliod a? least wox.uwwuoﬁwiuithmuofym
olitors an antize day. I saked uotaing +or Gidse i was uot oifared oven tLy coad of trawel.
Imfwmtm'dwsmtalpoduithWImmm. Your editor
a0d his assdstaat! were not, ’

mommyowp@ommm&uwﬁmwmnh;nm%'
workio, days L

Immwmdmuoﬁnndmtl"lomd'w.mwm
It waun't oven vtamed $o mel ‘ ,

Immmxhﬂm‘:&mm.hm»mmmmw
n.YouoaldmtIholpdutb.Ibannomteuumoi‘aallugmcmlmm.
wmmmmummmammmmmnw-mu'm
mwuamx’amwmtmhmmmmﬁm ‘ :

Innmémthtthommwfmmthaidmﬁnaﬂmof&ouh
um..mm.amzwmnmxmdmxmm

mm:mmmummu«»mmmom.mmym'
%0 2aks negatives. ' .

w.mmummmmmmwnmm '
dntdlﬂhm&iahthnt&mmm&m\ﬂumﬁnmmmmw



ATTACHMENT 14 Weisberg Affidavit C.A. No. 75-1996

Rg, 12, Frederick, d. 21701
7/14/76

#re R.ile Seamon
Tire fagazine
Tine-bife 5ldg.
Rockefellsr Center
WiC, WY 10020

Deay #Ar. Seaoon,

Tou appear a little reluctant to make a couplete and accurate court record
in the matter of our recent correspondence, your corporate structure, the use of
its wealth to buy and suppress unique vital evidence in the political assassinations
and subsequent eiforts to cozmercialize.

Today's mail iancluded the return of some of the files I'd forgotten I'd
lcened out.

I'd also forgotten your corporate silence prior to this in the “ing assas-
singtion and, I regret,that this had become a matter of court record in Hemphis. I
ghould not have forgotten the last,

One of the returned records is AP's wire copy slugged "Ray 280," date
"O7-25~-74 16:15edt."

The opening paragraph of the lead reads:

"James Earl Ray's attorneys have asked s federal judge in Memphis to order
ifs Magazine and a fouston,Tex., attorney to produce photographs of the John Kend
nedy assassination, court documents showed Thuesday.®

Toward the bottom,"'Ray has stated that about Feb. 3,1969, Foreman asked him to
identify photographs of sore men in Dealey Plaza,' Lesar said in ths brief, 'As best
gy recalls, Foreman had some deal cooked up with Life sagazine about these photo=
zraphs,' the brief said...”

T
ES)
ke

Foreman did testify to this in a deposition. e did not apvear at the hearing,
Hy first information on this came from Yames Earl Ray, who had been promised a large
sun of money if he made an “identification” of these vlctures orptions on which you held.
.The newspaper tiat owned them did not have lzfts-toe-rights. "y source is the managing
editor. I had to check them out because those pictures you tried to exploit are gerhaps
the largest sinzle disinformation overation in the story of the JFX assassination.

Earlier I was involved in this but in an entirely different way and for entirely
different purposes. 4 sketch of a suspect in the aing killing, attributed to the FSI,
had be=n published. The resemblance of this sketch to one man in trose pictures is re-
markable. The sketéh having been attributed to the FBI in April, 1968, I provided, without
charon. on~ins of the aketeh and that picture o nthers. incliudines AP and the #31. which



ATTACHMENT 15 Weisberg Affidavit C.A. No. 75-199s

T TIME & LIFE BUILDING
y-—4 ROCKEFELLER CENTER

) Ay NEW YORK 10020

INCORPORATED JUDSON 81212

s

EDITORIAL SERVICES

] .

- July 20, 1976

4

j Mr. Harold Weisberg

ﬁH Coq d'Or Press

H Route 12

i Frederick, Maryland 21701

s Dear Mr. Weisberg:

N

if We have received your letters of July 9 and July 14,

g Mr. Seamon is presently on vacation and will not be

- back in the office until early August. 1 will bring

i your letters to his attention as soon as he returns.

Sincerely,

. , N \'\ / “, ’
R £ R ,/) . /// 'v/“: Sl azet

Mary J.LMcGonegal

Secretary to R. Seamon

Cern e g BB e e LR R PR




ATTACHMENT 16 Weisberg Affidavit C.A. No. 75-1996

Rbc ’2, -C"'edemh&’ :‘-do 9.1701
7/23/76

1S, dary Hcbonegal, Seocretary
Bditorial Sarvices, Time Inc,
Tinme & Life dldg.,
Rockefalier Centor
Yoy York, N.Y. 10020
Dear Mz, YMcGonewsal,
This ac.mioWkedges recelpnt ol your lotier of the 20th. ;t came today,

I'm sovry 7ou 2124 not let nme imow whesaer sre Soaucn rucelved my lstters of
7/9 and 14 befors leaving on vocatica.

IZ he 244 I’:i not texe the time to write now. I'd just lot *hisz work dits way
out 1z court, 17 it now couss up there azain, as it well noy,

in u.., aosence, if ths question comes up, you shonld know that in first denying it
had the “ouw or any other pictures of the scene the government's untruthfulness was
not accidentals in Aeay:..w me copies of the pictures it represented this was at Tize's
requsst going back o 10633 yet when we asked for what *ire wrote it the sovernment
praduced only a aingls letter, dated afier In was permitted to see the victures,

I believe I sug ested to ®r, Seancn +hat copiss of the correspondeace for the
courv’s records would establish that Time is no% acting as an adiunect of supsresaive

vernmens il thers is such corresrondence. In the absence of any written record %hs
inisrence ig aprarent

L did raise questions about excessive charges for non~use oi pictures and that the

F3I, not I, has a list of the few I want to study. I would hope that in a corporation as
large as Time an answer to this, to Mr. Wiseman at the F3I, carbon to me, would not heve
oO adait Fr. Seamon's return from vacation and his catching up with its accmnu_.at:,ox:.
“uis matter is currently before afederal court, if my lawyer is willing I have no

cioice but to press this at the next hearing the date for which has not been set pending
goverrnment response to what 4 believe is called a Hoiion %o %o Comply and a verbal order
frop the “ourt on i%,

Hy lawyer will be leaving the country about the time Mr, Seamon will be back, Ry
lawyer will not return until mid-September.

If is should become necessary for me to do anything when I casnot consult with
him and it relates to these pictures and what they represen: in this FOIA suit I
telisve stronzly enough in the principlas involvsd to press them as best I may be
aola toe I would like someone in authority a*t Time to be aware of this and that as I
am uanappy about the situation it has created I am also unhapny about any need to make
an isaue that reed not and shonld not exist,



ATTACHMENT 17 Weisberg Affidavit C.A. No. 75-199s¢

84 Tom Viseaen 8/1/716
FOIA/PA Unis
FAX

Yaahington, DeCe
Dear Tome

whom I wemt over the “oe bows plotuces Tisa,lnc. Pught from ks I selected thoae
of wiich I aaced for copies you refused. You kept & record of them. You told me %o
muumumzmu»umusmt,nmmmmm
shows, thay semt »e contacis.

I had offered to pay noxmal couaercial rates, guve writhen asasurances that I de
mtmwmammmmmmuwmummp
mmwwu:xpmmmnuwxmwmumm.m
hannotmoaptud-vm“tmﬁiththabomt,wm
Bureai, leaving this recoxds they did not write uni ask that & not be giwea printa
uatil the day afber you refused them.

mmu,dﬁtﬁnimﬁmyﬁ. 1% baa already cost me much tine and the
mhdﬂmlﬂtw.mditmwmrtb-m.lthnbnrdmdtho
Comuthutmd.&ndvithoutacmmlingthatlmtlsd.llnotmptthari@t
amwmhuwwwwwmnmmmw
ntoth.d.mtpa‘dthMﬁtaoh.xmﬂmt‘tmtummﬁm.h
Wan&WWMMummdmm

hmmmmmmﬂﬁmnp‘mtﬂwmmthn
Jim repeatal the request for the relavant corrsspordcnos and $hat you have not peo-
vided it. (Ne is currently recovariay from a weskening infection and facing close
¢endlines.) I have & special, sxtra reason for wanting a writtem record of the
M.Iu»bduaﬁtmtbmﬂhawbmswulhsnm
nnmium-,xnmuummtmmmhmprmmmw ‘
mwmmmuthmtTmmmmnmmm
smippreseiag what is eabarrsssing. ~

Imalmmﬁngnvmmﬁtw&xﬁ@m:ofcwhoftbmmetvhmh'

mununﬂ.lmmmimmhmwmntmmﬂlunwrm,
1 know the sest,

Yon_h-nnlhp‘thmuagomtntbwtw.lmwwm!.

mm”mxm#mmwmmwdnmmhww
Ky wrdstom requess is withous response, even scknowledgweends I know and intend %o
m&t,thmmwmmw.wdmmlmtw
nunbers is to sstadbliah tiis and who knowa 1t. another ia %0 aystematize ny filss
and minplifly correspondence, widah would certainly cut down en the wasied work in~
a&mmmm:amamnbwofmmmtmolwmﬁumd
mmtmﬂnmhﬁmwmgmtwtlm”uwhm

D Y Y =

53
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TIME & LIFE BUILDING
ROCKEFELLER CENTER
NEW YORK 10020

INCORPORATED (212) JUus-1212

LEGAL DEPARTMENT

August 11, 1976

Dear Mr. Weisberg:

Your letters of July 9 and 14 to Mr. Richard Seamon

and of July 23 to Ms. Mary Jane McGonegal have been referred
to me.

I would like to reaffirm in this letter the offers
that have been made to you regarding the making of prints of
the Joseph Luow photographs which form the subject of your
correspondence. You have already been provided with contact
prints of the Luow photographs so that you may select those
frames which you desire to have printed for you. By indicat-
ing those frames to us, and making a payment of $10.00 per
print, you will be supplied with an 8 x 10 print of each of
your selections. No reproduction rights of any kind are pur-
chased with the $10.00-per-print fee.

Please be aware that the standard procedure for a
customer purchasing prints from the Time-Life Picture Agency
is to come to the Agency's offices and make selections here.
Time Inc. has already departed from its normal business prac-
tice by sending you contact prints for your selections. As
Mr. Seamon indicated to you in his letter of July 6, we must
decline your request that we authorize the FBI to make prints
for you. This latter step would amount to a complete abandon-
ment of standard business procedure.

Finally, I shall reiterate Seamon's advice to you
that Time Inc.'s policy is not to volunteer the contents of
its files to parties engaged in private litigation.

Sincerely yours,

H’ﬂ&\ﬁ’(/b\ 'dW/(AMSf‘r\—-
Harry M.'Johnsto



ATTACHMENT 19

Weisberg Affidavit C.A. No. 75-1996

¥r, Barry M. Sobnsten,Editorial Counsel Rt. 12, Frederici, Md. 21701

Tima & Life Bldgey .- . . '

Rocksfeller Center s o e S en

Now Yozk, N.¥o 10020 & =70 oo wmowmm s o,

Dear Hr. Jolmetem, . - .. ., . o T e e ATSARY DL s
Aside from the fact that your-letter.of the 11th does not represent "standsrd "
business procedure” in general or im your corporate practise and to my knowledge’ -2
it is belpful in asserting the right of a weslthy porporsﬁon to buy up unlquse
evidenoe in a major crime, suppressEx that evidence indsfinﬁnm& then ComReT= -«
cialise R8s o lue. Lo ., R T S L -

Ly FRE
LI § Ty

|12 1o further helpful in that you refuse %o make any changs in the record that ™™
shows clearly you act as-an adjunck of the FBEL in this entire matter. T e

¥hile -1 strongly dispute.ths relevance of what you describe as tgtandard pro=
cedure” 1t is in fact net standard procedure. There is no “gtandaxd procedure® more”
certain to preclude commercial sals,. Tyme,Ince has regularly madg prints available to"’
others of whom I mow. But in this cese I did go-all the way to Hew York and I was —*
with some vehemence denied copies of any of this plotures under dny circumstances and
atanypnoo..lvmnotallouedtoviwasingla decent print. I was shown a set of
contacts-cnlye I can prove this in a number of ways because I then had a differemt ..
interest than I now do. Then I was James Barl Ray's investigator seeking to prepare -
for-a habeas corpus effort. Tours ia the only agency that rsfused me prints, Decause:.
of the role in which X then was the lawyer who happens %o be counsel for me in: this
present case,. whici-is my own and not that of Jsmes Earl Ray and i3 for other-purposes,
hasadate&oopyofmyreportofnvvisittoyourofﬁcas. He is not the only lawye
to whom I then reported and 1 have my own notes made- in your offices.. . .

.

This, of -course, makes Time,Inc, even mors of an adjunct of the FEIand in this.
specific case pars of wt_;at nmfbeyomlany reasonable question is a cover-up of the B,

It cosk me much ‘more,. in 1971, ta go to your offices and-be refused copies:of these

jdentical miotures you now offer at extortionats rates than buying an entire set a¥.iir

e

I maicing the-ldnd:of study I nske were possille from contacts I'A;fai*g'ét“tm‘s‘j??’f;
entire matter., But my interest 1s-not 1n schmalz. ¢ is in eviame.;'fhis{rqud.:es the
study of the minutest dstall, not- possible from ied contacts. A

1 digress to put thds in context for you, from & recent experience with other pictures
I was able to obtain years-ago. 1t was necessary to-put some of these in evidence in 1974,
in Memphis. I now need them for my present study. When I.had to go to New York for another
purposs this past March I went to that agency and 1ol its files abound in pictures of a
gmiling Percy Fog#,.duens of copies of a single printsj and in other domens of a ™"
single print of .
Westminster Abbey, there is no longer a single prin or a negative remaining of any of.

.



n

the clerk of the appeals cour’ would or did lie -~ how many guesses do you neeé in
limiting those who can interfere with and intercevt mail? Have you a better candidate
than one of the present "partiss engaged in private litigation?"

Lot me sleye upm your use of tie word"private." Are you not saying in another way
thatyouminthisandha“bednanad;unctoftham, which is a defendmnt in $his
present "private litigation?" You were a partisan in the earlier litiagtion in refusing
to a defendant what you "volunteered™ to the FBI, which thersupen suppresdad thmand
ﬁammmemnpmemummuemmwmdm.-

Slmlhnloualymdidmkaaneffoﬂmezploitthﬁdsfendmtagainathiam
intaresibytxy:ngtogatmtoaddvaluatopic‘hnuymdidmtombutonuhichm
didhaveanapﬁcn.mlhatyoumtadmi’alaoyonwerebythatactalsointer-
Jecting yourselves into that litdgation. This is a matter of com-trecordinw
in the éepoaiﬂmofhrow?m, through.whnm youmdsths efforte -

If one were to ascribe motive to your posd.tinn, the moat obvious is that writing
only in suppir¥ of the official account of this terrible crime Time,Inc., wrote contrary
to evidence it had purchased and suppressed and now, because in its commercial operations
itismdmmomdalmitmnﬂmstomwummmofm
forthnefavorsfrcnofﬁchldmat

There really ia no queaﬁ.on your intar.)ecting yourself into private litigaﬁ.an. There
is, very much, a question of whether or not you have acted as an arm in the FEI in this
matter.. Under the processes of the Cpurt the FEL has prodiced.only cne lotter from Time
asking that 1 be denied copies of tiese pictures, That letter is dated gfter the FBL
refused me copies and that FEI refusal was afier govermment cpummel made this represe-
entation in opea court.

There is also no question of this because on your own you intar,jscted yourself inte
this matter at the request of the FEI, If this were not true you would have no probleam
yroviding copies of prier correspondence,.

Trig is nistory in-an Orwellian repetition. You dtd the- same tring in the JFK °
assasaination with the Zapruder film and thereby beéar a major share of. the. rasponad.bility
Tor a great and lingering national trauma. ¥hen as a result of my exposure you were
embarrassed you mede a big deal of "releasing” the missing frames and thereupon refused
to release them, My request for them is after a deeade without responges And in 3 decade
thers has been no complaing abcn’emypmnshingthohﬂtaﬂanattachedtothe fewym
did led geb- into- comercial hands, - I% says- "ovar our dead- bodies. e

Not that thess are tha only m.ssiﬂg frames or that those you relaased. after destroying
the originals are complete copies of the originals because they are not and can never be. g
HBaving purchased and exsrcised the right to suppress you then destroyed what cannot be
replaced,-And this with some of the "best evidence” relating to the murder of a Premt!

Iy counsel is now ou* of The counixrys. When he returns I W11 Q.ve him this exchange
I will, of course, do aa bhe recommends, But I will recommend to him that he maks an issue
of this berore tre Court. L% is just to foreizn to a great tradition &oing back to Zenger,
Paine and Jefferson., 1% is alsa, as I see it, a commercial subversion of the meaning of
a Iine and democraitlc law, one valusble in glving viability to representative soclety.

My interest in these pictures is restricted to scholarly study. I have given you
written assursnes that I will nnot roproduce any without first veving vou the zoing Crande



