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Synopsis:

/ © July 23, 1969
CIVIL RIGHTS DIVISION }/

/4'5345,5//1/&7/&;(/ or /‘747’4/& & TIFER /6«,7 /

- JAMES EARL RAY;
" DR, MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR., - VICTIN

CIVIL RIGHTS - CONSPIRACY
UNLAWFUL FLIGKT TO AVOID CONFIN!RENT 'ROBBERY

Donald A. Flynn ’ 7-<16-69
Mobile

XXX(G) TEIM:jimv

On 7-~14-69, Raymond Polacco advised he has no knowledge of ‘the
Martin Luther King, Jr., assassination other than that as
received -‘through news media. Polacco believed that the allega-
‘tion regarding his participation in this murder was instituted
anonymously by Johnnie Ernest Griffin, brother-in-law of the
sister of his (Polacco's) former paramour, No evidence found
which indicates Polacco involved in assassination,

- RUC ~ ‘
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FD-ZS3(R¢V 12-19-67) U

-FEDERAI®BUREAU OF INVQSTIGAT[ON

*

REPORTING OFFICE OFFICE OF ORIGIN OATE uévzsrchrsva PERIOD
NOBILE 7 MEMPHIS 7/16/69 7/1-7/14/69
TITLE OF CASE REPORY MADE BY ‘ YYPED BY
SA DONALD A, FLYNN /tdr
JAMES EARL RAY, aka; - ;

DR. MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR, - |CHARACTEROF CASE
VICTIM CR - CONSPIRACY
UFAC - ROBBERY

REFERENCE: Dallas airtel to Bureaw, 3/19/69;
Atlanta let to Bureau, 5/27/69.

- .

-~ RUC -
ENCILOSURE :

Enclosed for the Memphis Division is one copy of Atlanta
letter to Director, 5/27/69, enclosing LHM, 3/11/69, at Atlanta,
and LHM, 3/19/69, at Dallas captioned "Anonymous Accusation
Alleging Participation’ of Raymond Polacco in Assassination of

\ Martin Luther King, Jr."

T ACCOMPLlSRMENTS C!.AIMED____,*KX}NONE . . lacquit-

- CASE HAS BEEN:
convic |auro.] FGE, FINES sAvmcs recoveries | TALS

'PENDING OVER ONE YEAR [Dves [{Ono
PENDING PROSECUTION
OVER SIX MONTHS Cives Qno

DamemovEn .. = i enamcE . DO NOT WRITE IN SPACES BELOW

T COPIES MADE;
i

1O - Bureau (44-38861)
1 - USA, Montﬁomer

1 - Atlanta g 4 2386%21:11‘0 )

2 - Memphis (44-1987)(Encl. 1)
1 - Mobile (157-2627

Disseminorﬁon Record of Attached Report Notations
Agency
Request Recd, -
Date Fwd,
How Fwd.
Byx
A% ’ CPO 11968 O~ 209-885
COVER PAGE
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/ July 23, 1969
CIVIL RIGHTS DIVISION I :

ASSASSINATION OF MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR,

XXX (G) EMM:ijav

Enclosed is a petition filed on behalf of James Earl Ray
in the District Court of the United States, Wdstern District
of Tennessee. ‘
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7/19/69

AIRTEL

T0:  DIRECTOR, FBI
FROM: BSAC, MEMPHIS (44-1987) (P)

MURKIN
CR

Submitted herewith for the information of the Bureau
and completion of its file are 2 copies of & petition filed
on behalf of JAMES EARL RAY in the District Court of the
United States, Western District of Tennessee, This petition
was filed in District Court on Friday, July 18, 1969, The
petition is & civil action and charges that PERCY FOREMAN,
ARTHUR J, HANES, and WILLIAM BRADFORD HUIE conspired to make
money on this case,

- Bureau (Enc-2)
- Memphis

RGJ/acp
4)
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE UNITED STATES
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF TENNESSEE
MEMPHIS DIVISION

JAMES EARL RAY,

Resident of Tennessee; Legal NO. -
resident of or domicile in
Illinois, .

Petitioner
vsS.

PERCY FOREMAN, Resident of Texas, .
WILLXIAM BRADFORD HUXE, resi-
dent of Alabama, and ARTHUR
J. HANES, resident of Alabama

»m v o @ v B W W»

Defendants
" PETITION
Your éetitioner would xespectfully show the Court:
That this cause is subject to federal jurisdiction, in
that there is a diversity of citizenship (see caption) and that
the subject matter of this suit is in excess of $10,000; énd also

- that the defendants enterxed into a conspiracy to violate your re-

titioner's civil rights and that subsequent to the overt acts stated
below, that they did in fact by fraudulent use of the Court process
and other matters sféted below violate his civil rights; said

violation in direct contravention of the rights as protected by
42 U.S.C. 1985. Defepdants acted in such a manner as to make a

farce and mockery of justice and completely denied the petitioner

of his constitutional right to effective counsel.

That he is presently in the Tennessee Statc Peniten-
tiary at Nashville serving time under a sentence of 99 years‘im-
posed by the Criminal Court of Shelby County, Tennessee, the
Honorxable Judge Preston Battle (now deceased) then presiding.

That he-was imposed upon by the respondents in the
-following manner: Petitioner first consulted with Arthur J. Hanes,
an attorney at law in the State of Alabama, and that they reached
a tentative cgreement for the said Hones to defend him on a charge

of murder. The petitionerxr chaiges‘that he was before and at ail

ROBERY W, HILL, IR, - ’
418 PIONCER PYILOING ’ .
CHATPANOOOA, ’
tenNESSEC 37402 ) - .
'_(‘.6'5'?5"09'! ;
1

-
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tines sin@e in jail without bail and under every restrictive se-
curity. Petitioner would show that after the original meeting with
Hanes that he and Hanes started a line of discussion relative to
Hanes' fee and expenses. “

That Hanes revealed to the petitioner that he had been
approached by the respondent, Huie, and that Huie would be willing
to pay large sums of money for the exclusive rights to the stoxy
of your petitioner's life, including any and all facts surrounding
the petitioner's alleged involvement in the slaying of Martin Lutherx
King (whom petitioner at that time stood charxged with murdexing).
After being assured by Mrx. Hanes that his rights pending the hemi-
cide case would not be prejudiced or imperiled, the petitioner
entered into a contract with respondent Hanes and with respondent
Huie (a copy of which, togethexr with other material contracts and
correspondence, is attached to the original petition.

Your petitioner néw realizes and so charges that the
original and all subsequent contracts were not in any way for the
petitionexr's benefit; noxr were they ever so intended to be. On the
contrary, it is charged that respondent Hanes entered into collu-
sion with respondent Huie, each having the specific intent to
exploit your petitioner's plight to theixr own monetary benefit.
Your petitioner was under extreme emotional and mental stress,
whereby he was made more susceptible to the urgings of the attoracy
who was ailegedly acting in his behalf. Respondent Hanes realized
that your petitioner was a stranger to the tangles of the law, and
therefore proceeded to "take him in."

-Your petitioner would show that he at all times depended
|{wholly upon the advice of Mr. Hanes until such time as Pexcy Fore-
ran, the lawyer froﬁ the Texas Bax, entered into the case. At
this point in time, the petitioner released Mrx. Hanes and depended
fully upon the ;dvice of said Percy Foreman.

Your petitionexr would show that he initiglly entered
into a contract with Mr. Hanes, but that through an amendatory a-

greement induced by Mr. Percy Foreman, he signed a contract by

.
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virtue of which Mr. Hanes was released upon the promise to be paid
some '$35,000 by Mr. Huie. Under the émendatory contract, Mr. Fore-
Iman was to receive ‘all xights formeri} to have been Mr. Hanes'.
However, Mr. Foreman was to receive further rights in regard to
exclusive stories, motion picture contracts, re-run contracts,
television rights, etc. In other woxds, Mr. Percy Foreman was to
receive everything which might otherxwise have been the property'oé
James Earl Ray, in return for defending James Earl Ray.

The petitioner believes that the defendant Foxeman has
some sof; of power of attorney so that on the face of said po&er
of attorney, Foreman, if not restrained, will in all probability
further act in the name of the petitioner to the petitioner's
detriment in these ‘and other matters.

Your petitioner was not versed in the laﬁ relative to
contracts in general ox, moxe specifically,contracts between
attorney and client. Nor was he sufficiently knowledgeable or in-
formed about the peril of his course, as made obvious by the fact
that said agreenments could and would adversely affect the defense
in his criminal case.

Petitioner charges that the respondent Forxeman advised
then cajoled, then pressured him into pleading guilty to the afore-
mentioned charge of murder in the first degree. Aﬁong other things
the said Foreman told him that this course was the only way to save
petitioner's life - all of this in spite of the fact that petitionc
had at all times protested his innocence to Mr. Foreman.

‘ Petitioner now believes and charges that neither respon
dents ever intended for him to have a fair trial and testify in hig
own behalf, as this would then make the facts and testimony public
propexrty and no one would or could have exclusive rights in the

matter. ..

, o

Petitiéner charges that Foreman infoxrmed ﬁim that the
only way to raise enough money to pay his fee was to sign ovex such
rights as he had. Petitioner at this time had full faith in his
attorney: and acted strictly in accordance with his attorney's .ad-
vice. He did not know that such ‘acts actually p;ejediced his riéh:

in the criminal case and caused to arise a serxrious conflict of

interest*which rendered it irnoenible for Mr. Foreman to well ar”

2025 RELEASE UNDER E.O. 14176
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truly represent him. There was no way for the petitioner to know |

that Mr. Foreman had, in fact, positioned himself in such a mannex

Tk,

as to have a strong monetary interest in having his client found
quilty and se§tenced to a 99 year term for a crime which he did not
commit. Mr. Foreman did not tell the petitioner, nor did the pe- .
ti%ioner know, that there have been no executions in this state
within the past decade and that the "bargaining" for the-99 yeaxr
sentence could have easily been done by almost any student fresh

out of law school. No ability, experience, or exhaustive research

-

would be necessary to obtain the said results, particularly in vies
of the fact that petitioner at all times prior thereto proclaimed
his innocence. )

Petitioner would further show that the presiding judge,

Judge Preston Battle, in an effort to keep down unnecessary pub-

licity had enjoined all parties, including the attorneys, from re;
leasing to the Press any statements relating to the petitioner and/
or his case. That in spite of this injunction, respondent Foreman
released statements to the co-respondent Huie, said statements
purported to be from this petitioner. That such statements, even
when and if the same ‘were made by tﬁé petitioner, were statements
of a confidential nature and privileged between client and attorney.r
Petitioner charges that there‘has since appeared in a

national magazine an article in which Huie sets forth certain

statements purportedly made by the petitioner. Even if such state

g —

ments were true, which petitionexr denies, they could only have bee
based upon statements made to his lawyer, therefore bringing them

undexr the rule of privilege ketween attorney and client.

W

Finally, petitioner charges that not only does the abov
conduct violate thé}relationship of attorney ané client, but also
yiolates Canon No. 6 of the professional ethics set forth by the
American Bar Association and which have been adopted by the State.
Petitionex averé that the relationship of attorney and client
existed at all times whenever he talked with ady of his lawyers,

but that he was never told, nor did his lawyer explain to hinr, the
'
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true monetaxy aspects of the case or tha? the reception of such
money undex the conditions of the contract hereto attached would
inmperil betitioner's rights in the homicide case and violate the
mandates of the Honorable Judge Preston Battle, now deceased.

From what he has now learned and believes, petitioner
charges that his final attorney, Mr. Percy Foreman, was the agent
of the co-respondent William B. Huie and was in fact looking out
for his own (Foreman's) and his principal's (Huie) monetary in-
texests, rather than the rights of this petitioner. )

The action of the defendants as related above proves n
only fraudulent breach of all agreemeﬁts with petitioner, but als

among civil offenses, shows that the deféndants‘gntered into a con

spiracy to violate petitioner's civil rights, said conspiracy be-

_ginning prior -to the original trial and continuing up to and until

the present and even into the future. Petitioner would show that
unless directly restrained by this Court, they will further so
prejudice the rights guaranteed the petitioner by the Constitution
of the United States, of Federal Statute (22-1985), and State law.

Petitioner would show in corroboration of his belief ar
charge that Percy Foreman, who was allegedly représentipg him, co-
exced your petitioner into signing. some sort of petition for waiv
and other unlawful and unconstitutional petitions attached to this
petition. Among'those rights which respondent Foreman attempted
to coerce your petitioner to waive were: 1) his motion for a

new trial; 2) successive appeals to the Supreme Court of Criminal

Appeals of the Supreme Court of Tennessee; and 3) petition for re

view by the Supreme Court of the United States (see page 2 of
Voir Dire of Defendant of Waiver and Orderx).

Petitioner would point out to the Court that there is

7z -

no precedent for such a waiver in law or eguity and that as an ex-

perienced attorney, Mr. Foreman must have realized not only the
impropriety, but the gross injustice he was fostering upon his owr

client in direct contradiction to all of those legal rights

t

} -

Lo

rex

X

guaranteed him by the constitution of both this state and the United

States. < ) 7
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WHEREFORE, PREMISES CONSIDERED,‘PETITIONER PRAYS:

1. That he be allowed to file this petition and that
proper process issue and be:served-upSn the respondents and/ox
theix agents, requiring them to appear at the earliest day conven-
ient to be set by this Court, and to answer this complaint fully,
but not under oath, their oath to the same being-waived.

2. That a preliminary injunction issue enjoining thé_
xespondents from the further exposure of the alleged facés suxround-
ing the slaying of Martin Luther King, insofar as such alleged@ facts
affect the petitiqper, ox purport to involve this petitionexr with

said killing. Petitionexr prays that upon the final hearing of thi

L2}

cause that said injunction be made final.

3. That any and all contracts entered into by the parties

described above be voided or nullified and that all parties re-
spondent be perpetually enjoined from pursuing tﬂéir course by
reason of any alleged contractual agreements oxr powers of attoiney.

4. That all costs. pursuant to petition be taxed against
the respondents. —

S. That he be granted such other general relief as the

equities of this cause nay demand. ///C:i;}/ //// ////
] (o C/:’/ ;:7 ,V\

ROBERT W. HILL, JR.
Attorney for Pet;txoner

g . B Stewer - - - (R
~J. B. STONER
STATE OF TENNESSEE Attorney for Petitioner

COUNTY OF DAVIDSON

I, JAMES EARL RAY, ﬁirst‘havipg beéﬂ duly sworn, make
oath that the matters and facts stated in the foregoing petition
are true to the best of ny Xnowledge, information and belief and

that owing to my poverty, X am unable to bear the expense of the

megw@ ey

) #ES EARL RAY
Sworn to and subscribed before m& this

the 19 day of ~J~,/ . 1969.

suit which I am about to bxing.

——s’ A s J / A~y T * -
NOTARY PUBLIC -0 7 Zen o = 7 omm e

My commission exp:.res. of =26-1FT L.
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: June 18, 1969
CIVIL RIGHTS DIVISION _ . '

§

i

ASSASSINATION OF MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR.

m (¥) REL:jmv

Attached is8 a copy of a "Prayer for Appeal" filed in State Court,

Memphis, Tennessee, by attorneys for James Earl Ray., Judge Arthur C,
Faquin, Sr,, denied this "Prayer for Appeal."

H
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6-16-69

AIRTEL AM

P
il

TO:.  DIRECTOR, FBI (44-38861)
FROM: = SAC, MEMPHIS (44-1987) P
MURKIN ’

Submitted herewith for the completion of the Bureau's file
are two Xerox copies of a "Prayer for Appeal”™ which was heard
before Judge ARTHUR C, FAQUIN, JR, at Memphis, 6-16-69, Judge
FAQUIN denied the "Prayer for Appeal,"” J, B, STONER and RICHARD Je
RYAN both appeared before Judge FAQUIN this dee, Judge FAQUIN
advised Attorneys STONER and RYAN that they had 60 additional days
in which to file a "Wayside Bill of Exceptiens," in order to protect
the record and give them other avenues gx'legal appeal,

This matter will be followed and the Bureau will be kept
advised, ' '

]

'2) BUREAU (Enc. 2)(AW)

1 MEMPHIB :
m::“ ,“(y) ' ! ‘ oy !
3) o ‘ !
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IN THE CRIMINAL COURT OF SHELBY COUNTY, TENNESS

«

STATE OF TENNESSEE

vs , :

JAMES EARL RAY,
Defendant

PRAYER FOR 'APPEAL

.
S ARSI TR S M e S %
s

T,

. ) ‘

X
LAd |

o r

2 Y
A ey

m—-:
N

Y. .
16645 /‘ |

rILED.4§44224223~3——-—~

ACKIZL g;ﬁ

BY

Comes now the defendent James Earl Ray, By and
through his attorney of record, Richard J. RyanU/Lav1n
heretofore respectfully excepted to Your Honor's rulin
upon his Motion for a New Trial, now movee/;hTs/Honoratfe

Court for permission and leave to file his Appeal from

District of Tennessee.‘

A.,,.,.u-\..
e e ﬁ“";,v{ PRRESARRANNYD

R

VI w YA

/

e
R

e

this
Court to the Court of Criminal Appea]s/for the Western€

M{*f&

=
/’(// ’{A——

. RICHARD J
ATTORNEY
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June 16, 1969

CIVIL RIGHTS DIVISION
Attention: Mr. D. Robert Owen

ASSASSINATION OF MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR,

XXXAXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXK
xxxxx 2 memorandum 6~-13-69
Birmingham

XXX (F) RELijmv

2025 RELEASE UNDER E.O. 14176




FD-365 (Rev. 9-27-65) . .

e

Transmit the following in

Via

FBI
Date: 6/13/69

, (Type in plaintext or code)

AIRTEL AIRMAIL

»
’_—.s.__—___—__—_.___..

(Priority)
To: Director, FBI ATTENTION:
(44-38861) X3 CIVIL RIGHTS SECTION
From: SAC, BIRMINGHAM GENERAL INVEST. DIV,

{1 DOMESTIC INTELLIGENCE DIV.
Subject: MURKIN

CR ([JEL [ VRA-65 [J]CRA-64
' : CIPA [JPE (I PF
T BM [[]BM-Threats [JRacial Matters .
[ZJ Klan (7] Organization

Summary of Complaint:
Three copies of an LHM are attached containing
news item. -

The Bureau may desire to furnish a copy to the
Department with suggestion that it advise the U. 8. Attorney,
Birmingham, concerning possible dismissal of the complaint

outstanding.

Bureau (Enc., 3

«~ Memphis (Enc, 1) (Info)
2 « Birmingham
HHS:8jm

AC(FI)ON: UACB:
{Z) No further action being taken and
[XILHM enclosed [ Copy furnished to USA

3 .LHM being submitted

[CJ Report being submitted
(3 Preliminary investigation instituted
[[J'Limited investigation instituted

Approved: Sent M Per

Special Agent in Charge

2025 RELEASE UNDER E.O. 14176
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION

Birmingham, Alabama

" In Reply, Please Refer to ' June 13, 1969
File No.

 RE: JAMES EARL RAY; ,
DR, MARTIN LUTHER KIN, JR. (DECEASED) -
VICTIM

There is attached a copy of a news item which
appeared in the Birmingham Post-Herald, Final Edition, on
page 3 of its issue of June 12, 1969,

-

.
L4 AN

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.

-

-
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"official communication he had

(Mount Clipping in Spoce Below) ' '

R"’Warmm
Is Su” On

|File Here

BY LILLIAN FOSCUE VA\'\: |
A warrant for the arrest of -
Eric Starvo Galt, alias James

Earl Ray, convicted killer of '
Pr. Martin Luther’ ng Jr., Is
still on file in the office of U.
S. Marshal Roy L. Call in

Issued at the order of then
U. S. Atty,, Gen. Ramsay
Clark, the warrant was signed
by . Joseph ‘H. Gamble, then
speczal agent in charge of the
FBI m ‘Birmirgham.

The 'warrant, issued Avril
17, -1968, charged Eric Galt
and *“an individual whom he
allegzed to be his brotherY
with conspiracy 1o “injure,
oppress, threaten or intimi
date Martin Luther King Jr.”
Marshall Call said the last

with the Department of Jus-
tice in Washington corncerning
the Galt warrant was June 10,
1968, s PTI
“We have to hold it until it
is dismissed by the Criminal
Division of the Department of

Ordinarily, the marshal
would notify authorities at a
prison in which a fugitive was
already serving that he was
wanted in Birmingham on 2
charge. In the case of the
warrant’ for Galt, alias Ray,
however, the marshal said he
had not notified prison autho-
rmes in Nashville where Ray
is imprisoned for the April,
1968, slaying of Dr. King.

“In ray opinion this warrant

. wil] be dismissed since no
,endence of conspiracy has

been-preved,” Callsaidamr

e e

{
|
|

Justice,” the marshal said. ‘
|
]
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CIVIL RIGHTS DIVISION 6/12/69
ASSASSINATION OF MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR.
—————— & memorandum 6/2/69
Philadelphia :

X ¥. RELjLd
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FD-36 (Rev, $.22-64)

-

R

(@
(@

FBI
Date: 6/2/69

i
{
{
|
|
|
|
|
}
{

Transmit the following in : '

i
|
t
i
j 5

(Type in plaintext or code)
AIRTEL
Via _
’ (Priority)
TO: DIRECTOR, FBI
TROM: SAC, PHILADELPHIA

(ii:» Bureau (Enc. 1ll) ‘ 3 - New York (Enc. 3)
2_- 100-445914 (JAMES BEVEL) 1 - (MURKIN)
4438861 (MURKIN) i- (BEVEL)
3 - Atlanta (Enc. 3) 1l - (SCLC)
1 - 100-5738 (COMINFIL SCLC) 4 - Philadelphia (157~ 2979)
l - (JAMES BEVEL) 1 - 4421368 (MURKIN)D
1 - (MURKIN) QR" 1 - 100-4719% (SCLC)
EM¢ phi ' ne;&-)——@\*“ TP PE-S SR
(15) N
Approved: Sent . M Per

SUBJECT:  JAMES BEVEL
RM - BN
BUfile 100-44591Y
PHfile 15732979 ' °
MURKIN
BUfile 44-38861
PHfile 44-1368 (C) “

e W S S S SR S T WD S SN S S G W S M e

‘Re Bureau airtel, 5/15/68.

Enclosed herewith are 11, copies of an LHM entitled
JAMES LUTHER BEVEL. Enclosed for Memphls is one copy and for
Atlanta and New York three copies of this LHM. Copies are belng
forwarded to NISO, 0SI, MI, Secret Service.

First source is PH 897-R. Second source is Captain
TOMMIE FRYE, Commissioner's Office, thladelph;a PD, who ‘requeste
his ldentzty be kept confidential if given outside the Bureau.

Captain FRYE and his squad escort Rev. ABERNATHY whene
ABERNATHY is 'iIn town. ABERNATHY did not say where BEVEL was
staying but made the statement mentioned in LHM.

UACB, Philadelphia will conduct no further investigatis
to locate BEVEL for interview.

New York is requested to determine location of BEVEL.

Srecial Agent in Charge

2025 RELEASE UNDER E.O. 14176



In Reply, Please Refer to

File No,

‘. ‘
.
o w3 4

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
June 2, 1969

JAMES LUTHER BEVEL

The New York Times on March 18, 1369, carried a
story concerning an interview of JAMES BEVEL .in which BEVEL
stated a letter was turned over to the Memphis Police on
approximately April 3, 1968, which contained information ‘that
Dr. MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR., was to be assassinated while in
Memphis.

A source, who has furnished reliable information
in the past and who is familiar with Southern Christian
Leadership Conference (SCLC) activities in the Philadelphia
area, advised -in April 1969 that BEVEL was in a mental ‘
hospital in New York. : ,

On May 18, 1969, a track meet was held at Villanova
University, Villanova, Pa., and the proceeds from the track
meet were sent to SCLC.

A second source, who has furnished reliable infor-
mation in the past, advised he was present with Rev. RALPH
ABERNATHY, Director, SCLC, at ‘the track meet. This source

advised while with ABERNATHY he met BEVEL at the track meet.

Source stated BEVEL was extremely quiet and did not act in

his usual manner. Source stated he mentioned this to Rev.

ABERNATHY who stated, "BEVEL is 'in another world."” Nothing
further was said.

On May 20, 1969, the first source contacted people
active .in SCLC in Philadelphia and was told BEVEL is no longer
in Philadelphia. One person stated "BEVEL is in New York,"

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.
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. June 9, 1969

[ T

. Civil Rights Division
‘ + ATTENTION: Mr. D. Robert Owen

ASSASSINATION OF MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR.
1

i
I

XXX (M) RELipil

‘NOTE: XEnclosed is one copy each of “iption to Dismiss "Amended

' Petition" on behalf of the Defendants Percy sand William -
Bradford Huie and'Motion to Dismiss Amended Petition"
filed in U. 8. District Court, Nashville, Tennessee.

) . . T . ,a,i,ﬁ’ﬁ
2025 RELEASE UNDER E.O. 14176
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"AIRTEL AM
TO:  DIRECTOR, FBI (44-38861) . ‘
FROM: 'SAC, MEMPHIS (44-1987) P
MURKIN

Yor the information of the Bureau, there are enclosed
one copy each of "Motion to Dismiss 'Amended Petition' on Behalf
of the Defendants PERCY FOREMAN and WILLIAM BRADFORD HUIE," and
"Motion to Dismiss Amended Petition" filed in U, 8. Mstrict Court,
Mashville, ‘!'enneam.

@nma_u (Enc. 2)(AM) ;
MEMPHIS ,

RGJ :BN

3)

2025 RELEASE UNDER E.O. (14176




-
R
e e ‘ . - e e - e = e e e e b
Log -
“ -
- N -

[]
P ILT

¥ '?‘ ) rd »
e '

UNITED STATES DXISTRICT COUR®D
' FOR THE ‘

" MIDDLE DXSTRICT OF TENNESSEE - NASHVILLE DIVISION =’

" - _’ o FILEDR |

B Ul 5 - 1969

0[\{ LEWIS, Cierg
/l' Mm{(’l/&* D.C.

'CIVIL ACTION FILE NO. 5 3 8 0

_JAMES EARL RAY
Resident of Tennessec

Plaintiff

Vs

ARTHUR J. HANES, PERCY FOREMAN
.and WILLIAM BRADFORD HUIE

N N Nw” gt S i St Nt s it ot

Defendants

MOTION TO DISMISS AMENDED PETITION

IR 0n e ———no———

Defendant, Arthur J. Hanes, respectfully refiles to the -

e ued
o

amended Petition last filed in this cause the Motion to Dismiss
. hexctofore filed to the original and £irst Petitions in this cause
and as additional grounds therefor, sets down and agsigns the fol-
lowing separately and severally: - | . 3
3. The orxiginal Petition, the amendments thereto, and
rthe exhibits-filed by Plaintiff affirmatively show on their face

that Plaintiff did release and discharge HANES from any and all : !
claims, demands, actions and causes of action which (he)..., but

for this release, might now have or hereaftex might have against

HANES undex oxr pursuant to said basic agreement, the assignment

agreement ox any othex agreements or contracts, written or oral,

herxetofore entexed into between said parties or any of them with

respect to the subject matter of said basic agreement.

‘. - @\D&wﬁ;\-}( \aa k.

ARTHUR J. HANESAOR. -
ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDANT, ARTHUR J. HANES
. 617 Frank Nelson Building
- Birmingham, Alabama 35203

2025 RELEASE UNDI%R E.O_. 14176
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby cextify that I have this day mailed/'ébstage
prepaid, a copy of the foxegoing Motion to Dismiss Amended Petition
to Honoxable Robert W. Hill, Jx., 418 Pioneer Building, Chattanooéa,

Tenhe ssee, 37402, and Honorable J. B. Stoner, Savannah, Tennessee,

38372, Attorneys for Plaintiff.

This is the o 2 day of ”, 1969.

[%ﬂﬁgﬁfwﬁ \\ \W

ARTHUR J., HANES, J
- ATTORNEY FOR DEFEN ANT, AR'J.‘HUR J. HANES
+ 617 Frank Nelson Building

Birmingham, Alabama 35203

»

' 2025 RELEASE UNDE>R E.O. 14176
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_ UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT F il )
MIDDLE DISTRICT OF TENNESSEE JUNS - 1969
NASHVILLE DIVISION a

 BRANON YIS, Gl

-y

_— E _‘ ey..'\s-Q//&ééivu 04 'QP

R

JAMES EARL RAY

& 5’8(‘/

vs. Civil No. 5389

PERCY FOREMAN,
WILLIAM BRADFORD HUIE,
and ARTHUR J. HANES

N N ag® g Vg Nl Sww® “ustV
-
s

.

MOTION TO DISMISS "AMENDED PETITION " ON
BEHALF OF THE DEFENDANTS PERCY FOREMAN AND
WILLIAM BRADFORD HUIE

The defendants-move the Court as follows:

”

(1) To dismiss the amended petition because it fails to étate

a claim against these defendants ipon which relief can be granted. L

Vg

(2) To dismiss the amended petition and this action on the-

ground that it is filed {n the wrong district, because the plaintiff is not d

&

a resident of ‘the Middle District of Tennessee and the Middle District of

Tennessee is not the judicial district in which the claim arose.

(3) To dismiss the action on the ground that the amzandea petition

-~

shows that the plaintiff's legal residence or domicile is in Illinois; the de=
fendant Percy Foreman is a resident of Texas; the defendant William Bradford
Huie is a resident of Alabama; and the defendant Arthur J. Hanes is a resident

of Alabama. Therefore, it appears that neither the plaintiff nor the defendants

'," W

PPN “ v " PR ."*‘,‘ -
P o b ‘mh.(\ ﬁ-!,"'v« «M,s e

PR
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reside;in the Middle District of Tennessee nor that the Middle District
of Tennessee is the judicial district in which the claim arose, as re~

quired by 28 U.S.C, 139),

HOOKER, KEEBLE, DODSON & HARRIS

By /‘{\///r AN

4 Attorneys for defendants Percy Foreman \
and William Bradford Huie, t
/- 900 Nashville Bank & Trust Building
/ Nashville, Tennessee 37201

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE = - R s .

I, yohn J. Hooker, hereby certify thag the foregoing motion has
been served on the attorneys for the} plaintiff by mailing copies thereof, by
first cl-ass mail, to the Honorable Robert W Hill, Jr., 418 Pionecer Building,
Chattanooga, Tennessee 37462, and the Honorable J. B. Stoner, Savannah,

- Georgia; and to the Honorable Arthur J. Hanes, Jr., attorney for the defendant,

Arthur J. Hanes, 617 Frank Nelson Building, Birmingham, Alaban-{a 35203, this

“"!. II s "
¢'

-2 —day of June, 1969. ;

DT
V4 | ; IOhn] Hookexj ] \ -

s Lo . - N sl
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‘ May 26, 1969
CIVIL RIGHTS DIVISION |

ASSASSINATION OF MARTIN LUTHER KIkG, JR,

XXX (F) REL:jmv

NOTE: Enclosed one copy each of "Reply Brief" and "Motion to ;
Strike Amendment to Motion for New Trial' furnished by office of
District Attorney General, Memphis, 'rennessee, on date ‘in: cap-

- tioned matter. :

§

2025 RELEASE UNDER E.O. 14176




8/23/69

AIRTEL AM

70: DIRECTOR, ¥BI (44-38861)
¥ROM: SAC, MEMPHIS (44-1987) P

ey MURKIN

} ’

o Enclosed are two copies each of "Reply Rrief"
-~ and *Motion to Strike Amendment to Motion for New Trial"
» fuwnished by office of the District Attorney General, Memphis,
_+ ! Tennessee, on this date in captioned matter,
i .

'
Il

’/12 BUREAU (Enc. 4)
SO wmeRYS

¢ 'RGJ:BE
@)

2025 RELEASE UNDER E.O. 14176
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ZARL RAY

MO

DIVISION IX

COURT OF SHELBY COUN TY, TENNESSEE

1 NO. 16645

TION TO STRIXE AMENDME)

"T

TO MOTION POQ NaW TRIAL

Comes now

Gaxeral for the Fi

Phi} M. Canale, Jr., District Attorney

fteenth Judicial Circuit

to Strik

«

e o the

of Tennéssee ané

for the State of Tennessce would show the Court as follows:
That all allegations of fact in conclusion in the

‘Amcndment to Motion for New Trial are denied, -
State of Tennessce moves the Court fo-strikc the

Amondment to Motion for New Trial on the grounds previou

sly

CANALL, JR.
DISTRICT ATTORNEY G

?I"“‘L'T' JﬁDICLA‘

NOTICE OF SERVICE

Motion to Strike Amendm

Suemlemental
. l‘
va y O.
T A s A
- »2al delivered
-— v 3
cewtTe . Ryan, on

T30
personally to attorney for defend

May 23, 1969, at

1T to M

h]

.
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MINAL COURYT OF SHELBY COUNTY, TENNESSEE - i
DIVISIOGN X1

IN THE CR

b=t

i

STATE OF TENNLESSEE X \
vs. X NO. 16645

JAMES EARL RAY )

REPLY BRIEF .

The Petitioner in'this cause f£iled an amendnent o
mis Supplemental Motion for New Trial and 2 Memorandum ¢f Au- ) -
thorities after the State of Tennessce had filed its Motion
“0 Strike accompaniea with a Mcemorandum of Authoritics:; .there-

¢ s

fennessee feels it proper to file a Rep

i

~
ex.

e

fore, Staze of

y 5r
in esscnce Petitioner relies on two grounds In his.

Mozion Zor New Trial. His first ground is based on Teanesseo

117, and tne adnmitted fact of Judge Battle’s

(]
)
.
L+
e
)
(]
o]
¢!
iy
[
¢
(o7}
yot
~
1

2 witﬁin thairty days of Petitioner’s plea of guilty, cen- -
victiion, hnd sentencing thercon. In support of this groun&
ths 2Pstitioner cites a number of cases, ail of which with the

tate 42

later, were cases in wnich an actual
trizl was nad. None of the cases so citedare applicabls 0

or sizuation; for cxample, ioward v. State 399

Lo 732 was & ocase tried in this same division, and in which
w-.72 Tgmnacll had not signed the minutes of the cenviction on

-

... Trizl and scntencing nrior to his deatir.  The cause was oF

Lo fury. OF course, in our »artvicular situation evidence was
- _oeotzd, see State eof Tennessoe oxaibits, and furthey, it

2025 RELEASE UNDER E.O. 14176
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: .
as been held by the Supreme Court of Tennessec since the

-

Xrowles case that a Petivioner present with attorney enter ing

v

guilty plea and not objecting to statenents made by-the Dis-
Irict Attorney General through stipulation is estopped from re-
iying on the statute requiring cvidence on a guilty plea.

Barnes v. ienderson 423 SW2d 497 (1968). .

‘fo properly understand the purposc of the statute

1o upon, Tennessee Code Annotated 17-117, one must return
To the elementals of law. A trial is most commonly defined as
& judicial investigation and dctcrmination of the issues be-
tween the parties to an action. The word is ccmmo ily used to
designate that step in an action by which issues or gueestions
of fact are decided but often sigﬁéfies an examination c¢f mat-
ters of law as well. 53 Am Jur Trial, Secction 2, pagze 28. To
further understand a “trial™ the word issue must be défined.

An issue is matter presented by 2 pleading which raises a

p.
141
|d-
’
2~

f law, or doth, ln a pending suit, requ

Y
[$]
[ 2]
H
ct
(¢4
'
'h
n
O
1
o}
a1
O

f a2 judicial tribunal. The production of an
t of 21l pleading, and an issuc arises
on the pleadings when a fact or conclusion of law is maintained

oy the pleadings of one party and is controverted oy the plead-

cre sice and denicd cn the other. The Tordenskiold 53 R.23 266.

“errmey, a5 % point in dispute between parties on which they

fl.their cause to-trial. Marvtin v. Columbus 127 N.W. 411

4

£5..293.  In Tennessce it has been held when refer

suze raised oy the proof that the word issuc when thus used
rneans facts put in conirovcrsy by the pleadings. ayi@z V.
NIt 21‘2 §y nn. 187 at page 191,
. To go cvc; furthey a pew trial is defined as o romedy
i - e . ‘-s‘ » - ,_') -
REL VPN N «»";I;' T N O O AL . T * O G N AR AU ST S _mf""‘“ s
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which is afforded to the litigant consisting of a fc-cxamina:
b4 ’
vion cf an issue by the trial court with a view to corrccting ° .
errors which have occurred in the course of a preceding triazl.
32 Am Jur New Trial, Section 2, page 33.
It is axiomatic then that Tepnessée Code Annotated
17-137 pertains and gnnl~c> only to a trial that is a contest

nation thereof. The

3se

£ disputed issyes and 2 judicizl determ
Pezitioner in this cause nas never had a trial and of course
cannot have a new trial. The Petition should be more properiy
titled a Motion for a Trial:

: The death of Judge Battle can have no a¢xec~ on the
ricats, if any, of the Petitioner as the situation is nore
analagous to the situation contemélatcd by Tennessee Code Anno- s
zated 17-118 rather than 17-117. Judge Battle had accepted

the guilty plea, heard eovidence, accepted the verdict of the

jury shercon, sentenced and executed the verdict and signed c
the minutes of his actions therein. here was nothing further .
for Judge Battle to do in this matter. The only velief Judge S

Sattle could have given Petitioner if he were still alive
weuld be under a Writ of Habeas Corpus, a Petition £or Postcon-
viction Relief or a Motion to Withdraw his plea of guilty if

the nyeper and reauired grounds were present. If the reounired

o
iy inescapable that Judge Battle's death has not projudiced

Th:Tishis, if any, of the Petitioner and that Tennessce Code
sLnansatced 17-117 is not appliicable.
The other ground on which Petitioner relies in hls

niiurnd Metion for 2 New Trial, nere properly called a Motion
Tooouw Urisl, the essence seems to be lack of competent counsel.
fennessea's previous Memorandun of

Itivs, Richuond v. Hemderson, March 26, 1989, the Supreme

- .- s = -~ - - . - - - ~ .. R PP Sl L
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Under Richmond v. chdcr§§n supra th;'ailcgation-docs not
ratsce cvean the question ?cquirca by law for the lack of cf-
fective or competent counscl or under the requirements sct
forh in the Swang case citeé by the Pctitiéher.* ?he%ofofc,
assuuing for burposc of arpunment Pctitionér’s allecgations to
be true, the court as a matter 6f law sﬁould dismiss Peti-

Tioner's aileged Motion for New Trial.

Respectiully submitted,

T PIIL WL CANALE, JRL
DISTRICT ATTORNEY GENERAL

NOTICE OF SERVICE

Copy of Reply Brief delivered personally to attorney
for defendant, Richard J. Ryan, on May 23, 1969, at .

-
. -
w - ’ -
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N
»
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5/322/69

AIRTRL AN

T0: DIRECTOR, FBI (44-38861)
FROM: SAC, MEMPHIS (44-1987) P

MURKIN

1 } Enclosed are two coples of Amended Petition
filed in U, 8, District Court, Nashville, Tennessee, 5/31/69, '
in captioned matter,

@ BURBAU (Enc. 2)
1 MEMPNIS

RGJ :BN
(3)
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g ~ ' May 26, 1969
CIVIL RIGHTS DIVISION C

T

ASSASSINATION OF MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR,

1

XXX>I(F) REL}Jny

NOTE: Attached is 8 copy of Amended Petition filed in Federal
Court, Nashville, Tennessee, by attorneys of James Earl Ray.

2025 RELEASE UNDER E.O. 14176




WILLIMM B,

SILLIN

AIDLLE

JANES ?A % RAY, - .
Residoent of “cnnassec; Logal

renddent Of or domicila in
l-((;;yog_5 ¢

Peiisionay

‘l' //<C/( 1“//

ool <6y

N OF THE DYISTRICT COURT,

DIVISION, TENLIZRER

3

HO. E538¢

©wy

PRERCY POnIMM, Ronident of Yexas, g
YITLLIAN RRADPORD HUIE, reooi-
<ont of Alabanmg, and ARGIUR I, 8
HANES,; wesldont of Alabvamn -
o
3
MLIRDYD PRPIRION
Your potitioncy would respectfully show the Courd:

exts oivil yiehts and that subsaguont
7y 4id in f£ast by £

ra:'xlc

matters stated beliow viclate b

viciotion in dircet contraventlion of the 'xiehts as

U.5.0, 1885, Defondants actaed
rockary of dustice

giiutional right o effactive

i «
at ﬁa;k i1le zarving tine undar o seaiod
the (zininznl Lourt of Sheliby Counlt, Ton

LV rea  wacmpn e S
G BTeEa

in sue

and completely donied

fodaral Jurisdlction, in

{vec captiocn) and that the
o 530,000; and also that
to violata your potition=-

the overt cots stated

Lue Court procoss

[N

sald .

&
¥

uso of
is ¢ivii righis;
protoctod by
kG a

oA nanner ag &

o
H

£}

he potitioner

[

v -

counsel.
Stata Ponltentiary
z of 99 years Lmposced by

lae

»

the Honorable Ju

gpondcendy iv

* ey . I e 3 - o s
That he was improad upes by the re the follcw-
2 - - o 2y 2 2.t %, Ped s -~ L M
A canner:y Potitionsy flzst consulied with Arthuy J. Hangs, an
' e p wme e % p [ 24 o o P > -, o o S
ctizrany at Loy in thoe Stotn of Alodama, asd that theoy zeached &
K P - = - »y b4 e - A\ -
ontzeivo egricaeant £ the sald fianes Lo defound hiw on a chargs
- - e L 4 "
< - < oy O - ~ = -y o o “
o2 oraraesr.  Tno gotitlioner chewges Huﬁ ro wvas beforz andg ot alil
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. tluea since dn 3xi) withous Ball sd unday ove exy woatiiotive.se-

cabity, Potitioner vould ghew that aftor the o“'”inal necting with

lanag thgt no and lianas sterted a iine of dimcussion velatlive so '

Hzaco' fee ond Expanzes, S _-"7“_' ‘.
Tl - Zhat Hones ryvuﬂlca to the petiticner tn&t 2o had been j

epproachod by tha xesponﬁent, HBule, «and that Huls would he willing

to pay large sums of menay for the oxeius ié& zgghtw to the stoxy

ol youx :ctftionor‘s 1ife, including any and all facta éurxounding
- tha potiticncr's allegod involves ement in the cloying of Martin
Luther Hing (vhom potitioner ot that fiﬁe stcod chargad with nuzr-
Quving). &ELor belng agsured by MNr. danes that his rights pondip-
tha honlolde cnse:wbhld'no\ ba projudicad or lrpsvied, o) b
sisiamer ostorod into & contract with yespondent Hanes and with

[y

reazendont Sule {a copy of which, together with other matexial con-

B
i | o m— s ban

tracts ang coryospgondon iz attnched to the ori inal peﬁ;tiou)
Youyr petitionor now moalizes ?n& so cnarges that ﬁhu

oricinal and all gubzsequent contracts wese not in any way for tho

petitionar's banefits nox wore thoy cvar o intonded to be. On ’
a,

the contrary, it is charged that vospondent Hanes onterced into
collinzion with respondent iie, each having the spocific intent Lo
exploit your pot t‘ozc 2 plicht to theliy own monctary benefit,
Your p‘ titioner was undey extrens cnotional and mental strees,

AereLy he was made more susceptible to thse urglngs of tho attornoy

vao wae allogedly acting in his behalf€. Raespondent Haunes yealizoed

thot youw pqﬁitianar w&s a stranger to the tanglos of the law, and

thoxcforo proceaded to "take him in.¥ )
Your potiticner weuld chow that he at all tives éopendod

wholly upon the advice of Mr. Hanes until such tine as Pexcy Fore-

=1, the lawvyer from the YTexas Bar, entoerad into the chse. AL .

thiz volnt in 4ime, the netitioner veleased Mr, Banes and dependad

Cfully vpon tho advica of caid Porey Forenan. \
vour potitioncr would show that he ialtlally ontered into

2 conrrack wWith iir. Hanas, hut hat through an amandabory agreewend
€

-

aducad by My, Perey Vozoman, he slgned a contwact Ly virtue of -

»
.
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vhich Hr. Hanog was roleasad upon the promize to bo peld sone

"
rabreria

e

e

335,000 by Mr. Huis. Usder the amendatoxy contract, Hr. Poremen

vagd 0 vecoive all rights fozmaxldy to havas beon Mz, Hanes'.

- -

Howevez, Mx. Porauan was to recelve further zights in-regazd 4o

xelusive storidc, motion picturo contracts, row-run contracts,

LI
v Sk T Wbt

tolovigion wights, e%c. In othey words, Hr. Poxcy Poreman-was o
zecoive ovarything which might otheoxwito have been the proporty of
Jawes Barl Ray, in yretusn for defeading Jares Rorl Ray.
The potitioner bolicvos that the dofendant Foreman has
gome gort of power of attornoy so that on the face of siid powexr
&

of asttoxney, Poveman, L€ not restrained, will in all probabilizy .

tH

urther act in tho name of the potitioner to the poetitioner's

Qs

etriment in thesce and other makters.

Your patitioncr was not versed in tho law relative to
controcts In goneral o, moze spocliiically, contracts betwaeen N
attornay and c¢llent. Nor was ho sufficicntly knowledgoablé oxr in=-
forzed about the peril of his course, ags mede obvious by the fact
that cald agresments could and wouid adversely affect the defonge
in his cximinal case.

Petiticner chazqges that.éh& respondent Foroman advisoed, .
then cajoled, then prossured nim into pleading guilty to the aforo-
mentioned charygo of murder in the fivet degrao,. #mong other things,
the said Poreman told him that this conrse was tho only way to save
potitioncyfs Life - all of this in spite of the fact that potitioneé

»

had at all ¢ires protected nls innccence to My, Foxeman., .

n
+  pPetitloner now bolicoves and charges that nelther respon- -
. :

dante aver intondaed for him to have & falr txial and testify in his

v bhohelf, as thiz weuld then make the facts and teetirmony public

' property and no one would or coulid have exclusive rxichts in the

. -

Poetiticoner chazrgaes that Foroman informed him that the

caly way te ralso enough money o pay hic fae was to sign over such
rights an he had, Petitioney ab this $ime had full falth in his
retorney and actad stvictly in accordancs with his sttornoy's advico.

e dld not know that such oeks actually predudiced his rights in

the exininul caze and czuzed Lo avise a sexiouvs conflict of interest
which rendered 1t fmpessible foy Hr. Foreman to woll and ¢truly

b
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réprssant him. Thore was no way for the potitionor o know that
Mz, Poroman had, in fas, positionad himself in such & menner as
o have a stzong nmenctary interost in having his client fOuna"
2y and gentencold to o 99 wear texm gor a cxirne which ée aiad not
cormie. Mz, Poreman did not tell the patitioner, nox 2id the pe-
titionox know, that there have beon no exocuzions in taiasstate
within Che past docade and that the “hargoining” fox the 99 yeax
sentones conlid have casily teon done by almost any student faeﬂh
cut of low scheeol, No ablllity, exporience, ox exhsustive roaoarch
would ke nocessary to obtain the said yosults, porxticularly in view
of the fact thas petitionor ot all timoes prior the*azo proclaimed
his insecenca,

Potitioney veuld furthoer show that ¢Che presiding judge,

Zoxt to Reep down Unnocessazy dibe-

s
=
[23
0
¢
ng
¥
(4]
{3
(xd
e
I+
®
[4]
T
(¥4
zm‘
o
~
‘-44
Fed
i3
3
O
Dy

cined all particsz, including the attorneys, Smem xo-
leazing o the Prose any statenents relating to the petitioner and/
or his vese. Yhat in spite of ¢his injunction, respondent Foraman

/
oleuwad statenents to the co-zecpondent- Hule, said statomen
purported to he from this petitioney. That cuch stateonents, even
vhon and Lf the gawe wers mads by the petitionexz, wvoxe statoments

of o confidential nature and px ivilegea hotweesn client and”atﬁornc&.

o

Potitioner c¢hexgus that thare has since appearsd ina
nationzl macauing an arciclo in widch vdie sots forih éortain
gtatoneats purportedly made by“tao petltioncr. Fven L7 such state-
mants were true, vildch pstiticner denicey, thay could owlv n\ya baeon -~
aged upon gtotements made Lo hwu lavysyr, therefore by incing uhew )
uadeyr the rule of wprivilege batween attoxnay engt elient (a COpj

of s2id nogazine Ls £iled to the orlginal potition).

Pinalily, potiticner chazgse that not only does the above

condust violate Lho relationsiilp of attoransy and client, but also

o

violatas Canen Bo. 6 0f the professional ethiles sot forth by the

]

srsrican Bayr Association snd which hav ontad by the states i

o
{7
[
o
:l.)!
29

pesitioner avers that the rolationship of atioxney and client

exlotod at all eines vhonsver he Lalkoed with any of his lowyors,

et thnt he wag never told, noy &id his lowyor o plwiﬂ to him, &the
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. .3
trus wonatary aspects of tho case ox that tha recepiion of such
roney under the conditions of he contyact hersto attached would | \ .

.

Y

insoril potitionexr's wichis in tho hemiclde case and violato tho

nandates of the Hcnorable Judge Praston Battle, now dacecdned.

& L3
Prom tthat he has nov lesrned and helioves, patitioner
chaxges that his Zinal attoxnoy, Mr. Percy Yoreman, war tha agent
of the co-xesgpendfont Willdam B, ulce and was in fact looxing out . ~

X,

for nis cwn (Foreman's) and his

ke

cincipalts (Huic) monotary iny

LY

aroests, rather than the rights

O

¢

¢ this potitioner.

The action of ¢the defendants as-related above proves not
only Zzauvdulont broash of allra'xoemanta with patitioner, but also
ameong ¢ivil coffonses, shows thait the defondants ontered into a con-'
spirzsey to violate petitioner's clvil wights, sald conspiracy ba-
gianing prios to the orxiginal wrial and conéinuing up to ané vntdd
the progont and avan into thoe future. Potitionor woulid show that
unloss Girectly vestrained by Chig court, they will further so
projudico the wvights guaranéﬁaa the gééitioner by the~Constitution -
of tho United States, of Fedava) Statute (22¥x985),'and State law.

¥,

tew in coxzoboration of nhis belief and

v
O
(13
:»I"-
<
&4-
o]
ted
0
"
=5
¢]
{a
t ]
oV
)

o

chazge that Rarey Porewman, who w

3

2 allegodly zeprusoentinghim, co-

crcad vour petltioner into signing somo goxt of potition for waivoyr

(o]

and other unlawifol and unconstituticonal potitions attached to the

i
G
<
b
g v
b
2
i
i
;‘g’
&
s
3
24
i{ka
[
g
Q
]

Awong those rishts which xespondent

Foxeman attenpted o coezces your potitioner to walve wexa: 1)

¥

his moticn forxr a new trial; 2) successive aprnoals o the Supremc

!

Coure of Coinminal Appaals of the Sunreme Court of Fennasace; and -

4
L g
g
«Q
o
fn
13
$du
Q
33
4
1¢)
"
is
G
<
|20
]
<
24
g’;
Q

Suprowe Court of tho Undeed States

{z2e pugd 2 of Voir bire of Defondant of Walver and Ordex).

retitionne would point oult to tha court that "tharc isg

3

3
¢

precaedent Lor such a walver in law or oguisy and that as an ox-
soriensad atitorncy, Mr. Poxeman must have xoallized not only tho

-

leproprinty, but the gross injustics he was fostoring upon his own

- cme

s

cliznt In diract contradiction o all of thoso legal rights

v tha conaticution of both this stato and the United

'S
¥
3f
%)
o3
'Xd
o}
¢}
<N
fo
Lt
b
tea

A1l exaibits hexectofore £iled arxe fully adopted as {hough

£Licd hezewith.
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. e G
UHBRDFONE, PREMISDES CONSXDIRED, PERITVIONER PRAYS:
1. 7Thad he bo allowed ¢o £ile this potiticn and thet
proper process iscue and he gerved upon the respondents ang/or 3

~
P

thely agonts, requiving than Lo appear ot ¢he cawrliect day convon-
fent to bo zat by this Couxrt, and to anowex this conplaint fully,.

.. .
vut not under oath, thalr ozth to the samo hodng walved.

2. hck o proliminavy injunction Lzoue enjoining the
resnondents fronm the further exposuvre of the alleged- facts seround-
ing ¢he sloving of Pawxtin Luther Ring, insofax- an zuch alleged Zacts
sffcot the petiticner, or purport to involve this petitionex with
said uiliing., Potivioner praye that upon the Linal hearing of this
ceuse thadt caid injunction be wmade final,

3. That any and ail coniracts enteraed into by the purtioo
aa&cr&be& above bo volded or nullificd and that all parties ro-
spondont bo perpotualldy cnjoined from purcuing thoelr course by
cveason of say-alleged contyactual agreenments or powers of attorney.

4, %hat all cozts pussvant to petition he taxed agalinst

S. ©hot he be granted such other gansral rellief as the

ROBERT W, BILL, JR.
rtorney for Potitioner

/
S L /%/Q/

Je B STOHER
attorney for Pet itxo Yot _ _
- -
, -
STATE OF WENREESSER: - - . .
. 5 ]
»
C“S&?? 07 DAVIDSSH: -

Y- dRUNS DARL RAY, firct having doon duly gworn, make oath

thzt the nmotzers and facts stated in the Zoxegoing patition. are true

o the dest of ny kacwledge, informntion and bolief mnd that.ovw ring
to my povasty, I an vnable to bear the expense of the suit which I
am about to bring. e ) ;
- Q ‘/
. (‘%
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sorihad »

Sworn o and suds

o] - vy
thia the /AL day of j(r"u// ¢
. 7 " ’ / .
': / j’ ! .
. e . "' )
- D ,'/ M CLZ% - )
RIEHRTI B A . i ke ‘
- f p
Sy conminoion oxpires - _ )
. ) . - .
- L .
5 ’ ;
N
a >
+
h [}
’ -
’ L]
B .
b
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Dyggems it oM

FO \ Azﬂ/

. CIVIL RIGHTS DIVISION 5/23/69

ASSASSINATION OF MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR.

X B, BREL:j1d .

NOTE: Enclosed is one copy of an *"Amendment to Motion for
Y Rew' Trial®" which was received at the office of the District
Attorney General on 5/19/69. .
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B3/21/69

AIRTEL . AM

TO: DIRECTOR, FBI (44-38861)
FROM: SAC, MEMPHIS (44-1987) P

‘MURKIN

Enclosed for the Bureau are twocpies of an
"Amendment to Motion for a New Trial" which was received at
the office of the District Attorney Gemeral on 5/19/69.

(2 BUREAU (Enc. 2)
1 MEMPHIS

JCH:BN
3)

t
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IN YHE CRIMINAL COURY OF SHELBY COUNTY, TEHNESSEE

- Y R Y B
3 * -
- W= e Xt - -
DL z R

STATE OF TENKESSEE y

VS Frov 7 42 ramndesa poen dopiog £

RO, "~ 16645

. -
DA0OF U LR ) e

A PR A0 IV Y S AU -BVT & & S S SRR I St
JAMES EARL RAY, , , . A -
& AR ST S o

Defendant

AMENDMERT TO MOTION FOR A MM TRIAL

. Comes now youyr petitioner, JAKES EARL RAY, defendant
fn the above styled cause, by and through his attornays,
afchard J. Ryan, J. 8. Stoner and Robert W. H#ill, Jr., and
amends_his Supplemental Hotion for a New Tr{al to add the
following grounds, to-wit:
| 1. That he wes denfed effective counsel

2. That the preponderance of the evidence was not
such as to support a jury verdict of quilty r

3. That there was no evidence introduced upon which
he could be found gquilty

4. That since Judge Battle has died, and he {s the
only one who coy!d have‘tried the above questions, he is,

as a nmatter of law, cntitled to a new trial,

Respectfully submitted,

RICHARD J. RYAN

J. B. STONER

ROBERT W, RILL, JR.

e
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Copy of the Amendment-to liotion for 2

.77 7 NOTICE OF SERVICE

- -

PR

ilew Trial

delivered personaliy to theécffice of the Bistrict A%torney

General on ﬁhy 19, 1869, até Yo

o
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. JGHTS DIVISION . < . e
Clm IRIGH_.T? PIVISION - .- . " Attention: Mr. D. Robert Owen

. . -
o LN ¥
—aunam.

ASSASSINATION OF MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR.

1

iy

~ May 321, 1969°

-
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