'fa
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE UNITED STA FZb
. FOR THE H:STEEE DISTRICT OF TENNESSEE %1
WESTZRN DIVISIOH

RENFRO HAYS,

Plaintiff
Vs.

PERCTY FOREMAN
Dafendant

CIVIL ACTION Bo. C = 69 - &

ANSWE R AND CROSSSACTION

{1) COMES the Defendant, P ercy Foreman, and admits
that Renfrd Hays is a resident ¢itizen of ‘Shelby County,
Tennessee and that said Defendant resides in Houston, Har-
ris County, Texas. EHe further admits that the suit sets
forth alleged damages of 'in excess of $10,000.00', But
he does not admit that daﬁages in any amount ha?a-accrued
to the Plaintiff,

(2) Defendant expressly denies that he made the state-
ments-aitfibuted to hinm in Paragraph 2 of Plaintiffts com-
plaint. | -

{3) Plaintiff has no knowledge of any of the facts al-
leged in paragraphs 3 and 4 of Plaintiff's complaint, ex -
c¢cept that he was informed by A& rthur J. ﬁanes, Esq., former
attorney for James Earl Ray, that P laintiff had been paid

- ll T
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in full for all services rendered prior to November 12, 1968.

Defendant knows that Plaintiff has not hbeen engaged for any
purpose by him since that date,

{§) Defendant admits that he was engaged as attorney
for James Earl Ray on Sunday, November 10, 1969. But he
admits nothing further allegdd in Paragraph 5 of the com -
plaint.

(6) Deferdant admits the wide publicity incident to the

case of the State of Temnessee Vs. James Earl Ray and that

Plaintiff is a local men. He admits nothing more alleged in

Paragraph 6.
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(7) Again, Defendant denies malking the remarks set forth
in Piainciff's-complaint. He taid nothing about how much or
how little work the Plaintiff had done, but only stated that
in his cpinion the amount of investigative material turned
over to him by the forrer counsel for James Ear) Ray was not
worth ninety (§90.00) dollars, and this Defendant remains
ready to verify. ' |

(8} Defendant has no knowledge of the extent, if any, to
which his alleged rermarks concerning investigative material
turned over to him were publicized. But Defendant has no cone
trol over the publications mentioned in Paragraph 8 of the
Complaint. He does not accept respcnsibility for thelr inac-
curacies. Wnetever the news media may hare-said is their prob-
lem.

(9) Deferndant spoke no words concerning the Plaintiff that
were either falwe or defamatory.

(10} Defendant spoke no defamstory words of the Plaintiff
but he denies that Plaintiff has suffered any dmage to his
credit or reputation as a result of anything Defendant did
speak. -

(11) The allegation in paragraph 11 of Plaintiff's complaint
is fully answersd in the foregoing paragraph. ‘

WHEREFORZ, Defendant prays that Plaintiff take nothing
by his complaint and that he be discharged with his costs.

A=

PrR Y endant
In su opria persona,

80L South Boast B.:ilding,
Houston, Texas. 77002
Telephone CA - 4 - 9321,




CROSS ® ACTION

(1} Defendant, hereinafter called Cross-Plaintiff, sues

Plaintifif, ‘hereinafter called ross-Defendant, and says the

residence of the parties is as seb forth in Paragraph 1 of

Eross-Defendants complaint.
{3) That on January 3rd, 1969, tkrough his agent, servant,

emyloyeé and attorney, one C. M. ¥urphby, Cross-Defendant filed

2 sult in the above styled and numbered cause against this

Cross-Plaintiff for $250,000.00.

{3} That the filing of said suit has done great harm and

injury to the Cross-plaintiff as follows:

{a) CGross-plaintiff invests in real estate ven-

" tures from time to time, and is required to

use his credit. He is presently on obligations

in excess of $500,000,00. The filing of said

suit has impaired his credit. It will appear

on future financial statements and credit re -

ports, to cross-plaintiff's estimate damage in

the azount of §100,000.00

(b} Cross-plaintiff is an attorney with an income in

" the larger figures, and the unjustified allega =

hat he would be capable of making remarks
e of a trial that would justify the

tion t

in the cours

filing of a law suit against him, is calculated

to and has damaged said Cross-Flainsiff in the
amount of $150,000,00

Cross-Defendant was regligent,
jn failirng to ascertaln from the

Paragraph 2 of his complaint

through his said attorney,

agent, servant and employee,

records of the Cotrt memtioned in
the actual words of Cross-Plaintiff. There was available O

Cross Defendant and or his said attorney the court reporterts




¢

notes and a transcript of the proceedings had, But neither
Cross-Defendant nor his said attorney took the trouble or pre-
caution to examine same beforé rushing into court with untrue
allegations concerning the Cross-Flaintiff, 4 reascnable and
prudent person, whether party litigant or attornsy, would have
examined the daily transcript before subjecting another person
to the injury, harm, slander, libel and villification dontained
in CGross-Defendantt's complaint herein,

{5) Wherefore,- Cross-Plaintiff prays judgment against the
Cross-Defezdant for damages, both compeasatory and exemplary,
in the sum of $250,000.00, and costs.

pris perscna,
cudh Coast Building,

Houston, Texas, 77002

Telephone: CA-4-9321,




