


I certify that on February __ 1970 1 served the gttached

at , Alaska,

subpoena on Major K. E. Dankworth,

by delivering a copy of It to him.

Dated: February 1970
, Alaska




TO; Major M. E. Dankworth, Commander
Southcentral Region
Alaska State Troopers
702 East 30th Avenue
Spenard, Alaska

Under authority of AS 24.2", you are (or your designee 1s)
commanded to appear before the Judiciary Committee of the Alaska
House of Representatives and produce one copy of each of the
notion picture films "Love Camp 7 and '"Hoce Pleasure Machir.en
(presently iIn your poa-vssion In connection with the case of
State v. Handby) . for viewing by the committee, at the committee

room in the Masonic Hall at Fourth and Seward Streets in Juneau,

Alaska, on February , 1970 at _  p.m.

Dated: February , 1970
Juneau, Alaska

Jalraar korttuFa, Speaker
Alaska House of Representatives

Barry V. Jackson, Chairman
Judiciary Committee
Alaska House of Representatives
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT Uﬁ}l

FOR THE DISTRICT OF ALASKA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Plaintiff,

VS. Criminal No. 7.-61-69

o NN\

JAMES FAYE VINSON,

Defendant.
»

MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO SUPPRESS

The Defendant"s fTirst contact with police officers ir. this
case was on January 26, 1969, when his baggage was searched e .r
a lawful warrant alleging the Defendant was carrying a quantity of
marijuana. A careful search was made and no marijuana was found.
However, eight (C) photographs and four (@) reels of G mm film,
subsequently alleged to bo obscene, were found. The photographs
and film were not seized at that time.

On January 29, 1969, a search warrant was issued covering the
Defendant®s residence to search for obscene pictures and motion
picture films. The warrant was based solely or. the affidavit of
Donald Watson, Customs Agent. (A copy of the Search warrant and
Affidavit are attached.) The affidavit does not even assert vhat
the conclusion of obscenity was based on the affiant®s personal
observation of the photographs or films.

Under the warrant, a search of Defendant®"s residence was made,
In addition to the four reels of film and eight photographs men-
tioned in the affidavit, thirteen other films were seised along
with numerous photographs. Also, a careful search for marijuana
wa3 carried on iIn the residence under the warrant for obscene
films.

Subsequently, after viewing one or more of the films and
photographs seised, theGrand Jury indicted the Defendant charging
.<OXUwIOH Q= . RY ,dm — UD*
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(Y affidavit of the Customs Agent was insufficient to show
k v __vx* _ _
> 4i1probable cause as there was no allegation that his statements ware
< jv'je't.

r-bp a s e d on personal know?.edge* After all, that is the purpose of an
/ii affidavit.

Conceding for purposes of argument that the Customs Agent . -
viewed the films, his affidavit stating so and reaching the per-
sonal conclusion that the films wore obscene, the warrant is
still invalid. In Lee Art Theatre v. Virginia, 392 U.S. 636G
(196C), the U. S. Supreme Court reversed a State Court conviction
of possessing and exhibiting lew/d and obscene notion pictures.

The fatal defect was tho use of evidence seised under a scarce

warrant based on the affidavit of a police officer

AK* I "™ w h 1 c h stated only the tiller of the notion
Mirs-"" m pictures and that the officer had determined
éﬁkaj°EﬁTn< V) frora personal observation of them and of the
S Felee>* billboard in front of the theatre that the
v« films were obscene.”™ bee Art Theatre, supra,
V" : P. 636.

"However, wCc need not decide in this case
whether tho Justice cf the Peace should have
viewed the motion picture before issuing the
warrant. The procedure under which the war-
rant vw/as issued solely upon the conclusionsry
assertions of the police officer without any
inquiry by the Justice of the Peace into tho
factual basis for tho officer®s conclusion.,
was r.ct a procedure “designed to focus searsh-
ingly on the question of obscenity”, id., at
732, 6 T. Ed. 2d at 1136, and therefore fell
short of constitutional requirements demanding
necessary sensitivety to freedom of expression.”
id, at 637.

In other cases, Courts have required a prior judicial deter-
mination of obscenity before a warrant can issue, and even de-
clared invalid warrant issued after”Jio™idcoMvad™vi.c-.%®d the film.
The defect iIn that case was the lack of an adversary hearing on
the question of obscenity before t e arrant issued. See Cambist
Films v. I1llinois, 292 P. Supp. 1C5 (19G3) .

v 2 InU. s. v. Brown, 274 P. Supp. SGI (1967) , the Dufondant was

-hargod, as in tho present case, of transporting obscene material

in Interstate commere .. & : ~trials vie- < plus r gur.rit.itv of
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None of the contents were submitted# as in the present case, to
the Commissioner for his persual. The Court hold the seizure un-
lawful and ordered the evidence suppressed and returned to the De-
fendant.

The Court stated that

""the common thread running through recent
Supreme Court decisions on the seizure of
allegedly obscene matter in that because
the line between protected and unprotected
speech i1s so difficult to draw, dissemina-
tion of a particular work should bo com-
plc.teiy undisturbed, at leant until an in-
dependent determination of obscenity is
made by a judicial officer. Complete re-
straint on any v;ork must await a finhl ju-
dicial determination of obscenity.l1l U. Z.v.
Brown, supra, p- 563.

The Court in Brown rolled heavily on Marcus v. Search Far-
rant, 3C7 U.S. 717 (1b6l1) , and A Quantity of Copies of D~ -a
Kansas, 378 U.S. 205 (1064). Conceding that the Supreme Court in
Marcus and A Quantity of Books was expressing its view in the con-
text of civil forfeiture cases, the Court in Brown as did the U.S.
Supreme Court in Lee Art Theatre, supra, applied similar proce-
dures to criminal obscenity prosecutions.

"A search and seizure for the purpose of
gathering evidence for a criminal obscenity
/’ prosecution imparts at least the same poter.-
>\ tial restraint on the dissemination of ma-

/ torial protected by the First Amendment as
one made colely for the purpose of commencing
forfeiture proceedings.” U. S. v. Brown,
supra, p- 5C3.

Another interesting question ana probably of first impression
in this Court has arisen as the result of the recent U. s. Supreme
Court case, Stanley v. Georgia, 37 Law Week 4315 (1962). |In that
case, the Court held Stanley had a right to possess obscene films
in his own home. 1t should logically follow that a warrant de-
signed to deprive a person of possession iIn his own home of ob-
scene matter is invalid. If he has the right to possess the mat-
ter in his own home, r.o cr.c should have the right to take it f::om

him while iIn his _.

he should have the right to bring it there, unless he had stolon
It somewhere.

 {r n L 1oy +F
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It could be argued that the seizure was not to deprive the
Defendant of possession in his own home, but to use that seised as
evidence of violation of another statute. That contention is con-
fronted by at least two problems in the present case, first, are
wc to discriminate against those who roust purchase the material out
of Stato? That is, those who purchase the material in Alaska and
take it to their own homes in Alaska have violated no law. Those
who purchase the material outside Alaska are subject to prosecution
for violation of a number of laws, if the material 1is held obscene.
One of the stated purposes of Title IS, Sect. 1462, the statute the
Defendant is accused of violating, was to supplement ftate legisla-
tion. If there is no legislation prohibiting possession In one"s
home, or i1f such legislation exists and is unconstitutional as a
result of Stanley, that purpose is no longer existent.

|
? Secondly, 1is the manner in which the officers initially die-

A

‘covered the material alleged to be obscene. During a valid

for marijuana, the officers found the photographs and films, and
went to great pains to view the contents, especially of the films,
by unrolling the film and looking through the individual frames in
the light. This type procedure occurred in the Stanley case while
the officers were searching the Defendant®s home for gambling de-
vices under a lawful warrant for that purpose. Nr. Justice Stew-
art, with whom Mr. Justice Brennan and Mr. Justice white joined, in
a concurring opinion, stated:

"*This Is not a case where agents iIn the course
of it lawful search came upon contraband, cri-
minal activity, " criminal evidence in plain
view. For the record makes clear that the con-
tents of the films could not be determined by
mere Insncm vi. And this is not a case that
presents Lions as to the permissible
scope of a ccwuch made incident to a lawful ar-
rest. For the appellant had not boon arrested
when the. agents found the films. After finding
them, the agents spent some 50 minutes exhi-
biting them by means of the appellant™s pro-

jector in anoth:r ups - wur; room. Only then did
t..0 >Mii ,j . - Voo ¥W ... i
NDLEM»» . . . 1Ih .
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launch forth upon unconfined searches and

indiscriminate seizures as 1If armed with

all the unbridled and illegal power of a

general warrant.

Because the films were seized in violation

of the Fourth and Fourteenth Amendments,

they were inadmissible in trial.” Stanley

v. Georgia, supra, p. 4319. >~

True, the films iIn the present case were not seised Iimmediate-

ly after such a search described in Stanley, but the later seizure
was certainly a fruit of the unconstitutional procedures of January

26, 1959.
CONCLUSION

The evidence seized should be suppressed and returnee to the
Defendant for one or more of the following reasons:

1. It is the belief of the Defendant, that the January 29,
1969 search warrant wan not issued to the F.D.1., but to a Customs
Agent and transferred to F.D.I. without approval of the Commission-
er, therefore, the F.B.l. had no authority to make the search;

2. The affidavit on which the January 29, 1965 warrant was
based did not allege personal observations and conclusions of the
affiant, and, therefore failed to show probable cause. Nor dees
the affidavit state as the warrant asserts that /the/affiant believes
the films to be on the premises to be searched;/" n

e

3. The January 29, 1969 search warrant was invalid because
prior safeguards to”*protcct the Defendant®s First Amendment rights
were not taken before the warrant was issued;

4. Under the January 29, 1969 search warrant, the material
seized was in the possession of the Defendant in his own home and/
a warrant to deprive the Defendant of that possession is invalid;
and

5. 7.e January 29, 1969 search warrant was the fruit of an
illegal search undertaken under the auspices of the January 26,

1969 search warrant.
Respectfully submitted,

ROBISON, McCASRBY, STRACKAN & hoGil

_Yo_
Stanley P . Corr.eiiu;



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE DISTRICT OF ALASKA

UNITED STATES OFAMERICA, )
Plaintiff, )

VS. )

JAMES FAYEVINSON, 3
Defendant. )

Criminal No. A-61-69

V=2 REPLY MEMORANDUM e

2v" VvV
>y
- //Defendant, JAMES FAYE VINSON, is satisfied that the warrant

v YAV
\/1 ¥{y;issued to an F.B.l. Agent instead of a Customs Agent, but the
A

*
KNVMv' /other points raised in the Defendant®s MEMORANDUM have net been
ﬁj:v r¥//satisfied by the Plaintiff*s MEMORANDUM IN OPPOSITION.
The MEMORANDUM IN OPPOSITION states in the first sentence that
Jw 7/ Defendant has admitted in Paragraoh 1 of the MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT
F\ OF MOTION TO SUPPRESS, 'that the search pursuant to the warrant cf
N January 26, 1969, was legal”. Reforming the Court to Paragraph 1
>/ of that memorandum, no such admission can be.found. The Defendant
admits in that paragraph that the warrant was lav/ful, but does not
state that the search was lawful. In fact, the second paragraph
on Page 4 and the first paragraph on Page 5 of the MEMORANDUM IN
SUPPORT are devoted to illustrating the illegality of the searching
procedures on January 26, 1969 with respect to the-allegedly obscene
material.

Referring to the January 26, 1969 warrant, the Defendant does
not cicny that a search warrant Ccin be valid if based on hearsay;
however, certain basic rules must be followed. One rule iIs that
the hearsay affiant must state that he ™"believes™ the objects of
the proposed search are on the premises to be searched. Nowhere,
in the affidavit of Donald Watson, does ho state that he believes
the alleged obscene materials to bo on the premises searched, liis
affidavit is based solely on what transpired on January 26, 1969.

Secondly, the MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT points out that the U. S.



ISC

Supreme Court ha3 ruled unconstitutional searches for obscene ma-
terials based on the affidavit of an enforcement officer stating
his personal observations. It should surely follow that a search
warrant for alleged obscene materials based on an affidavit of an
enforcement officer that does not state the conclusion of obscenity
van based on his personal observations, is invalid,,

Much of the MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT was devoted to illustrating
that the Defendant®s First Amendment rights have been violated.

The MEMORANDUM IN OPPOSITION does not even discuss this question
though faced with U. S. Supreme Court cases and lower Court cases
that indicate the proper procedures to protect the Defendant”"s
First Amendment rights were not followed.

Much of the law cited in the MEMORANDUM IN OPPOSITION does not
go to the real questions in issue. The Plaintiff cites Rule 41 (©)
as allowing the Commissioner to issue a search warrant based cn af-
fidavit if the Commissioner believes there is probable cause. Hut
the Commissioner must require certain procedures before he can
determine probable cause. As pointed out earlier, the affiant must
state he belicvos the objects of the search are on the premises to
be searched, and, in the case of obscene materials, an independent
determination of obscenity must be made by someone other than the
police officer, most cases requiring a judicial determination (see
Pages 2 and 3 of MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT), before a search warrant
can be issued and the material seized..

Referring to the matter at the lottom of Page 1 of the MEMO-
RANDUM IN OPPOSITION, the Defendant does not quarrel with the
Plaintiff"s position that a warrant may be based on hearsay, but
again, with respect to a search for alleged obscene materials, even
warrants based on personal observations have been held invalid (see
Pages 2 and 3 of MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT).

Referring to the matter at the top of Pago 2 of the MEMORANDUM
IN OPPOSITION, the Defendant agrees with a policy of r.ot imposing

stringent over-technical standards upon a Commissioner in deter-

mining probable cause; however, the requirement that the affiant



state ho believes the objects of the search are on the -promises to
bo searched is a basic requirement certainly net over-technical.
The cases have shown that a prior independent determination of ob-
scenity is also basic.

The Defendant also agrees, referring to the last paragraph on
Page 2 of the MEMORANDUM IN OPPOSITION, that enforcement officers
may search, ar.d seize fruits of an alleged crime, but again the
basic issue has been avoided. That is, the soarch warrant used for
that search must be valid.

Referring to Page 3 of the MEMORANDUM IN OPPOSITION, the
Plaintiff scorns to argue that a presumption contained in 12 U.S.C.
1*165 tabes precedence over the recent U. S. Supreme Court case of
Stanley v. Georgia, 37 Law Took 4315. Then in the last sentence,
the Plaintiff admits that the presumption does not go to the issue
of suppression of evidence or dismissal of cnuictment. The Defend-
ant quite agrees and cannot understand why the presumption was re-
ferred to if it has no relevance to the issue of suppression of
evidence.

Finally, not only does the Plaintiff avoid completely the 1is-
sues of protection of the Defendant®s First Amendment rights and
failure of the affiant to state he believes the objects of the
search are on tho promises to be searched, but r.o reply has beer,
made to the Defendant®3 allegations contained in the last paragraph
on Page 4 and tho first paragraph on Pago 5 of the MEMORANDUM OF
CUI"hoRT. That is, the procedures in the January 20, 1909 search
were i1llegal and that the January 20, 19CO search warrant was
based on tho fruits of the illegal procedure during the first
search. The quoted portion from the Stanley opinion is certainly
right or. point.

DATED: July 7, 19C9

Respectfully submitted,
ROBISON, KcCASKSY, STRACZAN & ROCS

By
Stanley P. Cornelius”



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE DISTRICT OF ALASKA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, F I I_ E D
Plaintiff,

AUG 1 1969

V.
UNITED STATES DiSYiUCT COU3T ,

DISTRICT O /ALASKA
JAMES FAYE VINSON, By.--... U.T,.. DTy

Defendant. )
)

No. A-S1-G9 Cr.
MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

This matter is before the Court on defendant®s
motion to suppress evidence, return seized property, and
dismiss the indictment, based on an allegedly unlawful
search and seizure.

On January 26, 1969, defendant"s baggage was
searched for marijuana at Anchorage International Airport,
pursuant to a valid search warrant. No marijuana was found,
but four reels of motion picture film and eight still
photographs, believed by the Customs Agent to be obscene,
were observed.

Three days later Customs Agent Watson executed an
affidavit before the United States Commissioner alleging the
above facts and no more. On the basis of that affidavit a
search warrant was issued to search defendant®s home for
""obscene pictures, motion picture film" concealed in viola-
tion of 18 U.S.C. 881462(a), 1465(1964). The warrant was
executed and the evidence seized which defendant now moves
to suppress.

Agent Watson"s affidavit, the sole support for the

warrant on the record, is fatally defective iIn two respects.



First, 1iIn obscenity cases a magistrate issuing a
search warrant is required to make an independent finding of
probable cause not only as to the presence of the offending
matter, but also as to its obscenity. The "conclusary
assertions of a single police officer”™ are net sufficient.
Lee Art Theatre, Inc. v. Virginia, 392 U.S. 636 (1968) *

1 em
Marcus v. Search Warrant. 367 U.S. 717, 731-32 (1961)." Here
the affidavit states only that the materials in question
"were observed to be obscene.”™ Agent Watson®s grounds for
this conclusion are not given, nor does the record show that
any such grounds were laid before the Commissioner.

Second, there 1is nothing iIn the record to connect
the allegedly obscene matter with defendant®s home. The
affidavit states that on January 26, obscene matter was
observed in defendant®s suitcase at International Airport.
On this basis a search warrant was 1issued” three days later
for defendant®s homo. There is no indication that any law
enforcement officer hod probable cause to believe, from
personal observation, hearsay or otherwise, that the
material seen iIn the suitcase three days previously was then
in defendant®s home.

It is therefore ORDERED:

1. THAT defendant®s motion to suppress is GRANTED;

2. THAT the motion picture film and photographs
seized be returned to defendant®s possession;

3. THAT the indictment herein is DISMISSED.

DATED at Anchorage, Alaska, this first day of
August, 1S59. f

V /II ihi-v \Y
/Uiitted States District duége

cc: Stanley p. Cornelius <
Marvin S. Frankel, United States Attorney



swastika is
universities,

he said. “The shadow of t
on every courthouse,
on GovernmenNbuildi _

Ugly Mot d. After~ftc speech, a crowi

r500 gathered inVpark to listen to st,
dint radicals. M ~ny\f the wholcsoaic-
looxirig youthsyclcnched fists raised; ap-
peared to be/out for a\lark. Hot the
mood suddenly turned ugly, ana when
police patatn cars appeared a bl~ck away,
the crowtrWgan hurling roc’

W ith/l .OSb students and'street peo-
ple sheading /~urn, baby, hum!” youths

re to pilcVof debris and she.cd
the/d through the Rank or America door-
way.'Some of the students argued that
the attafek was senseless. The burners, un-
able to articulate their reasons, answered
that the bagk wa/a “Symbol of cor-
porate corrupHoi

Though outnhfabered. statc'patrolmen
and sheriff's deputies took the offensive.
But after a fen-mhqutc rock barrage,
they retreated, IcavinVa patrol caribe-
hind. The students sctxt afire. Mean-
while, thc/oank burned rat. the ground
—a S275J000 loss

Tear ®as. The third night,NIl/spitc a
arfcwyond the arrival of somyjQO ad-
diHoturl state law-enforcement officers,
theVudents continued their/rock hu
ing/PbHcc attempted unsuccessfully td
break upamruly crowds, add from a hov-
ering helictmtcr equipped with a loud-
speaker ordered them to disperse. With
only one knoW cxc/ption, the police
kept their firearms h/lstercd, sometimes
throwing rocks tmmselvcs when they
ran out of tear gaA/One cop was even
photographed usidg a slingshot.

The authorities’ restraint kept casu-
alties down: 32 lawmen and two ci-
vilians were /injured. ThcreNwero 135
Arrests. Finally, Governor Ronald Rea-
gb”, who described the rioters as\\cow -
ardr little bums,” ordered a/forcKof
400 Zonal Guardsmen intc Isla Vis-,
ta anewpence was restored. The de-
structive nmtpage, like gmecr riots for
littlefox no jgstification./iid more than
destroy property and e/danger lives. It
hurt the causcN)f r/tional dissenters
while strengthenin”ytne hand of those
who would quash dissent of any kind.

MORALS
Defense Against Dirt

“They call us the dirty-movie ladies,™
says Mrs. Margery Shrivcr. "They don’t
realize,” adds Mrs. Mary Avara, “the
headaches we get from watching this
stuff.” "Can you imagine,” asks Mrs.
Rosalyn Shccter, "kids at drive-ins get-
ting to sec stuff like this? They do else-
where, you know."

The *“stuff" is flesh flicks, and the
three middle-aged, middle-class mothers
constitute Maryland's defense against
them. The last state to censor motion pic-
tures in advance of distribution, Mary-
land pays the members of its Board of
Motion Picture Censors between $4,000
and $4,500 a year each. In fiscal 1969,
the trio previewed 687 movies, censored
objectionable portions from 14, and re-

20

CENSORS SHRIVER, SHECTER ft AVARA AT WORK
You wouldn't believe the headaches they get.

jeeted 59 outright. Half of those re-
jected were 8-mm. porno prod—tions
made on a shoestring, which is more
than most of the performers wore. None
of the disapproved films was produced
by members of the Motion Picture As-
sociation of America, which voluntarily
rate their movies for their suitability
for different audiences. To look at the
issue through the censors’ eyes, Time
Correspondent Art White spent a day
with the ladies in the Baltimore State Of-
fice Building theater. His report:

Electrodes. "O.K., let’s go,” says Mrs.
Shriver, 44. The first film of the day is
a Japanese import, Tltc Daydream, a col-
lage of sensual sounds and sadomas-
ochistic fury. On the screen, a man
hangs a girl from the ceiling by ropes,
then cuts off her clothing with a knife.
"I'm cither out of touch with Oriental
culture," says Mrs. Shriver, wife of an
oil-compnny executive, "or there's some-
thing here that escapes me." In another
scene, the man strokes the girl's private
parts. Both are naked except for masks.
"1 can’t tell what they're doing," says
Mrs..Shriver. "Don't ask,"” replies Mrs.
Avara, 60, a widow who has been on
the board since 1960.

Electrodes are placed on the girl's
breasts. “This is going to be shocking,"
cracks Mrs. Shrivcr. The film grinds to a
finale in which the hero stabs the nude
girl. "We're turning the whole picture
down," says Mrs. Avara. “They insult us
by submitting stuff like this." Among the
films banned last year was | Am Curious
(Yellow), the Swedish import found by
federal district courts to possess sufficient
"redeeming social value to qualify for
constitutional protection.*

Italian Shoes. The projector again
whirls, and the women settle back be-
hind their desks to watch Decameron
69. They see two figures squirming on

* The film's American distributor is ehal-
lending Maryland's bun in the U.S. Supreme
Court, whtei. has also been naked to rule on
the constitutionality of the Maryland board.

a bed; he removes her sweater, she fon-
dles his fly. “Mark that,” Mrs/Shriver
shouts to the technician; the scene will
be deleted. “Look at his testicles show-
ing there," she calls later. "Marjc that."
As the film grinds on, the women ex-
change comments. "I cant tell which
country this is becnuse there's' no di-
alogue,” complains Mrs. Shriver. "They
look like Italian shoes," says Mrs. Shec-
te'l 55, wife of a Baltimore advertising
executive.

Watching as a girl is stripped by a
male partner (he wearing gloves), Mrs.
Shectcr observes: “Some of tp»e girls
have wonderful undergarments, wonder-
ful bras." Adds Mrs. Shriver: "When |
first started seeing these films, they
looked like they were made by un-
derwear salesmen."

Susan Saved. At this point, the sound-
track voice interrupts: “As a prpstitute,
Samantha Jane makes 20 times gs much
as she'd make as a secretary." The
scene shows a young man and a big-bo-
somed brunette in what appears to be
a motel room. Soys the brunptte: “I
need it all the time now." Says Mrs.
Shriver: “You make a film like this for
a couple of thousand dollars agd gross
ten or twenty times as much, iAll y°u
nccv is a bed, a photographer, and a
man and a woman.”

As lunchtime approaches ant| the la-
dies watch a man mutilate another man
with a knife, the board's pretty ad-
ministrative assistant enters tho screen-
ing room. "Don’t look, Susan,” Mrs.
Shriver warns, and Susan rushes out.
The women send out for sandwiches
and coffee, then sit grimly munching in
the dark, eyes on the screen.

By now, the cinematic activities have
begun to exhibit a staggering sapicncss,
and the joking becomes more strained.
Two lesbians perform for the camera,
and Mrs. Avara wonders aloud "what's
going through their minds." Whatever
it is, there is little likelihood th'at other
Marylanders will get a chance to guess.
The dirty-movie ladies rejectedlQ¥€ film.

TIME MARCH 9, 1970

A



Mr. Herb, Shaindlin

*x Chief’of News Operations
KHAR - TV

tec. Pouch 7-016 r -

8pj fe Anchorage. Alaska 99501

a ’ ' 1% ‘e "\
Dear Mr. Shaindlin;

The House judiciary Committee i1s looking at the over-
a " ¥ a1l problem of pornography, and we are informed that
o you have conducted an investigation on how the dis-
. tributors of pornography are operating.
RV A S
VOIVE R you have any plans to be in Juneau iIn the near
futureaeEWwOuld request that you testify before our
c?mmittee- -

ANt .=’ sincerely,

Barry W. Jackson, Chairman

BWJ/mm






January 19, 1970

The Honorable Judge
Edward V. Davis

Superior Court

941 VJest Fourth Avenue

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Judge Davis: *

This date the House Judiciary Committee has voted to take

up the general question of laws or the like thereof relat-
ing to pornography.

In conjunction therewith, it was the feeling of the committee
that we would like to review the films that were confiscated
from the Billikin Drive In iIn Anchorage.

The showing of these films will be held hero in Juneau 1in

an executive session, that is, only members of the committee
and staff will be present.

By this letter wo are seeking your permission for such a show-
ing and await your reply to make further arrangements.

Very truly yours,

Barry W. Jackson
Chairman Judiciary Committee

BWJ/SC/mm

bcc: Harold W. Tobey
District Attorney



- Box 6188-Annex
Anchorage, Alaska 99502
Southcentral Region

Januaiy 21, 1970

Rep. Jess Harris

Alaska State Legislature
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska

Dear Jess:

Please find attached the material you requested. Unfortunately, much
of the material brought to my attention during the year had no evidentiary
value and as a result was either given to interested legislators or destroyed.

I would propose that you consider asking Mr. Herb Shaindlin, News Director

for Station KHAR, to appear before your comittee. 1 have deteimined

that he has conducted probably the most extensive investigation into
pornography that has been done so far. He devoted fourteen months to
collecting material in Alaska and throughout the United States, and is

very knowledgable of how the distributors of pornography are operating.

I asked Mr, SSmindlin if he would be willing to testify and bring his
collection of material before the committee and he assured me he would

be more than glad to do so. In the event you would be interested in his
appearing, 1 would be happy to assist you in making the necessary arrangements.

Mr. Hal Tobey of $he State Attorney"s office is not in Anchorage today
but upon his return 1 will discuss with him the questions concerning the
Billiken film,

I hope this will be of some assistance to you.

Sincerely,

Mel J. Personett, Commissioner
Department of Public Safety

Region Commander
Alaska State Troopers

MED:cs
Enclosure



THE ORIGINAL FILE CONTAINS EXAMPLES OF PORNOGRAPHIC
MATERIAL.

REFER TO STATE ARCHIVES.
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