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VIA FACSIMILE (703-139-0775)

Katherine Lavderdale, Esq.

Seniaor Vice President & General Counsel
PBS

1320 Braddock Place

Alexandria, VA 22314

Dear Ms. Lauderdale:

My clients receaved the erclosed letter from Bill Moyers tcday, Mr.
Moyers appears to view the issue as ove of equal time. As he sees if, he sunply gave
Mr. Boutor a forum. We see it differently.

As 1 noted in my initial letter, Mr. Moyvers did not suaply ¢ancuct an
inferview. He put together a magazine piece with a lengthy introducticn in which
he endorsed the naccuracy of Mx. Boutorn's account, and then he wrote a :eparste
column on the subject. If he had simply asked neutral questions and elicited
answers, without endorsing the answers and writing a column reasser:ing their
truth, we would have a different case—although even then I would bave thought
Mr. Moyers would have doae a little basic checking so that he could aslt more
thoughtful questions. No one i» asking that an interviewer “seek comment in
advance” of an mrerview, but it 15 not too much to ask that an intervievwsr vvho has
read a self-serving book by one participant in a public controversy maksz sarae effort
in advarce of the interview to learn the other side’s position. Certainly cne would
expect that before the interviewer affirmatively embraces the author’s cliarges,
urges people to buy the book, and then writes his own columan giving those charges
even more prominence.

I kad a chance over the weekend to read Mr, Bouton's book: more
carefully, and I weas struck hy the fact that the most serious charge that "Mr. Moyers
irumpeted in his ¢column did not even surfars in the hoock—that the Eagle was
trying to avoid hability for an snvironmental cleanup. As I read the bock, Mr.
Bouton leveled such a charge agiainst Geoeral Electric, but not at the Ee.gle and its
QWIErs.

| Offaring equal tiae 18 nol. the fair response to a brnﬁdca&-t ania
column that lacked any semblance of fairness. The appropriate resgonse is to take
responsibility for the mistakes that were made and to set the record grraight, I

enclose a proposad ratraction that accomplishes that. I ask that M. Myyers read
such a retracticrn on the air, and that PBS make it available on its web site.

[ ara available to discues this matter with you, but ask ket it be
addressed immediately. Thank you,

Very truly yours,
Kevin T. Baine

ce: Mr. Bill Moyers (via facsimile—212 -560-1314)



RETRACTION

Resently I did an interview with Jim Bouton and a coluina about a new
book of his that dealt with a controversy over a proposal to build a new beseball
staditm in Pittsfield, Massachusetts. Mr. Bouton had some pretty st:reng words to
say about the local newpspaper, the Berkshire Eagle, and its owner. Madiz News
Group. And I must aay that ] accepted Mr. Bouton's account pretty much as he
delivered it. I shiouldn’t have. It turns out it was wrong in several ympoctant
respects,

First, the Berkshire Eagle and its owners had nothing to oo from this
proposal. In response to a request from the city’s Mayor, they generously cffered to
contribute $2 million 1n cash plus a ane-acre piece of land-—seeking rotlung; in
return other than naming rights to the stadium.

Second, the land the Eagle was offening to contribute had xo known
pollution problern. The Sagle was not trying to escape liability for an
environmental cdeanup. The land that did have a pollution problem—re!atively
minor, it tures gut—was land that was purchased for the project with some of the
22 million contribuated hy the Zugle’s owners.

Thire, the proposal would rot have cast the taxpayers $§18 2 rullion, as
we reported. The project was to be funded through a combination of praivate
contributions, stat= funds, and revenue bonds—with no lecal taxpayer faads,

So 1t 1urns out that the Fagle editorialized in favor of a new stadiwmn,
and ﬁat its owners offered to contribute over $2 million to the project. 13at theye is
no evid&nce of any greed or corruptior. on the newspaper’s part—just 5 goyd old-

fash.mned Jocal argument about the pros and cons of a new baseball siedivan.

We should have checked all of this out more carefully baire we dld oux

niece on the Pintsfield stadivm projert, and we regret the errors.



