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[From Cosmo Wenman’s Berlin-based attorney, Dr. Kristoff Ritlewski, to the Egyptian Museum 

of Berlin and its parent organization, the Prussian Cultural Heritage Foundation (SPK)] 

[Note: most of the correspondence is translated from German and lightly edited for clarity] 

[Note: “IFG” stands for “Informationsfreiheitsgesetz”, “Freedom of Information Act”] 

 

HERTIN & Partner -- Kurfürstendamm 54/55 -- D-10707 Berlin 

Vorab per Telefax: +49 (0)30 266 412821 

Stiftung Preußischer Kulturbesitz 

Ägyptische Sammlung  

Frau Prof. Dr. Friederike Seyfried  

Von-der-Heydt-Str. 16-18  

10785 Berlin 

 

Berlin, August 10, 2016 

Request for information about file content 3D scans of "Nefertiti" 

Dear Professor Seyfried, 

Dear Sir or Madam, 

We represent the interests of Mr. Cosmo Wenman, 2369 Andersen Lane, Vista, CA 92084, USA. 

Proper authorization by the lawyers. 

Mr. Wenman is looking for high-quality 3D data sets of the sculpture "Nofretete / Nefertiti". 

We used the Prussian Cultural Heritage Foundation Portal SPK Digital, as well as by the Foundation 

also supplied portals Europeana and AthenaPlus to search for 3D scan data sets of the sculpture 

"Nefertiti" and cannot find any relevant results. The ZEDIKUM - Center for Digital Cultural Heritage in 

museums seems so far not to publish 3D scan data sets or to provide. 

But we know from the press that such 3D scan data sets are available, which have been created by 

the company TrigonArt on behalf of the Prussian Cultural Heritage Foundation in of 2008. It is not 

known whether there have been at a later date, such as the ZEDIKUM, further scans, which have led 

to additional records. 

We therefore ask, on behalf of Mr. Wenman 

Provision of electronic 3D scans of the sculpture "Nofretete / Nefertiti" 

(.. New Kingdom, 18th Dynasty, around 1340 BC, limestone, gypsum, rock crystal, wax, 

Location: Amarna, height 50 cm, Inv ÄM 21300; Egyptian Museum and Papyrus Collection 

at the Neues Museum) 

Additionally requested Mr. Wenman the information contained herein § 3 para 1 Freedom of 

Information Act Berlin. (Hereinafter: "IFG (Berlin)"). Pursuant to § 4 section 1 IFG (Berlin) we ask for 

sending copies of electronic documents before, especially the 3D data as point clouds, grids and 

similar data for topology and color of the sculpture, as typically by laser, photogrammetry, touch 

sensors or structured light projection. The data formats such 3D data sets are typically: .obj, .stl .ply, 

including .jpg, .bmp, .tif, .png or similar image formats for the associated color and surface data. 
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The request by sending the information applies to all data of all completed 3D scanning with respect to 

the sculpture "Nofretete / Nefertiti". 

We consider the submission of records as a whole for the only meaningful fulfillment of this request for 

information within the meaning of § 4 para. 1 IFG (Berlin). The submission also meets the stated 

desired handling of the Prussian Cultural Heritage Foundation with 3D digital objects, such as the 

accession of the Prussian Cultural Heritage Foundation on the Berlin Declaration on Open Access of 

12 November 2013 and the associated "best practice recommendation" of November 2013 refer is. 

If there are reasons for limitations of parts of the information requested, I ask for an explanation and to 

send those electronic parts of the file, for which there are no restrictions. 

Please send the documents, like in electronic form on CD / DVD-ROM: 

HERTIN & Partner 
Dr. Kristoff Ritlewski 

Kurfürstendamm 54/55 
10707 Berlin 

Our client asks, if possible, on a survey of the costs in accordance with § 18 IFG (Berlin) to dispense. 

[That any costs or fees for fulfilling this request be waived –CW]  If this is not possible, please let us 

know what fees and costs for the information and transmit the data are to be paid. 

Best regards 

Dr. Kristoff Ritlewski 
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[From Egyptian Museum of Berlin to Ritlewski/Wenman] 

 

August 17, 2016 

Request for information on file contents 3D scans of "Nefertiti" 

Dear Dr. Ritlewski, 

Please acknowledge that I can only reply today to your letter of 10.8.206 (receipt by FAX on 11.8.16), 

but the holiday period unfortunately entails such delays. 

As your clients--or clients--requests for the transmission of data from the 3d scans of the bust of the 

Nefertiti, I have to pass this priority over the General Department of the Staatliche Museen zu Berlin 

(SMB) to the responsible department of the main administration of the Prussian Cultural Heritage 

Foundation (SPK) and also attach a copy of this letter a to the relevant sections. 

You will surely get as soon as possible as possible, and please understand that I cannot help you here 

directly. 

With kind regards 

Friederike Seyfried 

Director 
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[From Prussian Cultural Heritage Foundation (SPK) to Ritlewski/Wenman] 

 

Berlin, November 24, 2016 

Your letter dated August 10, 2016 – request of your client Cosmo Wenman 

Dear Dr. Ritlewski, 

In your letter from August 10, 2016, you made an application in accordance with Article 4, Section 1 

IFG Berlin on behalf of your client, Mr. Cosmo Wenman, for the forwarding of data from all completed 

3D scan processes related to the sculpture “Nofretete/Nefertiti”. 

To begin with, I will point out that a claim of your client under Article 4, Section 1 IFG Berlin for access 

to official information of the Prussian Cultural Heritage Foundation does not exist if for no other reason 

than that this ruling is not applicable to the Foundation. The Prussian Cultural Heritage Foundation is a 

federal foundation under public law, hence a federal agency. As such, the federal freedom of 

information law is to be applied in this case. Therefore, I have examined the claim of your client 

pursuant to the IFG (Federal Government). 

The Foundation is in possession of a 3D scan of Nofretete, produced with a high degree of technical 

competence and special illumination using a 3D white-light scanner by the company Trigon Art in 

2008. Additional 3D scans are nonexistent. Thus, the claim of your client can only be directed to this 

item. 

The requested forwarding of the electronic 3D scans by the petitioner is a suitable object for an 

application in terms of Article 1, Section 1, sub-Sections 1, 2, number 1 IFG, since such a scan also 

represents official information under the law. It should be determined, however, if grounds for 

exclusion under Articles 3 ff. IFG stand in opposition to the access to information. 

First and foremost, the grounds for exclusion pursuant to Article 6, Section 1 IFG (protection of 

intellectual property) is worth considering. The scan is a creation that was produced similarly to a 

photograph and as such is subject to Article 72 Section 1 UrhG (Copyright Law). Thereby, the scan is 

protected under the relevant application of the regulations valid for photographs. The rights according 

to Article 72 Section 1 UrhG are held by the photographer under Article 72 Article 2 UrhG. The scan 

was produced by employees of the Trigon-Art company and under Article 72 Section 2 UrhG, they also 

thereby hold the rights. 

However, the access to information is not forthwith precluded by the presence of property rights. 

Instead, the determining factor is whether the requested access stands in conflict with the property 

rights. The prevailing opinion states that such a conflict is only possible when there is a third-party 

entitlement to the property rights since within the scope of Article 6, Section 1 IFG the pertinent agency 

is categorically not supposed to invoke a claim. While the Trigon-Art company is the holder of the 

property rights pursuant to Article 72, Section 2 UrhG, it has contractually conceded all rights of use of 

the scan to the Foundation. With that, we trust that despite existing property rights the access to 

information can be facilitated. 

The form of the access to information had to be examined as well. You requested the sending of data 

on behalf of your client. Per Article 1, Section 2 IFG, the claimant has the fundamental right to choose 

between the different possibilities of the access to information. In the case of compelling reasons, the 

agency is permitted to deviate from the form requested by the claimant. Such a reason is present here. 

The Freedom of Information Law merely controls the access of the public to official information, without 

addressing the question of whether the further use of this information is permitted. This question is 
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addressed in the law about the re-use of public sector (IWG) information. In principle, this law provides 

that re-use of official information is permitted, and that museums are included in the scope of an 

application pursuant to Article 1, Section 2, Number 7 IWG. But the legislator has included an explicit 

exception in Article 2a IWG. Therein it is clarified that re-use of information upon which, for example, a 

museum holds property rights, is only permitted if the public institution approves the subsequent use. 

The background for this provision was that the legislator recognized that in particular many 

digitalization projects in the public domain could only take place once financing could be generated 

through previously completed projects. An approval for the subsequent use of the 3D scans by your 

client or other private parties cannot be given. 

Especially in the sector of digitized information, it is nearly impossible to preclude the retention and 

usage by third parties, once this information has left the domain of the agency. The handover of the 

data to your client would thus jeopardize the implementation of the IWG regulation. This constitutes a 

compelling reason in accordance with Article 1, Section 2 IFG. 

Against this background, the requested access to information through the sending of a data carrier 

cannot take place. Your client may see the data in the premises of the Prussian Cultural Heritage 

Foundation in Berlin. Should your client not be able to travel to Berlin, we would make an effort to 

make an inspection possible at the German Consulate General in Los Angeles. 

With kind regards 

Carola Thielecke 

Attorney 
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[From Ritlewski/Wenman to SPK] 

Berlin, February 10, 2017 

Question by Mr. Cosmo Wenman to lFG on Nefertiti data Your letter of 24 November 2016 

Dear Mrs. Thielecke, 

Thank you for your letter of 24 November 2016. 

My client would like to take advantage of your offer to view the data in the premises of the German 

Consulate General in Los Angeles. 

He asks for the next possible date for the inspection. In addition, Mr. Wenman has another question. 

Your rejection of your request for the transmission of the data is essentially based on the fact that the 

continuous digitization can only take place if the financing can be secured from already completed 

digitization. 

Mr. Wenman asked what financial conditions you would be willing to send the data to, and to grant Mr. 

Wenman the right to produce and distribute the reproduction of Nefertiti sculpture. 

Best regards 

Dr. Kristoff Ritlewski 

 

 

[From SPK to Ritlewski/Wenman] 

April 5, 2017 

Dear Mr. Ritlewski, 

I wanted to tell you quite briefly between a signal. We are still in the process of clarifying the modalities 

for information access with the Consul General in LA and we hope to report to you very soon with a 

concrete proposal. 

Best regards, 

Carola Thielecke 

 

 

[From Ritlewski/Wenman to SPK] 

May 15, 2016 

Dear Mrs. Thielecke, 

I am referring to my request for the IFG and your email below. 

Is there already a new stand? 

Best Regards 

Kristoff Ritlewski  
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[From SPK to Ritlewski/Wenman] 

May 31, 2017 

Dear Mr. Ritlewski, 

Unfortunately, the matter has been somewhat delayed as the GK [German Consulate] in Los Angeles 

has withdrawn its initially given pledge to provide administrative assistance and to allow the files to be 

inspected. We have now agreed with the law firm WilmerHale that the inspection of the data can take 

place there. 

I would be very [helpful] if you could discuss with your client which dates would be suitable for him, I 

would clarify this with the law firm. 

Best regards, 

Carola Thielecke 

counsel 

 

 

[From Ritlewski/Wenman to SPK] 

June 14, 2017 

Dear Mrs. Thielecke, 

Thank you for your email below. Mr. Wenman asks for an inspection on one of the following days: 

Tuesday, June 22nd 

Tuesday, June 27th 

Thursday June 29th 

Each 10 o'clock in the morning. 

Please let me know if one of these dates would fit. 

Best Regards 

Kristoff Ritlewski 

 

 

[From SPK to Ritlewski/Wenman] 

June 22, 2017 

Dear Mr. Ritlewski, 

I can confirm the date for June 29th. In the course of this day you will get the details of the address 

from me. 

Best regards, 

Carola Thielecke 
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[June 29, 2017: Wenman inspected the Nefertiti scan data at the law firm WilmerHale.] 

NOTE: This summary and most of these observations have not been shared with SPK. 

Summary of inspection: 

WilmerHale’s offices are on the 20
th

 floor of the Two California Plaza skyscraper in Downtown Los 

Angeles. I drove there from San Diego, a 100 mile drive. In the building’s ground floor common lobby, I 

met two people I had invited to accompany me and observe the inspection: a journalist, and a USC law 

lecturer with a specialization in cultural heritage disputes. Because they were not on SPK’s list of 

visitors, WilmerHale did not allow them past the ground floor lobby. 

Inside WilmerHale’s offices, I was brought to a conference room where a laptop had been set up for 

me. The laptop had been configured to prevent any data from being removed, no peripherals could be 

installed, and it had no internet access. There were two directories on the laptop containing Nefertiti 

data and two simple 3D file-viewing applications. I was left alone in the conference room and I was 

welcomed to stay as long as I needed. 

Here is a video overview of the setup and my 

inspection: https://youtu.be/esiCxm-JNto 

The laptop was underpowered for the task—it was 

very, very slow and struggled to display the large scan 

files. Even if the computer had been more powerful, 

though, it was simply not possible under these 

restrictions to do anything useful with the data, or learn 

anything about the underlying artifact. It was not 

possible to make any worthwhile experiments, 

analysis, or creative adaptations of the data. 

I set up my own laptop next to theirs, so that I could do a side-by-side comparison with the purported 

“Nefertiti Hack” scan that received so much attention in 2016. But without unrestricted access to SPK’s 

data, it was not possible to do a meaningful comparison. 

I left after an hour. 

As expected, the “inspection” itself was useless. The visit was valuable, however, for the opportunity to 

witness SPK’s deficient fulfillment of its FOIA/IFG legal obligations and adherence to its own open 

access policies and philosophy. 

A few observations: 

While it would not satisfy my objective for the public to have free, direct, and unrestricted access to 

these records, everything I was able to do during this inspection could have been done online. SPK 

could easily make this data viewable to everyone in this limited way on its website while keeping the 

data secure. 

The day before my visit, in a call with WilmerHale staff to confirm my appointment, I learned that as 

late as that afternoon, SPK was still verifying and transmitting the data from Berlin to WilmerHale. This 

was nearly a year after my initial records request. 

WilmerHale is one of the most prestigious and highest earning law firms in the US. I don’t know how 

much SPK may have spent on these arrangements, or if WilmerHale provided their services pro bono. 

This form of access was nonsensical and not in keeping with SPK’s public mission.  

https://youtu.be/esiCxm-JNto
https://youtu.be/esiCxm-JNto
https://cosmowenman.wordpress.com/2016/03/08/the-nefertiti-3d-scan-heist-is-a-hoax/
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[From SPK to Ritlewski/Wenman] 

 

Berlin, 5 July 2017 

Your letter dated February 10, 2017, by your client, Cosmo Wenman, on the 29th of June, 2017 

Dear Dr. Ritlewski, 

As you know, the file inspection by your client took place on June 29, 2017 in Los Angeles. 

In your letter, you also raise the question of the conditions under which the Foundation would be willing 

to grant Mr. Wenman a license to produce reproductions. This question can unfortunately not be 

answered so generally. For this, we have to get some closer information about the type of use Mr. 

Wenman plans. Then we can make a suggestion here. For example, a license with a certain annual 

circulation, which is distributed in a particular area of distribution (for example the USA and Canada), 

would be conceivable. A license fee would then be agreed upon. 

With kind regards 

Carola Thielecke 

Counsel 
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[From Ritlewski/Wenman to SPK, translated back-and-forth between English and German a few times]  

 

September 6, 2017 

File inspection by Mr. Cosmo Wenman in Los Angeles, Further inquiry (IFG) and offer 

Dear Mrs. Thielecke, 

I would like to begin by informing you that I am no longer an attorney for Mr. Cosmo Wenman, since I 

was appointed as a professor on August 1, 2017 and have returned my authorization as a lawyer. 

However, Mr. Wenman has asked me to support him as part of his demands and cooperation with you. 

Firstly, Mr. Wenman thanks you for your letter of 5 July 2017 and the basic willingness to issue a 

license for a circulation [a limited license to use the scan in a given area- CW]. He also expresses his 

thanks for the organization of the inspection of the Nefertiti 3D scans at the office of Wilmer Hale, Los 

Angeles, USA. 

Unfortunately, the inspection of the data was a disappointment. As Mr. Wenman feared, a meaningful 

insight into and analysis of the data without a copy was impossible, even and precisely because tests 

and experiments with the data were not possible. Given the way the data was provided, any new 

insights about the scans or the underlying sculpture became virtually impossible. 

This was also because the computer provided was not powerful enough for the task; it was simply too 

slow to open and navigate the large files. Any attempt to view and analyze the scan data in detail was 

therefore in vain. For illustrative purposes, you will find a video of the inspection here: 

youtu.be/esiCxm-JNto 

Despite your considerable efforts to make the inspection possible, the inspection was, in Mr. 

Wenman’s view, a costly and inadequate substitute for the transmission of the data. 

While Mr. Wenman understands in principle your fear that submitting a copy will lead to unauthorized 

copying, he sees in it a certain inconsistency with SPK's public duties and its basic duty to ensure free 

access to its collection. 

The bust of Nefertiti is one of the most famous and widely reproduced works of art. Which is why, in 

Mr. Wenman’s view, it seems odd that SPK keeps secret records of the contours of this 3,000 year-old 

sculpture, and prevents meaningful access and any possibility of adaptation. 

Mr. Wenman asks you to reconsider your position and to make copies of the scans available to the 

public without charge or usage restrictions, and to consider the historical context and new possibilities 

for these scans, which he illustrates in his lecture The Archetypes Burst In: youtu.be/IZCoDV_TzVI 

Mr. Wenman hopes that SPK and its President, Dr. Parzinger, will agree that the benefits of free public 

access to the scan are far more important to SPK’s public mission than selling replicas in the 

museum’s gift shop. This would be in line with the practices of reputable museums worldwide. 

In order to better understand the financial concerns that you have identified as an obstacle to the 

submission of a copy, Mr. Wenman asks you to submit the following information for the years 2010 

through 2016 in accordance with the IFG: 

• The amount of revenue and profits from sales of reproductions derived from digitized scan data, 

and the costs of digitizing, and of producing and distributing the reproductions; 

https://youtu.be/esiCxm-JNto
https://youtu.be/IZCoDV_TzVI
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• The amount of revenue and profits generated by SPK through sales of reproductions derived from 

the Nefertiti 3D scans; 

• The amount of revenue and the profit SPK obtained by granting licenses for the use of the 

Nefertiti 3D scans; 

• The cost of producing the Nefertiti 3D scans; 

• Information on the extent to which revenue generated this way benefits new digitization projects. 

A comprehensive compilation of such records is not necessary; any records that can answer the above 

questions would be sufficient. 

Finally, Mr. Wenman would like to inquire if SPK will consider an alternative solution to the financial 

challenges it cites:  

In the event that Mr. Wenman would support and/or ensure the funding of SPK’s digitization work 

through a philanthropic foundation, would SPK be prepared to provide the resulting data—along with 

the Nefertiti data—to the public, free of charge and without usage restrictions? This form of 

cooperation would be modelled on similar donations made to the National Gallery of Art in 

Washington, D.C., and to the Dallas Museum of Art. 

If cooperation is possible, what sum would SPK accept as a donation in exchange for making only the 

Nefertiti scans available to the public, for free use? 

If you have any questions, do not hesitate to contact me. 

Best regards, 

Prof. Dr. Kristoff Ritlewski 
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[From Ritlewski/Wenman to SPK, translated via Google with light editing by CW]  

 

Your records from September 6, 2017 

File inspection in Los Angeles, further request for the IFG and offer. 

Dear Professor Rittlewski, 

With apologies for the belated feedback, I return today to your letter of 6 September 2017. 

Attached you will find a [USB drive] with the Nefertiti 3-D scan data as we have it. The only change we 

made is that a lineage for the data has been inserted into the bottom of the socket. We hereby make 

available to your client without acknowledgment of any legal obligation and expressly only for his 

information and not for commercial use. We hereby want to take into account the concerns of your 

client, to be able to deal comprehensively with the data. 

In your letter, you submitted the request for access to further information under the Freedom of 

Information Act. It was about documents that provide information about the current revenue from the 

marketing of 3-D scans by the Prussian Cultural Heritage Foundation and their use. As you know, the 

IFG only authorizes access to existing administrative documents. On the other hand, the 

administration is not obliged to produce documents on its own. Documents in the manner described in 

your request are not available at the Foundation. However, I can inform you that the income from 

marketing has so far been extremely manageable, in any case less than € 5,000. It should be noted, 

however, that this is a new area and that systematic marketing of 3-D digitizations has not yet been 

started. 

Finally, I would like to comment on the question asked as to whether the President of the Foundation 

shares Mr. Wenman's view that it would be more useful for the public to release the scan data in the 

sense of Open Access than to generate revenue. Here there seems to be a fundamental 

misunderstanding. In contrast to the American cultural and in particular museum facilities, which are 

certainly better known to Mr. Wenman and are largely private, the German cultural institutions are 

state institutions, which are mainly financed by taxpayers' money. This also applies to the Prussian 

Cultural Heritage Foundation. As a result, these institutions are not only bound by law, but also 

accountable to the state donors. It is therefore irrelevant whether or not Professor Parzinger shares 

Mr. Wenman's view. Rather, it is a question of fundamental decisions, which the German budget 

legislator must take, not least. 

§ 5 Abs. 4 of the Act on the Further Use of Information explicitly stipulates that cultural institutions 

which provide information for re-use may also include a "reasonable profit margin" in the charges. This 

is not just a right of the cultural institutions (which in any case does not have rights in the true sense), 

but this is also due to the expectation that the cultural institutions use this potential to relieve the 

German taxpayer. 

It is not stipulated that revenues must only flow into other digitization projects. In this respect, the 

Stiftung Preußischer Kulturbesitz fulfills the mandate of the donors if it strives to generate revenue by 

generating revenues that will benefit the public task and reduce the need for funding. It is also quite 

possible to generate substantial sums. For example, the Bildportal bpk, which as part of the picture 

agency is part of the foundation, generated sales of approximately 1.5 million euros in 2016 and even 

more than 2 million euros in 2017. 

As you probably know, there is a lively debate on the issue in Germany as well, and I think it is 

possible that the general attitude will change in the future. However, this is a question that is not 

decided by the foundation alone, but which requires a detailed debate of the relevant stakeholders in 
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Germany and ultimately a political decision. In this respect, I ask for your understanding that Mr. 

Wenman's proposals to resolve this with a philanthropic foundation or a donation are not effective. A 

single solution, referring only to the Nefertiti, would not be the right way anyway. 

Of course, it remains clear that Mr. Wenman can obtain a license for the commercial use of the data 

now sent. If he so wishes, he would have to tell us what he intends. We would then make a 

corresponding offer. 

Best regards 

On behalf- 

 

Carola Thielecke 

Judiciary 

 

Attachment: [USB drive]  
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Resources 

German FOIA (“IFG”) law: http://www.gesetze-im-internet.de/englisch_ifg/index.html 

Law on re-use of information from public authorities (see Section 2a for the exception SPK cites): 

https://gesetze-im-internet.de/iwg/BJNR291300006.html  English translation: https://goo.gl/EEVWuV 

 

 

Video of my June 29, 2017 inspection at WilmerHale, Los Angeles: https://youtu.be/esiCxm-JNto 

 

 

Cosmo Wenman, The Archetypes Burst In, March 8, 2016 at REAL2016 conference on 3D scanning 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=IZCoDV_TzVI 

(History of museums sharing their collections via plaster casts, in contrast to keeping 3D data secret.) 

Charly Wilder, Swiping a Priceless Antiquity… With a Scanner and a 3-D Printer, New York Times 

(Mar. 1, 2016), http://www.nytimes.com/2016/03/02/arts/design/other-nefertiti-3d-printer.html 

Cosmo Wenman, The Nefertiti 3D Scan Heist is a Hoax, (Mar. 8, 2016), 

https://cosmowenman.wordpress.com/2016/03/08/the-nefertiti-3d-scan-heist-is-a-hoax 

Charly Wilder, Nefertiti 3-D Scanning Project in Germany Raises Doubts, New York Times (Mar. 10, 

2016), http://www.nytimes.com/2016/03/11/arts/design/nefertiti-3-d-scanning-project-ingermany-raises-

doubts.html 

TrigonArt, 3D Scan der Büste der Nofretete, http://trigonart.com/3d-scan-bueste-der-nofretete-1490 

(Project portfolio of German 3D scanning company that produced SPK’s Nefertiti scan.) 

For more stories relating to the Nefertiti scan hoax, see Cosmo Wenman, Media Mentions: 

https://cosmowenman.wordpress.com/media-mentions/ 

http://www.gesetze-im-internet.de/englisch_ifg/index.html
https://gesetze-im-internet.de/iwg/BJNR291300006.html
https://goo.gl/EEVWuV
https://youtu.be/esiCxm-JNto
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=IZCoDV_TzVI
http://www.nytimes.com/2016/03/02/arts/design/other-nefertiti-3d-printer.html
https://cosmowenman.wordpress.com/2016/03/08/the-nefertiti-3d-scan-heist-is-a-hoax
http://www.nytimes.com/2016/03/11/arts/design/nefertiti-3-d-scanning-project-ingermany-raises-doubts.html
http://www.nytimes.com/2016/03/11/arts/design/nefertiti-3-d-scanning-project-ingermany-raises-doubts.html
http://trigonart.com/3d-scan-bueste-der-nofretete-1490
https://cosmowenman.wordpress.com/media-mentions/
https://youtu.be/esiCxm-JNto
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=IZCoDV_TzVI

