Dear Jim, CAT5-1448 - Interrogatories 6/30/76
I8m sorry other work has prevented my getiing back to these excerpts earlier,

Lil typed them put of the marked copy of the.transcripte I marked it as I
read 1t. She is still getting used to her noew machine, like yours. As you inow the
underlingings ar: not in the transcript. She picked up some of mine,

It is clear to me that the judge wants to know if the transcripts were ever
legally clagsified as of the time of my request, not as of now. I think we have a
patrial record on this, enough on another kind of case. I thereiore think that a complete
set of questoons seeking definitive answers on this narrow issue should be in all sets of
interrogutpries.

With this CIA this should address the concern fur law and regulation and of
competence by those who later made what amounts to an originsl classification of what
had not been legally classified earlier. The questions on this and on ex poste facto
classification should be pointed and specific. Asidng for divect citation of authority
in all cases.

Ryan makes mistakes., I'm not inclined to conalder them mormal accidents in
extemporaneous speaking. He says 11652 when i .t was not encacted. He does not say
10501 under which he knows there was no authority.

His use of the double negative in the quote that follows alao makes it a false
statenent,giving the impression that their "rview" indicates the Commission was not
denled the authority. That is not the questoon. Did it even have the authority is.

He roferences to "back door" approsches end not Toreelosing them while discouraging
them in favor of direciness wakes me have a few thoughts about the organization of the
interrogatories.

First 4s there or was there any vight under 11501.

Hext is there an after-the-fact right in 11652, ,
Does this right nullify the legal eituation at the itdme of my request and
ita rejection.
What is the name of the ordginal classifie® aad what was his authority? How is
this recoxrded, established.
Un uhat basls was or could this yequest be rejected under what authorlty and
whose interpretation of that authordty.

After we ask questions that establish no authority for the original classification
end none for the subsequent reclassification, before profeeding T thoink it might be help-
ful to ask what differences there are in the executive orders that make this stuff all
“op Secret urder 10501 and of minimal classification under 11652, On the way we never
forget it ask if all details ell all providions were cowplicd with, as they were not.

Then I thigk we go into content and what there is in the content that justifies
clagsification. I n assuning we finished with the Commission's wrongful one. So we go
after all post-commission people on this, Only in part do I have in mind showing thai
the original clas:zification had no standing and that on that basis alons I'm entitled to them.
The rest is addressed at glving the judge a notion of ulterior purpose, as in sll cases is,
1 am confident, true. How does the subject matter of the content qualify? What lkdnd of
information is there that can qualify? Is it entdrely unkown? Is the afiidant expert
enough to attest that it is secret from, say the supposed ensmy intelligence? Or is it
secret from the American people only. (This does address Nogenko but have it apply to all
and if there is question,Nesenko is 100% our way.)

After exhausting all other possibilities we address Hosenko. Did he examine and
offer an expert opinion on the WC's Oswald files? Did he examine any recoxrds that sxre not
available? Did he impart any persenal lmowledge not knewn to the USSR or any that should
be denied the American people? Did he say what was not Hanted and is not in ths Warren Report?
I think eqrly on we should ask if the affiant read the ~eport, the 26 and knows what is and



not in them? Is there any zention of Hosenks in the Roport? 262 Available files? How

does he kunow? Is it Pirgft -hand knowledge? pid he resd the prublished, the unpublished?

If the claim is yes ask for details, on either or bothe Hegding all 26 is unlikely, all
£iles impossible. Bub without this there can be no SWOYTL assurance that can have maEyxx
any meaning. T don't think this judge is going 4o welcome hearsay and I believe the
geriousness of the classification by content is quite relavante

Has ho read the material of other agencies on Nosenko (don't specify FBL) As him
to specify which and the classification, if any. Has he read any that bore no classification?
Ess he read all?Can he £yom Pirst-hand knowledge apoure the court that what is novw clagels~
fied is not classified in the records of any other agency and is not freely svellable by
other means? or sources? Here I'm not talking about the transcripts’ formulations but
about the fact, the contente

* 1f he then insists on propriety of classification ask the naburs of the information
he knows is not in other available files and how it is properiy subjoct to claasification
as ubknown, agains say %o KGB? They knew a1l Nosenko did and more,

Aftor we exhaust thls we ahowld go to speolfie withholdings and maskings by nim/
cla/his agencye Here the CLA=Rockefeller stuff is greal and we can show they conned the
Schweiker comnlitee with i%, on D in particular and it was & fabrication to begin withe
Tne FBI never claseified its D file. The name of the station chisfly aasked, is public
bacouge he resigned to hecome defender of the CIA, as pecently public as the igauance of
the gohweiker reporte Beginning with Watergate. “ong pafore there was & Rockefeller
Compission and hidden frou the Senakte as well as me, What iz the authority, right, need?
What was the original right %0 clagnify anything about D as of the tlre of the Rocke Com?
Having established thab D was & falke, did the agency, while continuing %0 elassify end
withhold, try to tell othors that he should be heeded? Even mnowing his intention was
3o proveke the Unitos Statea into war, a-sack on another counbyy? Did the Agency
in fact try o influence the Rocke ”{om fo credit what it knew was 3 geliberate fabrication?
Has this anything o do with mazking, clagasfying and withholding?

14 is not the fact thai without this withhaldlng and pasking thore was the pos=
gibdlity of orbarragsment to the Agency?

Is this true of any of the content of the granscripts in queation?

Would it embarrass the Agency if it wexe known that the Russian sugpectad that
Oswald was en “American gleaper agent?" Could they have had the FBIL in mind?

0f those rocords in the Wi's files withheld all these years by the Ageney and
nev availsble, what reason was there for the original withholding other than sRparyass-=
ment that is not truo now and was not true ab the time of withholding?

Does he know of any withholding that held no classifiaible content? Does he know
that in onc document whal Was widhhold is omly the fach thet Helms asked the Comiisslon
o do nothing about Nosneko's statemonts? (True— Inhave both versions) Under what
provision of what daw, regulation of order is this classifiable? After persuanding the
WC to do nothing, did the Agenoy latter provide more information? Did it have to be
claseifiable? (Can we ask for the sttaching of mamples on each point? If it is within
reason I think we ghould and then offer Robinson some of what they ave withholding fwomn
HIMe I mean the emphasis on withholding forom & courte

Did the Agency classify and/or withold what 1% seid of Russian lav applicable to
Osuald's departure from Russia? (Yes and get the basis for alassification/«ithholdings
the real reason being there was 1O prohibition and there was procedant. ) :

Did it withhold its yeport on the conmercial transportation available to Oswald in
gping frpm ondon to Helsinki (yesh, pasa the azmo. ) What is claseifiable about consulta~
tion of published schadules of commercial carriers?

334 it intercept Ogwald's mail? Withhold it from the WE? 544112 How is this
cdlassifiable? If withheld from the 4¢, on what basls in law, rege, ©LCe

Y all of this, of course, we ave addressing the legelivy of all Lhelr gecyecy
proceedures, which I think 1s relovante IT you want more gxanple, aske I went %o include
only what “obiunson will f£ind adequate to make the point that they claasify without right
or neod. We'll need an unmarked copy of the Schweiker report, on DAnd othars if we sue
others. AilaSH is another good current example. Hame known, published, not in Sche report.



You lmow that in addition to all the other uses by othar papsrs there were two
more than full-pake stories in the ExPost Outlook section, with “ubele's name, If they
want to say the Schweiker withheld and they did not ask it, let them, but give them a
chance to say that they did ask its withholding and did not rescind efter publication,

If you want ask thom is the real name of A in the Schweiker report 1s withheld at
their request and if they gave the Senate the real name. After whatever questions on this
you wan% ask if the real namz of A is Rudolf Richard Davis, what connection he had with
them or any Watergate figures. Wasnhe a provocatsur who divected officials into inflicting
dangerous publshment on Americans exercising their Constitutional rights? L ke hawving
wmounted police direct their horses on people not in accord with CIA policy ("'up, for
Cualfiedld) If the answor is no on Davis - oh, yeah, did they direct him to bresk up his
training caump? Did they tell the Schwelker commdittee its locafion? Was &his location
secret? (iopes I have 1968 pictures taken by the St., Tammany Parish sherdff for me.)
gack;ot if not Daviss wes it eny ane of his followers whose nines have never been withe

sld by other agencies? Wemm If you draw negmtives, and you should not, asik then mmmz
mmmam i this refers to another camp, were there arvests and are those nanes public
because of that arrest? (I have them.) But I'm sure it is Davis.

Un the minitions, did the Agency inform the WC, Rock. Com or Senate that 1% knew
the ownership of this property? Wasuit owned by the brother of Mike Felaney and his wife?
Wa:s liclaney the operator os the casino at El Yaclonal? Was this the second largest
pre-gfszro gangland-owned Jor Mafia) farbling establishuent in pro~Castro “uba? Did it
inform anyone about the connection of ¥ranlk ek Sturgls/Florini with Cuben Cambling
operations? Was it aware that he wusxwupariedziaxikexBi¥xinrhpwsxhsemzs part of the FBl's
JFK assassination inv.stigation? Did it veport any of this to the FBI? How much? Was 3%
clapaified? Under what sznchion?

I don't know how much of this you want to go into but I found no CIA snfo 4n wy
search of the WO files on Davis and the camps., This mesns they withheld it 1'm siill
addressing their compliance or non-compliance with regulatiorn snd law on this svlbject,
not eutirely buy partly as motive. Besides, I think the quoestions will be informative
to Robinson. Hone of this is sseret and I've knowm it all since before I published it
in 1967, I do think their Llaterpretation of the 50's ig relevant. We ave limited by their
improper secrecy and have to use the means we can,

if 1 think of more I'l1l add it after supper,

When the apiroach takes form in your mind I'11 agzsin go over theanswers %o the
earlier interrogatories. Uae pont sbout them, now that they have been snswerad, is that
the answers estabdish there wes neither reason nor basis for non~responss other than
That response gave us basls for proving wrong on the govermment's part,

I ptill think they can ovt jJuat giving it 1o me. Tough, searching interrogatories
nay help them to this decision and save us much tine,



