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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
~ FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Nos. 84-5058 and 84-5207

HAROLD WEISBERG,
Plaintiff-Appellant,
JAMES H. LESAR,
Apbe]]ant,
V.
WILLIAM H. WEBSTER et al.,
-~Defendants—Appe11ees.
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HAROLD WEISBERG,
Plaintiff-Appellant,
JAMES H. LESAR,
‘Appellant,
v.

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION et al.,
Defendants-Appellees.

PETITION FOR PERMISSION TO PROCEED OUT OF ORDER
AND ADD TO PETITION FILED JANUARY 9, 1985 -

Harold Weisberg, Plaintiff-Appellant, petitions for permission to proceed

out of order and add to petition filed January 9, 1985.

CONCISE STATEMENT OF REASONS FOR THIS ADDITION TO
PETITION FILED JANUARY 9, 1985

Plaintiff-appellant Weisberg is Witﬁout counsel for the reasons stated
earlier. He is aware that this court frowns upon requests for extension of time
or more than 15 pages, but he believes that the information not available to him
until after he filed his petition of January 9, 1985, is of such exceptional
importance to the nation and to this court, involves the integrity of this court

and the judicial system, as he specifies below, thdl he therefore petitions this
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court to accept this addendum to his petition.
BACKGROUND

Although he is not a Tawyer, Weiéberg was aware of the Timitation to 15
pages and to 45 days under the rules of this court. In addition to his serious
illnesses, which are documented in the case record and of which the panel was
aware, as the case record also reflects this time of the yeér he is subject to
bronchial infections that have had numerous, painful; debilitating and lingering
complications. He had such an infection when he drafted his petition and he
feared that if he did not file it immediately he might not be able to file it at
all, so he filed the retyped rough draft.

Then he received and was able to examine records pertinent in this liti-
gation and withheld from him that were provided to another 1itigant, Mark Allen,

1/
by the FBI.

This particular batch of FéI JFK assassination records disclosed to Allen
relates to FBI SA James P. Hosty, Jr., who, as without contradiction Weisberg
attested, was involved in several major public scandals. Yet the supposed Dallas
search slip was and throughout the Tlitigation remained blank. Without refutation
Weisberg attested to the great volume of Dallas Hosty records that had to be
identified in any honest search; that the FBI withheld them because of their
embarrassing content (and because it always stonewalls Weisberg); that the FBI
had hidden assassination investigation information, among other places, in the
Hosty personnel file, which is duplicated at FBIHQ (Weisberg provided the correct
file nuﬁber for it); and that the FBI's attestations were knowingly and deliber-
ately false, which also wasnnot,refuted.

"1/ Allen's suit is for records made available to the House Sé]ect Commi ttee

on Assassinations. It duplicates an earlier request made by Weisberg, whose
request, as is the FBI's practice, was ignored when Weisberg was not able to

file suit.



After a leak there was partial disclosure of records related to one of
the incredible Hosty scandals, his destruction after the assassination of a pre-
assassination note from Lee Harvey Oswald that Dallas'FBI employees who saw jt
state was a threat to blow up the Dallas FBI office and the police headquarters.
Those disclosed records Teft in doubt whether or not FBIHQ was aware of the
Oswald threat and of Hosty's destruction of that note. What was disclosed to Allen
and is required to be recorded in the Dallas files and was withheld from Weisberg
removes any doubt. T he records withheid from Weisberg after attestation to a
search for them and of providing everything confirm that withheld re]evant.jnfor-
mation was indeed hidden in Hosty's personnel file, and it, too, is scandalous
in nature. |

One of the few Weisberg appeals that was acted upon relates to the two
field offices; records relating to so-called “critics" of-the official solution
to the assassination. The FBI‘was directed to make such a search and process
any relevant records. (Weisberg had even provided the correct title and file
number of some.) SA John N. Phillips, who had been held not to be competent be-
cause he lacked personal knowledge of the investigation by the same panel only
two days before it issued its decision in this 1itigation in which he provided
virtually all of the FBI's attestation, attested, as without }efutation Weisberg
stated, mis]eading]y,‘deceptive]y'and falsely to represent that the FBI had no

such records. The records disclosed to Allen are shockingly specific in.describ-

ing the nature of the "critics" records the FBI, and in particular Phillips' own

division, knew it had and had at the time of its attestations.

Weisberg alleged that one of the reasons the FBI stonewalls him and
refused to make the required searches.in this litigation is because it knew that
it had never investigated the crime itself and instead had sought only, from the
very outset, to make it appear that Oswald was the lone assassin and that there

had been no conspiracy. He also alleged that it was less than cooperative with



the Presidential Commission headed by Chief Justice Warren and reeented its
existence. Records withheld from Weisberg and disclosed to Allen confirm this

graphically.

Perhaps most sensational of all is the information withheld from Weisberg

but on file in Dallas, just d15c1osed to Allen, that Oswald, before the assassi-

nation, allegedly to]d the Da]]as FBI two t1mes that he had been contacted by the

USSR's "MVD!" Also sensational is the statement by a Da]]as FBI agent that the

alleged Presidential assassin was 1its informant or source - as Oswald's assassin

was.

THE NEW INFORMATION
The character of this relevant and withheld FéI information is such that
. We1sberg minces no words. He attested repeatedly that SA Phillips lied repeatedly
about the alleged nonexistence of relevant ticklers and in part1cu1ar that it is
his and a stock FBI 1ie in this and in other litigation that ticklers are "rou-
tinely destroyed" in a matter of days. The information djsc]osed to Allen,

referred to herein and attached,'te from old FBI ticklers that still exist. And

these very copies were in Phillips' own division. It thus is apparent that the

FBI has lied to the courts "routinely" withhnegard'to the ticklers it does have,
that can embarrass it and that it hides them;fnom disclosure when they are not
exempt under FOIA.

Attachment A is of Dallas information. The SAs identified were all
assigned te the Oswald investigation. (When Fain retired hosty became the Oswald
"case agent.") This states that Oswald "said he had been contacted by the MVD."
This information is not included in any Dallas record disclosed to Weisberg and

the FBI also withheld it from the Warren‘COmmiséton; Whether true or not (and as

a subject expert Weisberg believes it is not true) it should not have been with-
held from the Warren Commission and ought not have been withheld from him in

this Tlitigation.

The FBI's outline of its information in Attachment B confirms We1sberg S
o



attestation to withholding from him and FBI motive for it. (Weisberg attached
the copied paperclips for his own information.) |

That FBIHQ knew all about the Oswa]d preassassination threat to bomb
the Dallas office and police headquarters and withheld this information and the
fact of its own destruction of that threat is explicit at 1B 3 (marked by
paperclip), which states that FBIHQ "handled" that problem the very day Oswald
himself was killed, two days after the assassination. That very same day, long
before any real investigation was possib1e; Director Hoover informed the White
House (1 A 3) that "Oswald alone did it. Bureau must 'convince the public Oswald
is the real assassin.'" The very next item quotes Hoover as considering the in-
vestigation not yet made entirely comp]eted; from his memo: "wrap up investiga-
tion; seems to me we have the basic facts now."

That Hoover (or anyone in the FBI) was‘in any way suspicious about how
Jack Ruby, its own former informer (1 C4), was able to kill Oswald is not re-
flected in any record disclosed to Weisberg or the Commiséion. This previously
withheld. tickler record also reflects suspicion of a conspiracy involving Ruby at
1°C 2, "Hoover suspicious of (Ruby's) basement entry and assistance." Any factual
basis for these suspicions had to originate with the Dallas office but nothing
at all of this nature was disclosed to Weisberg. |

4.Assistant Director Alex Rosen, who then headed the Investigative Division,
provided a picturesque confirmation of Weisberg's attestation that the FBI did
not investigate the crime itself (1 B 4): "Rosen characterization of FBI's
'standing around with pockets open waiting for evidence to drop in.""

The FBI's "adversary relationship" with the Warren Commission is the
subject of Item 3. Hoover opposed the Commission (1) and this "adversary rela-
tionship" (3) led even to "Hoover's blocking Warren's choice for general counsel,"
(4) the man who ran the Commission and who is ordinarily the selectee of the

chairman. There are two references to the FBI's preparation of dossiers on both
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the "staff and members" of the Commission. (Emphasis added) Tﬁe second mention
_ Jeaves the FBI's improper purposes and 1ntentions without doubt: "Preparation of
dossiers on WC staff gf;éi-the Report was out." (3 C 1, emphasis in brigina])

That Hoover himself did the leaking he denied, condemned énd attributed
to others is explicit. (3 C 2) So also is it that the FBI and CIA got together to
"prearrange" what they would tell the Warren Commission.

At 3 C 7 the FBI gives the lie to Phillips, its own affiant in this Titi-
gation: "Subsequent preparation of sex dossiers on critics of probe."

Attachment C is from the FBIHQ Hosty personnel file that Weisberg cor-
rectly 1dent1f1ed to the district court and on (1gnored) appeal. (Hosty wrote
Director Kelley after a personal meeting.) In the third paragraph he states pre-
cisely what Weisberg had attested about his Dallas personnel file, that it held
his alleged version of assassination investigation information and that "Serial
157" of "this file contains answers" to questions he had been asked "which are
not the same answers I submitted.” He objected strongly and enc]osed a copy of
what also is re]evant in this litigation, his "memo to the Dallas SAC ... differ-
ent from the one appearing in my personnel file." None of this is on the entirely
blank Dallas Hosty search slip attested as genuine by the FBI in this Titigation.
Hosty then proceeds to jdentify still other relevant records and still other
FBI alterations in what he actually feported.

No record disclosed to Weisberg includes what Hosty reports (page 2,
paragraph 2) that Hoover "personally advised me on 5/6/64, and SAC Gordon Shank-
lin of the Dallas office in June 1964 that my testimony before the Warren Com-
mission was excellent." Also disclosed to Allen are the identical pages of Hosty's
testimony that Weisberg provided to the district court and in which Hosty, who
had received and destroyed Oswald's threat to bomb t he~FBI and police, swore
to the Commission that he and the FBI had no reason to believe that Oswald would

be in any way violent. (The case record also hoids Hosty's report that Oswald
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beat his wife, hardly a record of nonvio]encé.) Hosty thus was praised for
deceiving, misleading and lying to the Commission with all records withheld and
omitted from the search slip.

That a large number of FBI Dallas employees knew about Oswald's pre-
assassination threat and its post-assassination destruction and were entirely
silent about it throughout the period of the Warren Commission and for more than
a decade afterward is explicit in Attachment D. This high-Tevel FBIHQ recbrd
reflects that FBIHQ knows its Dallas SA did lie in its ¥ eference to "not dis-
ciplining others who are not being truthful." (Paragraph 2)

The FBI's general lack of forthrightness and reluctance to provide copies
even to the committees of the Congress is reflected in Attachment E. (The records
it required the Senate committee to examine at FBIHQ were disclosed to Weisberg
under the compulsion df litigation.)

The second Hosty disciplining referred to aiso is required to be in the
Dallas files and index, yet that search slip is as void on this as it is on 100
percent of the many other known Dallas records relating to Hosty. It happens,
perhaps by the most remarkable of coincidences, that this disciplining gf;gg
Director Hoover's personal praise of Hosty was on the first day after page proofs
of the Warreﬁ Report were disclosed officially. |

At least one Dallas FBI SA stated that "Oswald was aﬂ informant or
source of SA Hosty," yet no such information was disclosed to Weisberg. The FBI
here passes this off with a rather large exaggeration, the untruthful claim that .
this "was looked into by the President's Commission, and there was no substance

2/

whatsoever to this particular claim.'

2/ The fact is that the Commission did not and recognized that it could not
make any such investigation and that its only source was the FBI's self-
serving testimony, of Director Hoover and Assistant Director Belmont. Former
CIA Director Dulles, in an executive session transcript Weisberg obtained via
FOIA and published in facsimile, told his fellow Commission members that lying

about this kind of report is right and proper.
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Selec ted pages of a longer report of the Senate Intelligence Committee's
interview of SA Robert M. Barretf, who had been assigned to Dallas’, are Attach-
ment F. He confirms (page 5) Weisberg's unrefu ted and ignored attestations and
appeals, that pertinent and withheld Ruby records are in Dallas files and are
withheld: "... opened a PCI case on Ruby." Weisberg correctly identified even
the FBI printed form the agents are required to fill out after each contact with
any kind of informer. None has been disclosed, Barrettconfirms thg existence of
such a file, known. . normal FBI practice, and the Barrett confirmation was in
Phillips' own Division.

That even FBI SAs knew and admitted that it never intended to investigate
the assassination itself, FBI motive for withholding that Weisberg attested to
without refutation, is reported on page 13. Barrett denied knowing this but the
commi ttee informed him "explicit directions that the investigdtion was to estab-
1ish that Oswald acted alone" were reporteq to it by "other FBI agents." (page 13)

This and othier disclosed FBI records, including Attachment B, hold spe-
cific reference to an organized crime aspect of~officia1 aésassination investi-
gations. Yet, as with all else whefe it i equally false, the FBI represented
to the District Court that it required "discovery" from Weisberg - so it could
prove "compliance" - so that in some manner neither the district court nor thig

court's panel was troubled about, "discovery" from Weisberg would permit the

FBI to "prove" that it had provided the records it had not searched for, pro-

cessed or disclosed and knew it had not.

Whether or not true, existing Dallas FBI records reporting that Oswald,
the only offiéia]]y alleged Presidential assassin, had been contacted by the
USSR's MVD and at the same time was an FBI informant or source, without doubt
exist, without doubt are relevant, without doubt do not appear on the Dallas
search slips attested to be all of them and genuine; and without doubt remain

withheld from Weisberg. No "discovery" from him is or was necessary for the FBI
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to know of the existence of these records and indeed, the very Division thatk
handled them for both the Congress and Allen provided the false attestations by
which the defendant-appellant prevailed before the district court and this court.
Without doubt Jack Ruby, who murdered Oswald and thereby eliminated the
possibility of any trial, had been an FBI informer and it without doubt had the
usual records relating to that association. It without doubt did not require
"discovery" from Weisberg to be aware of this. But, as with all other alleged
"discovery" matters, he had, in fact, provided this information in detail and
with documentation. Yet no search for any of this existing information has ever

been made and Weisberg's appeals, falsely represented as acted upon, remain

ignored.

The FBI and in particular the very FBI Division that provided uniformly
false attestations to the district court knew very well that it had and deliber-
ately withheld by subterfuge aﬁd false representation récords relating to the
so-called "critics" it had been directed to process by the appeals office. The
attachment to this petifion relating to the "critics" also was in that very
Division at the very time it proviged sworn misrepresentation and untruth. An
obvious reason for the FBI's knowing and deliberate untruthfulness to the courts
is found in its own words, that among the dossiers it prepared on these "critics"
is what it described as sexual dossiers. This is not a known Taw-enforcement
purpose, not a proper function of any agency of government and is a form of
abhorrent police-statism. Even the respected and eminent members of the Warren
Commission were not immune in the FBI's quest for the defamatory after it had
been mildly criticized.

Certainly the FBI, at either Dallas or FBIHQ, required no "discovery" to
be aware of the existing and withheld records relating to the ordered destruction
gfggg_the assassination of Oswald's threat to bomb delivered to Hosty ggfgﬁg the

assassination. That the FBI received such a note, destroyed it and then kept this



entirely secret from the Commission and the world - and that Director Hoover
praised Hosty for what was known to be perjurious, his false Commission testi-
‘mony, that Oswald, the self-proclaimed bomber, was a flower boy - may appear to
be incredible, but it is confirmed, as is the existence of relevant information
withheld in this case; yet without heariﬁg, without finding of fact, ih opposi-
tion to all of the evidence in the case record, Weisberg and his_former counsel
in this 1itigation are to be punished because of the FBI's knowing and deliberate
untruthful representations to the district court and to this court.

Only a few days before this panel issued its decision, which ignores all
Weisberg's unrefuted attestations to FBI falsification, a member of that panel

wrote a decision (Liberty LObby v'Ahdérsoh) stating that "It is shameful that

Benedict Arnold was a traitor; but he was not a shoplifter to boof; and one should
not have been able to make that charge while knowing its falsity with impunity."
Benédict Arnold is long dead but the FBI agents who swore falsely not‘onTy did
so with "1mpuhity“ but with acceptance and rewarding by the district court and
the nanel. Indeed, it is the very samé panel which only two days earlier, in tHe
previously cited §ﬂ§g case (No. 84-5084), held the very same SA Phillips not .
competent to provide first-person attestations because he "did not claim any
personal -participation in the investigation," the identiéaT JFK assassination
investigation involved in Weisberg's Titigation, yet accepted éll‘of his attesta-
tions in Weisberg's litigation even afters without refutation, Weisberg undeh
oath described them as in varying degrees unfactual and possibly perjurious.

The panel thus is inconsistent with itself in the §ﬁgﬂ_case and with

Liberty Lobby, which was written by a member of the panel.

The FBI records withheld from Weisberg in this Titigation and only now
are disclosed to Allen are of historical importance that cannot be exaggerated.
This is true of their content and in what they reveal about the FBi in that time

of great crisis and thereafter; of the FBI in its investigation of that most
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subversive of crimes, the assassination of a President; of the FBI's instant
preconception and what it did and was willing to do to have its preconception
accepted as thé'offféia1 sd]ution; of its domination of even a Presidential Com-
mission and its ability to control who would - and who would not - run the Com-
mission's investigation; of the FBI's policy of defaming those who did not agree

with its instant preconception, its "sex dossiers" on the critics and even its

preparafion of dossiers, éftér'thé’commfés{ané Répért.wa§7p0b1f§hed, on the
eminent members and on its staff. Whét the attached records; the FBI's own reveal
about the FBI completely supports what Weisberg attested to based upon other
records which likewise provide it with motive for stonewalling, noncompliance,
any and every false pretense necessary to'suppress what is embarrassing to it,

up to and including perjury.

This brevious]y secret FBIF information is so utterly destructive of all. ~
its representations under oath and by jts counsel that:officiaﬁ]y withholding it
and representing the opposite of what it says and meaﬁs undermines the constitu-
tional independence of the judiciary. This new information is pungent confirma-
tion of what Weisberg had alleged under oath and under pena]ty of pe;jury. It
was not refuted yet was not credited by the panel, which depended instead upon
what the case record disclosed is untrue. In the panel's acceptance of and
dependence upon what Weisberg characterized as deliberate lies, the 1ntegr%ty of
this court itself is invo]ved even more by this new information.

' For these additional reasons and proofs in this new information that was
improperly withheld from him and was not available earlier, Weisberg prays that
his petition be granted and that it lead to a full and impartial judicial inquiry

into the abuses documented with the FBI's own to now secret records.

Respgctfully submitted,

ffroTd Weisberg, [pro se
7627 01d Receiver Road
Frederick, MD 21701
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. Director, FBI (PERSONAL & CONFIDENTIAL) DATS: m/24(7g::“ P
‘ Plax & Eval —
Spec. 1BV, v

. In compliance with your inst ructions- following our
conversation in Kansas City on 10/19/73, I am setting forth the
basic facts that we discussed. I am convinced that the adminis-
trative action taken against me in December, 1963, and again in
October, 1964, was unjustified for the following.reasons:

(1) The letter of censure in December, 1963, and the
guspension in October, 1964, were based upon answers to -
questions telephonically furnished by former Assistant Director
James Gale on 12/5/63. I answered these questions by memo to
the SAC in Dallas dated 12/6/63.

About four years ago I had an o rtunity to review

my field onnel file in the Kansas Cj ice and noted that

Eerial 157 of the Dallas section of this file contains answers dated

12/8/63, which are not the same answers 1 submitted on 12/6/63.

Most particularly I object to the answers to Questions 5 and 6

that appear in my personnel file. Iam enclosing a copy of my
\ memo to the SAC, Dallas, dated 12/6/63, which you will note is

different from the one appearing in my rstn;liﬁL 7

. cr ‘-4 y4 0/7 - /7
1 am aware, however, gm er 'Super?{sﬁe.nnetﬁ'r

Howe did make alterations to my answers without Jny, agvieg 4573 !

c onsent, but with my knowledge. I am enclosing a copy of my_ e
\ memo to the SAC, Dallas, dated 12/6/63, with his corrections, and
\ a copy of 2 routing slip from Howe to me furnishing me with the
. gorrections. However, the answers appearing in my persomnel

file are not these answers either. It appears.my answers were

changed a second time, probably on 12/8/63, without my knowledge.
The most obvious change ig the false answer to Que stions Sand 6,
{n which I am falsely quoted as saying, "pPerhaps I should have "
potified the Bureau earliey " This constitutes an admission of

guilt, which I did not at any time. : :

) i I . \-05\\“.
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odt R pretty w pinpoints the responsi-
ility. I am enclosing a copy of this letter. :

(2) The letter of censure and suspension dated October,
1964, constitutes double jeopardy based upon the letter of censure
dated December, 1963. The only thing added to the letter of October,
1964, was the statement that I made inappropriate remarks before a
Hearing Board. Yet former Director Hoover personally advised me
on 5/6/64, and SAC Gordon Shanklin of the Dallas Office in June,
1964, that my testimony before the Warren Commission was excellent.
The Bureau had a summary of my testimony on 5/6/64, and the full
test of my testimony one week later, five months before my letter of
censure in October, 1964, and no mention was made at any time con-
cerning my inappropriate remarks until October, 1964. Mr. Hoover
also assured me on 5/6/64, that the Warren Commission would com-

‘pletely clear the FBIL. The unexpected failure of the Warren Com-

mission to do this, I believe, was the principal reason for my second
letter of censure and suspension in October, 1964.

(3) The matters covered in both letters of censure
had nq bearing whatsoever on the outcome of the case; namely, the
prevention of the assassination of President Kennedy.

In accordance with your specific request on 10/19/73, the
following should be noted regarding the failure to place Lee Harvey
Oswald on the Security Index:

Oswald was not on the Security Index because he did not fit
the criteria in existence as of 11/22/63. The criteria was later
changed to include Oswald. It should be noted, however, even if he
had been on the Security Index, no specific action would have been
taken regarding him or any other Security Index subject at the time of
President Kennedy's visit to Dallas.

The FBI as of 11/22/63, had only one responsibility regard-
jng presidential protection, at the insistence of the U. §. Becret
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Service. The responsibility was to furnish the S8ecret Service any
information on persons making direct threats against the President,
in possible violation of Title 18, USC, Section 871. I personally
participated in two such referrals immediately prior to 11/22/63.

letter dat

In conclusion, R A T L R
ST o ms up my attitude in this matter that be-

y LAY ¥ite

fazeei, Senlin

AT

in his }D(p

cause of the ation taken by the Bureau in October, 1964, the
Bureau in effect told the world I was the person responsible for
President Kemnedy's death.

On 10/19/73, you asked me what I think should be done. 1
believe that it first must be determined if 1 was derelict in my duty
in any manner, and was responsible for President Kennedy's death.

.determined what damages I guffered, and then

we can discuss the third point - what action ghould be taken.

”After that it should be

' can state with a perfectly clear conscience that I in no
way failed to do what was required of me prior to 11/22/63, and
‘based upon information available to me, which was not all the infor-
mation available to the U. §. Government on 11/22/63. I had gb-
golutely no reason to believe that Oswald was a potential assassin or

dangerous in any way.

1 have no desire to blame anyone else or to seek an
alternate scapegoat. Iam firmly convinced, despite the totally

unjustified conclusion

pot in any way at fault.

of the Warren Commission, that the FBI was

In accordance with your instructions, I will not discuss the
contents of this letter with anyone. In the event you want further

clarification on any po
to you. '

int, I will gladly furnish additional information
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susjecT: ABSASSINATION OF PRESIDENT JOHN F, KENNEDY

e M B

PURPOSE:

Cs On 10/21/75 Mr. Adams testified before a Congressional Committee
'Telative to Lee Harvey Oswald's visit to the Dallas Office prior to the
assassination of President Kennedy, his leaving of a note and its subsequent
destruction. A question was raised at that time and subsequently by the
press as to what disciplinary action the Bureau planned on taking. The
Bureau's official stance was that since the matter was still pending before
Congressional.Commtttee's, no action would be taken until conclusion of
their inquiries. This matter has been followed since that time. Mr. Mints
has advised that since the Congressional inquiries are now conchuded, he
8ees no reason to delay further administrative action. The purpose of this
memorandum, therefore, is to analyze this situ: 3 o g1 b
appropriate recommendations. B

Ay i

L

SYNOPSIS: bé ;
e .7 SEP 101976
) During Mr. Adams' testiniohj when the 1ssue ’
action was raised, he pointed out that this wasg a grave responsibility and
a grave matter to consider since we must recognize the possibility that
- in the passage of time recollections may be hazy. Further, consideration
: , had to be given to possibly disciplining some who have been as candid as
\ they can within the bounds of thelr recollections and yet not disciplining

\\others who are not being truthful.
As a result of the Inquiry, it was positively established that there

N

were four principals {nvolved, namely, Nannie Lee Fenner
Howe, SA James P. Hosty, Jr., and retired SAC Gordon
the inquiry Fenner and Howe have retired.-
LI : ‘\_‘\ g ot
o ' Excluding Host§, there are 16 current employees who, during th

inquiry, admitted to varying degrees gpme knowledge of Oswald's visit,
' the note and the destruction. Some of the {nformation they furnished was

1 - Messrs. Adams, Jenktns, Mintz, Walsh [ %&dbﬁ) 9'6 OVLS“"-f
 hBgmp 21 Sveras W
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transferred. He was denied a within-grade increase because of this lafte

Memorandum to Mr. Held
Re: Assassination of President John F. Kennedy

at variance with information furnished by others, but there was no way to
establish whether they were being untruthful or the passage of time had
simply made it impossible to recall the events. The main fact, however,
was that none of these individuals played any role in the handling or
destruction of the note. Moreover, without exception, when asked why
they had not brought the matter to the attention of their superiors, they .
advised that they assumed a matter of such gravity would have been brought
to the attention of the SAC.

There are eight current employees who disclaim any knowledge of
the matter whatsoever. There i8 no reason to question the veracity of
these denials yet the inquiry certainly established a large mumber of
individuals had some knowledge but were not directly connected with the
incident. Furthermore, not everyone assigned to Dallas at the time of
the assassination was interviewed simply because there was no logical
reason to do so. I is possible that they too may have known of the situation
and would truthfully inform us of it, thus raising the question: Is it fair
to take action against those who were candid with us when there are others
where no action would be taken simply because there was no reason to

interview? %

bl

(34

It is possible that we will never know what really happened. We
know that the Congressional Committees did not establish anything that
our inquiry did not. K Hosty is telling the truth and he destroyed the note
on the instructions of the SAC, this must be taken into consideration even
though former SAC Shanklin denies any knowledge of the matter whatsoever.
Also, it must be considered that Hosty has already paid a heavy price. He
was in effect placed in position of double jeopardy when censured and
placed on probation in 1963 and, with no really new information developed,

later was censured, placed on probation, suspended for 30 days, and
r

action for g ]

CONTINUED - OVER
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Memorandum to Mr. Held

e

Re: Assassination of President John F. Kennedy

RECOMMENDATIONS:

1. That no action be taken against

details of this memorandum who admit some

those employees listed in the
knowledge of the matter but

R e T N g ST e @ Sy e T o o P TS

are not directly related to the incident.
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Memorandum to Mr. Held
Re: Assassination of President John F. Kemedy

DETAILS:

On 10/21/75 Mr. Adams testified before the Subcommittee on
Civil and Constitutional Rights of the House Committee on the Judiciary.
On that occasion Mr. Adams discussed in detail the inquiry conducted by

- the Bureau relative to Lee Harvey Oswald's visit to the Dallas Office prior

to the assassination of President Kennedy and the note left by Oswald and

“_ its subsequent destruction. During that testimony the issue of possible ,

disciplinary action was raised and Mr. Adams, in essence, pointed out
that this was a grave responsibility and a grave matter to consider since
we must recognize the possibility that in view of the passage of time,
recollections may be hazy. Further, consideration had to be given to
possibly disciplining some who have been as candid as they can within
the bounds of their recollection and yet not disciplining others who are

not being truthful.

Shortly after Mr. Adams' testimony press inquiries were received
as to what action the Bureau planned on taking, and the official Bureau stance
was that since the matter was still pending before Congressional Committees,
no action would be taken at that time.

- This matter has been followed on a 30-day basis with Mr. Mintz.
On 8/13/76 Mr. Mintz advised that he had been informed by @SS
that testimony taken by the Edwards Committee has not yet béen printe
and it is unlikely that the hearings will be printed. Further, Congressman
Edwards has no plan at this time to issue a report stating any conclusion
regarding this matter. His intention was to await the outcome of the Church
Committee inquiry to determine whether the Church Committee developed
any facts at.variance with the testimony offered before the Edwards
Committee. According to @SSy apparently no inconsistent facts were
developed by the Church Commiitee. Mr. Miitz also advised that it was
recommended by the Church Committee that the Inouye Committee continue
the inquiry regarding President Kennedy's assassination, but the Inouye
Committee has not acted to authorize a continuation of that inquiry as yet.
William Miller, Staff Director of the Inouye Committee, advised on -
8/12/76 that the Inouye Committee will adopt the recommendation to contimue
the inquiry; however, it is not believed that their inquiry would be directed
at the Oswald visit, the note and destruction of same. Mr. Mintz advised,
therefore, that the Congressional inquiries are now conchided and sees

no reason to delay further administrative action in this matter. -

-4 - CONTINUED - OVER
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Memorandum to Mr. Held :
Re: Assassination of President John F. Kennedy -

As may be recalled, the Bureau wsable to determine that there
were four principals involved in the matter at hand, nameiy, Nannie Lee
Fenner, SA Kenneth C. Howe, 8A James P. Hosty, Jr. , and 8AC Gordon
Shanklin. At the time of our inquiry Shanklin was the only one of the four
in a retired status. Bince that time, however, Fenner retired 3/12/76
and Howe retired 6/18/76. ,

Briefly, the facts developed were that Oswald did indeed visit
our Dallas Qffice sometime prior to the assassination of President Kennedy.
He delivered a note to Mrs. Fenner. ghe claimed the note was threatening
in nature and said something to the effect, "Let this be a warning. I'll blow
up the FBI and the Dallas Police Department if you don't stop bothering my
wife. ' The note was addressed to SA Hosty. .8he claimed she showed the
note to the then ASAC Kyle Clark (now retired) who instructed her to give
it to Hosty. Howe, then the supervisor of Hosty, could not remember the
contents of the note but seemed to recall it contained some type of threat.
Howe seemed to recall that he found the note in Hosty's workbox probably
about the day of the assassination and brought the note to SAC Shanklin.
Hosty admits the existence of the note, claims it was not threatening in
nature, and that he destroyed the note upon the instructions of SAC Shanklin.
Shanklin disclaimed any knowledge whatsoever of the matter. ‘

2

In conducting our inquiry we learned that several people were

 aware to some degree that Oswald had visited the office and left a note for

Hosty. In talking to these people, without exception, when asked why they

had not brought the matter to the attention of their superiors, they advised
they simply assumed that a matter of such gravity would have been reported

to the SAC. They advised generally that they acquired the information through’
conversations with other people well after the incident had occurred. Some

of these people furnshed information at variance with that furnished by

others, leading one to raise the question as to whether they were being
untruthful or whether the passage of time had simply made it impossible

to recall the events. The main fact, however, with regard to all of these

- individuals is that none of them played any part whatsoever in the handling

of the note as outlined previously. Those people who are still employed
who had some knowledge of this matter in varying degrees are as follows:

As A‘//@!"‘
n admin BHCJ'.

-5 - CONTINUED - OVER
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" disclaimed any knowledge whatsoever of the the
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Memorandum to Mr. Held ’
Re: Assassination of President John F. ¥ennedy 2 L

A\ |

On the other hand, there were people in the Dallas

- ' {8 While we have no information at all
questioning the veracity o the denials of these individuals, the inquiry
covering interviews with both current and former employees certainly
established a large number of them had some knowledge of the matter but
were not directly connected with the incident. Therefore, to take action
against those employees who admit some knowledge but were not directly
connected with the incident and at the same time take no action against
those denying knowledge could be an injustice to all concerned.

Another thing to take into consideration is the fact that everyone
who was assigned to Dallas at the time of the assassination was not interviewed.
Many of them are current employees assigned to various offices. They were
not interviewed simply because there was no logical reason to do so. R is
possible that they too may have known of the matter and wauld truthfully
inform us of it, but here again we are placed in the same position as we
are now with regard to those people we did interview. All things considered,
it is not felt that any action should be taken against the aforenamed indiyiduals
who are currently on our rol L ’ ‘g(o

With regard to Hosty, he claims he was instructed by the S8AC to
destroy the note. We probably will never know the facts as to whether this
actually occurred. R is our understanding that the Congressional Committees
pever learned of anything other than what we developed in our inquiry. U
Hosty indeed destroyed the note on the instructions of the BAC, he was
following the instructions of his superior and this must be taken into

-6- CONTINUED - OVER
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pMemorandum to Mr. Held ' o
Re: Assassination of President John F. Kennedy " g e

. g
consideration. Also taken into consideration is the fact that Hosty suffered
considerably many years ago. In fact, Hosty in effect was placed in double
jeopardy- On 12/13/63 he was censured and placed on probation for
{nadequate investigation. With really no new information developed

. concerning Hosty, later he was censured, placed on probation, suspended
for 30 days, and transferred to Kansas City. This action occurred in
October, 1964. He was eligible for within-grade increase beginning 9/27/64
: but was not given game and, in fact, was finally granted a within-grade
' ' {ncrease 6/20/65. As can be seen, Hosty has already paid a heavy penalty.
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U. S. ST-WWIED STLICTT CRitiITIiED
ON LiiTilIGzilz HACIIVILIZS (SSC)

Reference 1s rcace to SSC letter cdated Lecerber 11,
1973, reruastin: eccess tn varinus materizls c~ntained in
Burccu files relatin: to this zureagu's investization of
lee liazvey “swald ana/nr the asszssinctina of Fresiceat John F.
Kennecy. :

Enclngaed for your ecprnval end forvaréin- ta the
SSC is the ari-inzl af a meonhrancun wihich ennstitutes a nextial
Tespnnse to ta2 regquasts cnatsinea in referenced S5C le»ter.

A conr nf the abave mermiandum i3 deiny furalshad
for yeur recarcs.

Enclacsures (2)
62-115255 |

1 - The Cesuty Jdttnrney General
Attentina: liichael I, Sheheen, Jr.
Special Counsel far

' Intelligence Cnerdination
TJM:adn/1hb .

(13)
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) ' r. J. B.d:dams
Mr, H. N. Bassett
2 « Mr, J. A..Mintz
A (1 ~ Mr. J. B. Hotis)
1 « Mr, W. R. Wannall
1 - Mr, W, O. Cregar

62-116355 ' December 31, 1975

1 « Mr, F. Woodworth
- 1 « Mr, J. P. Thomas
- 1 -« Mr, T. J. McNiff
U. S, S=MATL SZLECT CMIMITiZC IO
STUSY GOVEIZNTITAL OPERALINGS WIZH
KESPLZi T0 LIELLIGEGCE ACTIVITILES (sSC)

Reference is made ta SSC letter dated iecerder 11,
1975, reguesting eccess to varinus waterials containzc
in Dures: files relatinz to this Lureau’s investisgatien
of Lee Harvey "sweld and/~r the assassinatinn of vresident
John F. iennady. Set farth balew is this Eureau's resonnse
to inciczted itex=s mentioned in referenced letter. s25Sonses
to the re—ainiz; items are beins preparca goe you will e
advised when sucn preparations nave been corpleted,

Iten 1 references the July 6, 1S54, cemorcadum

" from C, 2. Pavidson te iir. Callzzan, wiica was proviced by

this Bureau in resiease to 55T incuiry cated .iovexber 18,
1975, and recucsts materials pertaiainn to the Legcerder 13,

1963, censuring &ad prebetina of Soecial szent (54) Jeaes Po..

Hnsty, Jr. !in memnrancum dated July 6, 1564, enuld bDe
located as havins been furnished the S50 as stiouiated
above. .ot is believed the abnve regquest reieTs to taa

- pnril 6, 1964, memnrancum fram C, R, Ravicgan vnich was

made availebie tn the S5C 1in respnnse to the latter's
request of iinvemper 1b, 1975. i.aterials respansive ta all
gectinns nZ Itea 1 are available at F31 lieadquarters InT
review by a>propriate S5O persnnnel., ahis material, Zor

. reasnns of orivacy, has been excised to celete nsmes af

{ndivicuals, nther than Sa Hosty, agalnst vhnn accinistrative
actinn was taken. .

Item 2 requests materials similar to that
requested in Iten 1, es sucn raterials pertain to the
censuring of Si Hosty on or about Septecber 25, 1¢64,

TJM:1hb
(12) ORIGINAL AND ONE COPY TO AG
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SENATE SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES (SSC)

Materials responsive to Item 2, excised for reasons stated
above, are available at FBI Headquarters for review by
appropriate SSC personrel,

Item 15 requests all materials pertaining to the
meeting subsequent to November 24, 1963, and prior to the
submiss.on of the Bureau's initial report to the White House,
which meeting is more fully referenced in the September 23,
1975, affidavit of former SA Henry A, Schutz, in response
to Item 5 of the SSC's request dated October 31, 1975,

The Inspection Division of this Bureau made no further
inquiry concerning information in former SA_ Schutz's
affidavit other than it should be noted all Bureau officials
and supervisory personnel were interviewed by the Inspection
Division concerning Oswald's visit to the Dallas Office
prior to tae assassination and his leaving of a note for

SA _Hosty, No additional information was developed concerning

the meeting at the office of former Bureau official

Mr, Alan Belmont, and, in fact, the only Bureau official
who claimed to have any knowledge of such a visit and note
was W, C, Sullivan. The SSC has previously been furnished
the results of all interviews conducted of Bureau officials
and supervisory Agents concerning this matter, '

Item 16 requests all materials, reports, analysis
or inquiries conducted as a result of the statement by

SA Joe A, Pearce that "Oswald was an informant or source of

SA Hosty and it was not uncommon for sources to occasionally
come -to the office for the purpose of delivering some note

to the contacting Agent.'" The above quoted statement is
contained in an affidavit furnished by SA Pearce to the
Inspection Division during the latter's inquiry concerning

the Oswald visit to the Dallas Office and his leaving a note
for SA Hosty. However, in reporting the results of this
interview to the Attorney General earlier this year, attention
was directed to the fact that this allegation concerning
Oswald's being a source or informant of'%ﬂ_ﬂnslx was looked
into by the President's Commission, and there was no substance

whatsoever. to this particular claim,

1 - The Attorney General
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMUENT OF JUSTICE

VEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION «,LﬁL/l 5&14\ Wa

. Birmingham, Alabama

zunqu%u-R¢né December 24, 1975 /57
File Ne.

. SENATE SELECT COMMITTEE ON
. INTELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES
(3 INTERVIEW OF SPECIAL AGENT
ROBERT M. BARKRETT,
DECEMBER 17, 1975

1, Special Agent Robert M. Barrett, was inter-
viewed by Comaittee staff member_gggi_ﬂalla;h‘ in Room
608, Carroll ArmS, washington, D.C. The interview began
at 2:02 PM and was recorded by Mr. Alfred H. Ward.

~ At the outset, Mr. wallach advised that the
' Committee was attempting to determine whether or not
T there was any basis for reopening of the case of the

assassination of President John F. Kennedy. He further
stated the Committee was reviewing the activities of the
Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) before and after the
assassination.

Mr. Wallach asked when I arrived in Washington.,
p.C., and how I received notice to come to Washington, D-.
c., for this irterview. Fe was told I arrived about
o 5.45 PM on December i6, 1975, and that on Friday, December
af 12, 1975, 1 had received notice of a teletype from FBI
L A\d Headquarters to my office in Birmingham, Alabama, instruct-
: ing me to report to washington, D.C., on December 17, 1375,

for this interview.

'Mr. Wallach asked if I had conferred with any
Bureau cfficials prior to this interview. I informed him
that I had met with'Inspector;ﬁﬂu;jmgjé_of the Legal
Counsel Division. Mr. wallach asked for the contents of
grig discuIsish ans I advised him that I had ashed !r.
Hotis if he knew the reason why I was being intervieved by
the Committee, and that Mr. Hotis had stated he did not
know the reason or purpose other than it concerned my role:

in the assassination investigation.
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SENATL SLLECT CO::AITTCE OW
THNTLLLTCUIICE ACTIVITIES
INTERVIFN OF SPLCIAL LGENT
ROBLERT . BARRETY,
DECLIi“BLR 17, 1975

I told lir. Wallach that Hhr. Hotis had furthcr “in-
formed we that I should dccline to answer any questions as

: o
' o to scnsitive sources, seneitive techkniques, on-=golng investi-
' © gations, and any information received irom a third agency.

Mr. Wallach asked if T had talked to ?g;_ﬁ&ul_QnLZL
and lLe wes informed Tr. Dalv was in and out of the office fre-
quently &nd that I haé had very little conversation witii him.

M1, Wallach asked how lorg I had talked with lir. Fotieg, ana I p
told hiin the above conwercation was very brief, that I was ’
originally infd w-~d the interview was to take place at 10:00

; ' rl4, that this was srkececucntly charged to 2:00 Tit and that I

had spent the timoe in Ir. Yotis' office waiting and occasionally
discussii:g othex enrelated matters. -

I also tcld Mr. Wallach +hat I had been intsrvicuved
_ eavlier ar Nocenhar 17, 1975, hy Assistant Director llarold
- N. Basscfi, and Bepuly Asclstent Divector J. L4 igcn CoiticC:
Mr. Waliach asked what this interview was zbout, anéd I told
him I was cuestionced as to any wnowledce I had cf Lee Harvey
cwald cexming to the IBI ¢“fice in Dallas prior to the £SS&5=
sinaticn and leceing a no.e for Sprcial agent Jomes Houly,
I told Mkr. waliach what I had prcvioucly told Mr. Bassett,

‘ ’ 3 (1 ]

o that some four or five moaths after the assassination I-was
L asked by scmeonc in the Dallas 0ffice, whose iderntity I can't
i recail, {(because wihat +his unrccalled person acked me wos &

rumor and insigniliicant) if I had heard the rumor that Oswald
had com2 to the Dellas Office where he asked Nan Fenncr, the
Reccpiicnist, to scce nosty. I recall thcre being no wcntion
of any note left by Cswald, nor did llosty, or anyonc clce in
pallas cver talk to me about the incidcnt, the note or ther
contcnts of the notc. HNr. wallach asked if I had reported to
anyonc in Dallas at thec time the albove incident and Mr.

A wallach was advised I did not report a rumor and that I

13{3 trcated it as a runox, in that T prosptly forgot about it as
I was very busy at the time conducting investigations of other
matters having to do with the assassination.
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Mr. Wallach asked if Mr. Hotis had informed me of

‘'my right to counsel and I stated this had been done. . Mr.

wallach then adviced me of my right to counscl and my right

. to refusec to answer any questions. I advised Mr. Wallach I

was aware of my rights.

Mr. Wallach advised me that recorded results of
this intevvicw would later be ava.lable to me, in Wwashinogton,
pD.C. I ashed i: I uvould be furnithed a copy’ &nd if a co;_°
would be furnished tho Bureau. I was informed that the Bureeau
woulC not be furnisl.ed a copy nor wourd anyone, other than my-
sclf, from the Bureau, have access to this report. I was also
tola that I would re advised by mail wien I could have access
to the report. L. tallach did not say if I would be furnished
a copy. lie also said I could request the presence of a Senator
during the interview, which rcquest I éid not make.

. rr. Wallach then ashed akbout my Bureeu car=scr and
ascignments prier to llovernber 22, 1963. He was advized of my,
assignuents in Phocniy frem 1952 to 1954, in Amerillo, Texas,
from 1954 tc 1956, and in Dpallas from 1956 to 196C. JVr.
Wvallach inguirud &S O what kind of investigative work I was
doing as o lovember 21, 1963, and I told him that primarily I
was assigned to investigations having to do with organized
crime, gamkling, and criminal intelligence, and occasinonally
some involved civil rights caces, and some extortion cascs.
Mr. Wallach asked how long I haé been doing such work ani who
else in the Dallas Office was cither vorlking with me oY ceing
similar work. I told him I had becn working these type-cascs
sincc llovenker, 1957, and that I was acsisted by SA Ivon D.

l&m:fram abcut 1960, or so, until the assassination, at which

time Lec and I were both assigned to the assassination investi-

. gation, rimarily, for about a year.

Mr. Wallach then asked me to definc a "hip pocket
informant" and after 1 gave him wy definiticn, he asked if I
had any in ballas. I defincd a "hip pockct informant" as a
source of information whose identity was never madc known nor
was therc ever any record made that such a person wvas being
used as an informant. I told Mr. Wallach I have never cnploycd
"hip pocket informants" in Dallas or clsewhere. '
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Mr. Wallach asked if I knew of, or hud heard of
- ~ “Carlos" Trafficznle of Tampa, and Carlos Marcello of-Mew
=t ) Orlconz, Louisiana. I suid that in invectigations of or-
ganized crime natters, I had become acquainted with thecec
names, but 1 believed the correct.name was Santos Trafficante,
to which Mr. Wallach agreed. Mr. Wallach asked if I knew of
a man namod elillie (Phoretic) and I said I could not recall
ever having heerd of thils nane. .

M. Wallach asked if I knew of Jack Ruby. I said
I hed kreown nehy as the owner or operator of two Deélilas night
=~ clubs, that were frceouentcd by pimps, prostitutes and persons
: involvad in crininal activities. I wa's asked if I had ever
. talked to Ruby anrd I said I had on maylke two occasions prior
. to hkoveiker 21, 1963, but I could not recall the contents of
thesc conversations, other than it most likely had to co with
persons who frecyucnted Rulwy's nicht cluks.

Mr. VWallach asked if I was aware of a conncciion
of Ruby with %rafficantc, with Marcello, and with McWillie
(Phonetic). I said I was not aware of any connrection by Ruby
with ary of thouss perscns and repeated that I did not recall

the nuame lMceWillic. _ .

'Q ' Mr. Wallach acked if I was acquainted with the term
' "pCI" - “"poteritiel criminzl informent", if I knew Jack Tuby
was a PCT of the Dallas Office, and if I knew the identity of
the FiI 7gent in Dallas, @ "red headed fellow" who had had
Ruby assigned to him, and which Acent was later disciplined
or transferred. I had just begun to answer lr. Wallach,
when U. S. Scnetor Richard D. Schweecicker, of Pennsylvania,
oo entored the rcom at 2:35 Iid and thercafter took part jointly
in the interrogation of ma with Mr. Wdllach, after introducing
himsclf. lir. Wallach briefly revicwed with Scnator Schweicler
; what had previously trancpired in the interview. Senator
! Schweicker askced if I knew Ruby was a PCI and if I was not
aware of Ruby's conncctions with organized crime.

L 4 S A MR L L O R w0 : g -
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I stated that my investigation of organized crime
and criminal intellicence matters in Dalles were prinarily
concoerned with the activities of Joseph Francis Civello
and hic associctes and the activities of a roving band of
crimincls, not conncctcd with Civello, who usced Dallas as
a basc for their activitics. I sntzted that an these invecti-
gatione ncithcr I nor Si Lee had becoine aware of any in- .
volwve:.ent by Ruby in eorganited crime maticrs or any asso-
cizticn with the persons who were the subjects of our investi-
gatione.

At this point, 2:37 Pii, Scnator -Schweicker asked
h if I had been sworn, and when told that T had
r Schweicker placeé me under oath, making refercence
ansiers I had given pricr to being sworn, as well
£ 2. . ]
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I pointed out that if Ruly had becen involved in
orgarized crime natters, such as association with Trafficante
or Miiccllo, ana tlids hed beceone tncwn to the I'BI, I was surc
I, as &n hoent assigned to organincd crime investigations in
Dallas where luby recsided, would have becn so acdviscd ande

“that this was not the casc.

In answer to the qgucstions about Ruby being a
PCI, I stated I had heard somcthing afler Moveasber 24, 1963,
that an Agent in Dallze had at oic time opcincd a PCI case on
Ruby, but I daid not know any details such as when this oc-
currcd, the nome of the hgent, and I was not awarc that this
Nocnt, wlhocver he was, had been disciplinaed kccause of any
dealirgs with Ruby or for having Ruby as a PCI.

_ senator Schweicler then acked if when a-person is
designated a PCL, the hcent malies such o recommendation to
his supcriox -and that Ruby had becn made a PC1 becausc of
his conncctions with organized crime. I explained that a
person can bc designated a PCI by the Agentl Lhecause of his
associaticn with the cririnal element, his residence, his
employment;, or for any of a nurnber of reasons, and that this
person may never furnish any pertinent or ucscful. information
or be of any valuc. Senator ¢chweicker then acked if PCIs
were not paid and I said they were only paid when they
furnished pertinent or good uscful information only on a
Cc.0.D. basis. I was asked if Ruby had ever been paid and
I said I had no hnowledye of any such payment.

S
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I was asked if I had any opportunity to see
oswaXd in the police department -t that time or any other
subccquent time and T stated to the best of my knowledge
Osvald had Lecn talen to the office of Caéptain "will'
Fritz, that I nocver did go to Captain IP'ritz's offiecc at

any tame on Movenber 22, 23, or 24, 1963, and that I had

neve: personally obscrved Oswald subsequent to his arrest
in the theater in Oazk Cliff. :

At this peint in the interrogatien, Mr. Wallach
acked we if I knew that disciplinury action by the Dureau had
been taken acainst gL (Jares) liosty, I advised them that T
wes aware of this through my association with Hosty in Dallas.
I was then asked if I knew that some Assistant Directors of
the FBI Lad been disciplined lccause of their handling of
certain motters in the assassination investigation. I statead
I was not cwore of this and had no knowledge cf any such
disciplinary action. .

_ [r. Wailach then asked we if I had attended a
"going away" party hcld, not in the Dallas Cffice, for Hosiy
by his fricnds in Dallas. I stated I did not rccall ary
such party ond further felt that if there had been such a pasty
I would have kren invited ana veould have attended because
Hosty and I ware in the sarne car pocl, we attendcd the same
church, we belonged to the sanc clubs, and I had cocached
his son on the school foothall team, and further, that nany
of liosty's friends were also my fricnds.

I was asked if I recalled a conference being held
by SAC J. Gordon Suanklin on the carly morning of November
23, 16C3, in which Agencs of the Dallas Office were given
instructions on invesztigation to be conducted thxat day. I
stated that I recalled reporting to work cn Saturday, lovcmbor

ol

23, at albout G:00 Al after haviug worked to about 3:00 AM

‘that same morning from the Friday before, and I did not recall

any such confcrence held by lr. Shanklin.

I was asled if thcrce had not becen a conference on
the morninu of November 24, 12G3, in which HMr. Shanklin in-
structcd the Dallas Fcoents not to go near the arca at thc
city jail where Oswald was being removed that day and 1

12
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stated I did recall thmse instructions, and further, I nad

becn instructed, along with EA_lx£2‘$6t§£E' to go to KRLD-
TV Stution to obtain any pertinent ph Graphs that that

staticon niicht have and further, that while tlhiere I had ob-
servcd, on closacd circuit televicicn, the Oswald shecoiing

in the bacscoent cof tlie police departiment. I was ashked if I

had any knowledae of a telephone cazll recceived by the I'DI

durinyg the nicit. of Noverher 23-2°, 1963, cortaining a .
threat against Cswald. 1 said that to the best of my lknot-
ledye:, I dic recall somethinu to the effect that S» jii n

Newsed had been on duty during the ea.ly morning hours of
Noveaiber 24 at the Dallas FBI Office and had reczived such
a call. I coulid rot recall at this time who was the source
of thic informmotion nor did I recall any dectails as to the
conternts of the call.

Mr. Wallach then acked if there had not been scme
oGlasnions whes Agante of the Dallias CLfice had pecn discus-
sing the assagsination and discussing vwhether oxr not it was
their opinions tl it wis the act of one man acting alens

or was a confpl acy. I stated I was sure that there had been
such dizcuscicns on an informal hacis but thav I could not
recall eany dctiils or anything as to when such diccussicns
were held or who was prescent and, further, that I was sure
that cveryone counected with the investigaiion would have
made soin2 personal conclucsions.

At this point, Mr. Walloch asked if it was not
true that Mr, Shanklin or some othe) Bureau official hed
given explicit dircctiens.thaet the investicaetion was to
estanlish that Oswald oacted alonc in conneciion with the
assassination. Before 1 could answer thic guestion, Nr.

" Wallach stated that such information had been received from

other I'iI Agents. I stated that this was not so, that I 4did
not belicve any other rgcnts had made such statements, and
furthec)r, that we had, to the contrary, been given instructionc
to conduct our investigation in an effort to establish all

“the focts to identify all persons involved.

At this point, which was about 4:23 PM, Scnator
Schweicl.er left the room and did uot- tuke any further part
in the intcrrogation. .
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