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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
_ FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

  

Nos. 84-5058 and 84-5201 

HAROLD WEISBERG, 
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JAMES H. LESAR, 

Appellant, 

Vv. 

WILLIAM H. WEBSTER et al., 
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HAROLD WEISBERG, 

Plaintiff-Appellant, 

JAMES H. LESAR, 

“Appellant, 

V. 

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION et al., 

Defendants-Appel lees. 

  

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 without 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, that he therefore petitions this 

/



court to accept this addendum to his petition. 

BACKGROUND 

Although he is not a lawyer, Weisberg was aware of the limitation 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 yaar 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 litigant, Mark Allen, 

I/ 
by the FBI. 

This particular batch of FBI 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 litigation 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 number for it); and that the FBI's attestations were knowingly and deliber- 

ately false, which also was not refuted. 

~ T/ Allen's suit is for records made available to the House Select Committee 
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 it 

state was a threat to blow up the Dallas FBI office and the police headquarters. 

Those disclosed records left 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. The records withheld from Weisberg after attestation to a 

search for them and of providing everything confirm that withheld relevant infor- 

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 litigation in which he provided 

virtually all of the FBI's attestation, attested, as without refutation Weisberg 

stated, misleadingly, deceptively: 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 resented 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 disclosed | to Allen, that Oswald, before the assassi- 

nation, allegedly told the Dallas FBI two times that he had been: contacted by the 

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

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

was. 

THE NEW INFORMATION 

The character of this relevant and withheld FBI information is such that 

. Weisberg minces no words. He-attested repeatedly that SA Phillips lied repeatedly 

about the alleged nonexistence of relevant ticklers and in particular that it is 

his and a stock FBI lie in this and in other litigation that ticklers are "“rou- 

tinely destroyed" in a matter of days. The information disclosed to Allen, 

referred to herein and attached, “is 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" with regard to the ticklers it does have, 

that can embarrass it and that it hides them. from disclosure when they are not 

exempt under FOIA. 

Attachment A is of Dallas information. The SAs identified were all 

assigned ts 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 Commission: 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 litigation. 

The FBI's outline of its information in Attachment B confirms iletsberg" S 

ZZ



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 Oswald 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 1 B 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 possible, 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 completed, 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 € 4), was able to kill Oswald is not re- 

flected in any record disclosed to Weisberg or the Commission. 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. | 

~ 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 

=



the “staff and members" af the Commission. (Emphasis added) The second mention 

_ leaves the FBI's improper purposes and intentions without doubt: "Preparation of 

dossiers on WC staff after: the Report was out." (3 C 1, emphasis in original) 

That Hoover himself did the leaking he denied, condemned and attributed 

to others is explicit. (3 C 2) So also is it that the FBI and CIA got together to 

"yrearrange” what they would tell the Warren Commission. 

At 3 C7 the FBI gives the lie to Phillips, its own affiant in this liti- 

gation: "Subsequent preparation of sex dossiers on critics of probe." 

Attachment C is from the FBIHQ Hosty personnel file that Weisberg cor- 

rectly identified to the district court and on (ignored) 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 enclosed a copy of 

what also is relevant 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 litigation. 

Hosty then proceeds to identify stil] other relevant records and still other 

FBI alterations in what he actually reported. 

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 She 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 holds Hosty's report that Oswald 

6



beat his wife, hardly a record of nonviolence. ) 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-level FBIHQ record 

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 of litigation. ) 

The second Hosty disciplining referred to also 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 after 

Director Hoover's personal praise of Hosty was on the first day after page proofs 

of the Warren Report were disclosed officially. | 

At least one Dallas FBI SA stated that "Oswald was an 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 

ef 

whatsoever to this particular claim." 

  

2/ The fact is that the Commission didnot 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. 

7



Selec ted pages of a longer report of the Senate Intelligence Committee's 

interview of SA Robert M. Barrett, 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 jin 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, Barrett confirms the 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 

committee informed him "explicit directions that the investigation was to estab- 

lish that Oswald acted alone" were reported to it by "other FBI agents." (page 13) 

This and other disclosed FBI records, including Attachment B, hold spe- 

cific reference to an organized crime aspect of official assassination investi- 

gations. Yet, as with all else where it is 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 thts 

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 officially 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 

g



to know of the existence of these records and indeed, the very Division that 

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 an false representation records relating to the 

so-called “critics" it had been directed to process by the appeals office. The 

attachment to this setttion relating to the "critics" also was in that very 

Division at the very time it provided 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 wnat it described as sexual dossiers. This is not a known law-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 

after the assassination of Oswald's threat to bomb delivered to Hosty before 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 hese ing, without finding of fact, in opposi- 

tion to all of the evidence in the case record, Weisberg and his former counsel 

in this litigation 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 Anderson) stating that "It is shameful that 

Benedict Arnold was a traitor; but he was not a shoplifter to boot; and one should 

not have been able to make that charge while knowing its. falsity with impunity." 

Benedict Arnold is long dead but the FBI agents who swore falsely not only did 

so with “Fmgunt ty" but with acceptance and rewarding by the district court and 

the vanel. Indeed, it is the very same panel which only two days earlier, in the 

previously cited Shaw 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 identical JFK: assassination 

investigation involved in Weisberg's litigation, yet accepted all of his attesta- 

tions in Weisberg's litigation even afters without refutation, Weisberg under 

oath described them as in varying degrees unfactual and possibly perjurious. 

The panel thus is inconsistent with itself in the Shaw case and with 

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

The FBI records withheld from Weisberg in this litigation 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 

JO



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 the official solution; 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 

preparation of dossiers, after the Commission's Report was published, on the 

eminent members and on its staff. What 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 previously secret FBI information is so utterly destructive of all. 

its representations under oath and by its counsel thatrofficialty withholding it 

and representing the opposite of what it says and means undermines the constitu- 

tional independence of the judiciary. This new information is pungent confirma- 

tion of what Weisberg had alleged under oath and under penalty of perjury. 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 integrity of 

this court itself is involved even more by this new information. 

. For these additional reasons and proofs in this new information that was 

improperly withheld from himand was not available earlier, Weisberg prays that 

his pétition 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, 

  Hérold Weisberg. [pro se 
7627 Old Receiver Road 
Frederick, MD 21701 
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§. Agsistanca Ge Warres Commission 

3. Beste ocope of official relationship 

° 2. Barly friction overt dnformsnt allegatios (L320) 

~ §. Withholding of Bosty ase
c from Oowald potebook 

6. Boover instructions to agents 

§. Destruction ef Boscy note: fdepliceations -.- <.. 

6. Withholding ef secret “Cale Report’ ee | ‘ea Buress 

mistakes in earlier Oswald probe; d
isci 

not to volunteer into. 2 0 

  

   

lining of officials 

J. Woover instructions ordering that so Jureau efficial attend 

WC session, despite Katzenbach request . 
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9. Agparast withholding of 

21. Handling of Ruby polygraph 

GC. Relsted Buresu Actions and Activicies 

"oswald apentant pamod of 1960-1961 

1. Preparation ef doseiers on WC otaff after the Report 2 

  

2. Boover’s Tanking of early FBI report (Sulliven scacensat) 

3. Boover views on Commun Lon gnd Oewald (Kronheis letter) 

|. gullives “relationship with Angleton: pre-arranging ‘of: 

gnsvers to Commission qoes tions. 

§. Secret plan to distribute 

Dureau pian to Giecredit 
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Ext Affuire — 

Files & Com — 

Memorandum — | fas be 

go : Director, FBI (PERSONAL & CONFIDENTIAL) DATs: 10/24) TO. -- 

  

ynou : 8A JAMES P. Gory, IR. | se 

KANSAS CITY OFFICE . ss| Ceo. oa 

_ 
j 

. Telephone 

susyect: PERSONNEL MATTER 
+ [Director sett 

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 C} ice and noted that 

@rial 157 of the Dallas section of this file contains answers dated 

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

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

that appear in my personnel file. Jam 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 rae iy 2 LL 

cr Mie GY YL OD = 17 

I am aware, however, go er poceeduer Kaaneld / - 

Howe did make alterations to my answers ‘without oy, agvieg 4573 

c onsent, but with my knowledge. I am enclosing a copy of my_ ae 

| memo to the SAC, Dallas, dated 12/6/63, with his corrections, and 

\ a copy of a routing slip from Howe to me furnishing me with the 

‘ eorrections. However, the answers appearing in my personnel 

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 is the false answer to Questions 5.and 6, | 

in which I am falsely quoted as saying, ‘perhaps I should have | “ 

notified the Bureau earlier " This constitutes an admission of 

guilt, which I did not at any time. 
; 

jo. ; a 

JPH:mfd (enc. 4° “+: 

sagt Ble 
v [“pucy U.S. Savings Bonds Regularly os the Payroll Savings Plas hoe 23 
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As to the motive for the above and respo nsible, L i 
Bonaire tan E        Pee pretty well pinpoints the responsi- 

ility. Iam 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 FBI. 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 1/22/63. 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. 8. Secret



o
w
 

qe 
ot 

e
g
w
 
a
n
e
.
 

Service. The responsibility was to furnish the Secret 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 1/22/63. 

   

  

letter dat 
In conclusion, [iiguisaalag 

RT coms up my attitude in this matter that be- 

  

   

chePs Hae Finer sii gahdjeenteed hie . 

toe a dijn depen yah a irs 

Sa ae ag in his L ( 

cause of the action taken by the Bureau in October, 1964, the 

Bureau in effect told the world I was the person responsible for 

President Kennedy 's death. 

On 10/19/73, you asked me what I think should be done. I 

believe that it first must be determined if I was derelict in my duty 

in any manner, and was responsible for President Kennedy 's death. 

‘determined what damages I suffered, and then 

we can discuss the third point - what action should be taken. [|res that it should be 

‘J 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. 5. Government on 11/22/63. I had ab- | 

golutely no reason to believe that Oswald was a potential assassin or 

dangerous in any way. 

I have no desire to blame anyone else or to seek an 

alternate scapegoat. I am firmly convinced, despite the totally 

unjustified conclusion 

not 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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° UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT . gl a ce 

. 48 - Memorandum See 
Serv, 

TO : MR. HELD _ pate: 8/17/76 * 
— \ 

ten). 
a 

begs! Com __ 
Pres. 6 Evel. — 

@es. Bex. —__. 
Sen<. tev. 

Vooming : 

Voltophens Ga. __ 

Becee fec'y 

From : H. N, BASSETT ME 

   

  

susyect: ASSASSINATION OF PRESIDENT JOHN F, KENNEDY 
  

  

      PURPOSE: As 
Cs On 10/21/75 Mr. Adams testified before a Congressional Committee relative to Lee Harvey Oswald's visit to the Dallas Office prior tothe. 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 atill pending before Congressional Committees, no action would be taken until conclusion of - their inquiries. This matter has been followed since that time. Mr. Mintz has advised that since the Congressional inquiries are now conclided, he sees no reason to delay further administrative action. The purpose of this memorandum, therefore, is to analyze this situ: guib appropriate recommendations. 

     

ee
 

     

  

    

   
    SYNOPSIS: b6 

— .°@ SEP 10 1976 , During Mr. Adams' testimony When the Issue 3 action was raised, he pointed out that this was 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 their recollections and yet not disciplining yee who are not being truthful. 

As a result of the inquiry, it was positively established that there 
     

   

“ 

were four principals involved, namely, Nannie Lee Fenner 
Howe, SA James P. Hosty, Jr., and retired SAC Gordon 
the inquiry Fenner and Howe have retired.- 

‘ mT _——~ 2 
_— Y 

Ver Excluding Hosty, there are 16 current employees who, during th _ fnquiry, admitted to varying degrees apme knowledge of Oswald's visit, e the note and the destruction. Some of the information they furnished was 

1 - Messrs. Adams, Jenkins, Mintz, Walsh [ | Ketter t Osun 
Oe BEP 21 Svar asW 0) GET 4° 1975 CONTINUED - OVER g A 

34 Buy US. Savings Bonds Regularly on the Payroll Savings P 81/004 ° 
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transferred. He was denied a within-grade increase because of this latter 

  

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 is no reason to question the veracity of 

these denials yet the inquiry certainly established a large number 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. It 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 
; | 

interview? eo i bytes 

  

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. Hf 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    action for ¢ 

CONTINUED - OVER 
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Memorandum to Mr. Held 

  

we) 

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 
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-3- SEE DETAILS NEXT PAGE. 
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Memorandum to Mr. Held 

Re: Assassination of President John F. Kennedy 

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 iasue 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. 

- his 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 @]a3 aaa 

that testimony taken by the Edwards Committee has not yet been 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 toG@@eeiizias apparently no inconsistent facts were 

developed by the Church Committee. Mr. Mintz 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 OD - 

8/12/76 that the Inouye Committee will adopt the recommendation to continue 

the inquiry; however, ft 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 concluded 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 a 

As may be recalled, the Bureau ws able to determine that there 
were four principals involved in the matter at hand, namely, Nannie Lee 
Fenner, SA Kenneth C. Howe, 8A James P. Hosty, Jr., and SAC Gordon 
Shanklin. At the time of our inquiry Shanklin was the only one of the four 
in a retired status. Since 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 Office sometime prior to the assassination of President Kennedy. 
He delivered a note to Mrs. Fenner. She 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. .She 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. . 

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 furnished 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 Inowledge of this matter in varying degrees are as follows: 

As Appears 
mn Qd ain Polder, 

  

-§- CONTINUED - OVER
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Memorandum to Mr. Held ‘ 

Re: Assassination of President John F. Kennedy > “ y 
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On the other hand, there were people in the Dallas 

knowledge whatsoever of the m they be 

      

eee "09 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 

i not interviewed simply because there was no logical reason to do so. & is 

_ 4 possible that they too may have known of the matter and would truthfully 

sO 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 2 yainst the aforenamed individuals 

who are currently on our roll4iggaaaaaal ee 
EC 

    

        

With regard to Hosty, he claims he was instructed by the SAC to 

destroy the note. We probably will never know the facts as to whether this 

actually occurred. ff is our understanding that the Congressional Committees 

never learned of anything other than what we developed in our inquiry. If 

Hosty indeed destroyed the note on the instructions of the SAC, he was 

following the instructions of his superior and this must be taken into 

-6- CONTINUED - OVER
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Memorandum to Mr. Held 

Re; Assassination of President John F. Kennedy 
eee 

, “3: 

consideration. Also taken into consideration is the 
, 

considerably many years ago. In fact, Hosty in a eplags am oe 

jeopardy. On 12/13/63 he Was censured and placed on probatio ; double 

{nade quate invest
igation. With really no new information ievelot a7 

‘concerning Hosty, later he was censured, placed on probatio ped ius 

for $0 days, and transferred to Kansas City. This action oe etrred 

October, 1964. He was eligible for within-grade
 increase be in 

but was not given same and, in fact, was finally g a aes 9/27/64 

increase 6/20/65. As can be seen, Hosty has already paid a an
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U. S. Souasd SLLocl CsiITTEL 
ON LictiLlcos.ce aCTIVIZICS (SSC) 

Reference {1s race to SSC letter cated Lecerber 11, 
1975, reruastin: eccess tn varinus materials crntained in 
Bureau files relatin: to this sureau's investization af 
Lee liarvey “*sweid anc/or the assessinatina of Yresicent John F. 
Kennecy. ; 

Enclosed fer your espreval end forvardir= tn the 
SSC is the eri:insl of a remrancm wnich constitctes a vertial 
Fespense to ta2 requests cnatsinea in referenced SSC letter. 

A ceny of the above memmrendum is deinz furnished 
for yeur recerds. 

Enclosures (2) 

62-116255 | 

1 - The veouty attnrney General 
Attentina: hichael =. Sheheen, Jr. 

Special Counsel far 
Intelligence Cnerdination 

TJM:adn/lhb. 
(13) 
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. r. J. B. «adams 
Mr. H. N. Bassett 

2-Mr. J. A.. Mintz 

(1 «= Mr. J. B. Hotis) 

1 - Mr, W. R. Wannall 

1 - Mr. W. O. Cregar 

62-116395 . December 31, 1975 

=_ 

1 - Mr. F. Woodworth 

1 - Mr. J. P. Thomas 

1-Mr, T. J. MeNiff 

U. S. SENATE SELECT CMMITIEL ™ 

STUDY GOVEAENMCITAL OPERATIO“NS WIT 

RESPESS TO LIZELLIGE:ICE ACTIVITIES (sSc) 

Reference 1s made ta SSC letter dated ‘vecerder ll, 

1975, requestinz eccess to varinrus materials containec 

fin Zureaz files relatinz to this iureau’s favestisation 

of vee Harvey “sweld and/or the assassinatinn of voesicent 

John F. Kennedy. Set farth belew is this Bureau's resoonse 

to indicated items mentioned in referenced letter. sA2ssenses 

to the rezainin: items are beinz preparea ens you will se 

advised when sucn prevarations rave been completed. 

Item 1 references the July 6, 1954, remorcencim 

 €ros C, 2. Davieson to ix. Callznaa, wricn Was provicec by 

this Bureau in ressease tn SYo incuiry cated .invexber 18, 

1975, and requests materials per=ainix, to the Lecerser 13, 

1963, censuring and prebetinn or Ssecial agent (5.,) James Pe...” 

Hasty, Jr. sin memorancum dated July 6, 1964, enuld be 

located as havins been turmisned the 55u as stisulated 

above. .zt is believed the above request reiezs to tue 

‘ anoril 6, 1964, memarancum from C, R, Davicson which was 

made availebdle tn the Ssc in response to the latter's 

request of iinvember ib, 1975. iiaterials responsive ta all 

sections of Itea l are available at rst Leadquarters rer 

review by appropriate 55 personnel. this naterial, sor 

. reasons of vrivacy, bas been excised to celete names at 

{ndivicuals, other than Sa Hosty, against whem acninistrative 

action Was taken. 7 

Item 2 requests materials similar to that 

requested in Iten l, as sucn materials pertain to the 

censuring of SA Kosty on or about Septexber 25, 1964. 

TIM:lhb 
(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 personel. 

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 tue 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 knomledge 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, Peayce 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 epost was looked 

into by the President's Commission, and there was no substance 

-whatsoever. to this particular clain. 

1 - The Attorney General
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_ - SENALE SELECT COMMITTEE ON 

INTELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES 

INTERVIEW OF SPECIAL ASENT 

ROBERT M. BARRETT, 

DECEMBER 17, 1975 | 

I, Special Agent Robert M. Barrett, was inter- 

yiewed by Comittee staff member Paul Wallach. 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 

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, U- 

c., for this interview. Fe was told I arrived about 

5:45 PM on December 16, 1975, and that on Friday, December 

12, 1975, ft had received notice of a teletype from FBI 

Headquarters to my office in Birmingham, Alabama, instruct- 

ing me to report to Washington, D.C., on December 17, 1375, 

for this interview. 
Fe 

“Mr. Wallach asked if I had conferred with any 

Bureau cfficials prior to this interview. I informed him 

that I had met with Inspector John Hotis of the Legal 

Counsel Division. Mr. Wallach asked for the contents of 

this discucrica ang I advised him that I had asi.ed ! ir. 

Hotis if he knew the reason why I was being interviewed 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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SENATE SULECT COMMITTEE ON 

INTELLICLUCL ACTIVITIES 

INTERVIF\M OF SPLCIAL GENT 

ROBERT M. BARNRETY, 

DECEMBER 17, 1975 

I told lir. Wallach that hr. Hotis had further ‘in- 

‘ formed ie that I should decline to answer any questions as 

: oo to sensitive sources, sensitive techniques, on-going investi- 

‘ gations, and any information received from a third agency. 

Mr. Wallach asked if I had talked to Hes Pe ae 

and he was informed itr. Daly was in end out of the office fre- 

quently ead that IT hae hed very little conversation with hin. 

Mr. Wallach asked hov Jong I had taikea with Mr. Eotis, ana I Fi 

told hin the above conversation was very brief, that I was . 

originally inf? wod the interview was to take place at 10:09 

BM, thet this wes svbsegucently changed to 2:00 Pit and that I 

had spent the time in Mr. HNotis' office waiting and occasionally 

discussing other unrelated matters. 

  

I also tela Mr. Wallach that I had been interviered 

earlier ar Necawhor 17, 1975, by Assistant Director Harold 

~~ N. Bbasseté, and Beputy’ nsecastant Director J.’ ison Coinic: 

Mr. Waltach asked whet this interview was about, ana I told 

him I was cuestioncd as to any xnow).eace I had of Lee Harvey 

ewald coming to the PBI Office in Dallas prior to the ¢5ses~ 

sination and lecwing a nove for Special Agent James Hots, 

I told Mr. Wallach what I had previously told Mr. Bassett, 
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, that some four or five months after the assassination I wes 

a asked by semeonc in the Dallas Office, whose identity I can't 

= yecail, (because waat *his unreculled person acked me was @ 

rumor .and insignificant) if I had heard the rumor that Oswald 

had come to the Dallas Office where he asked Man Fenner, thea 

Receptionist, to sce Hosty. I recall there being no irention 

of any note left by Cswale, nor did losty, or anyone alse in 

Dallas ever tulk to me about the inciccnt, the note or the’ 

contcnts of the note. hr. Wallach asked if I had reported to 

anyone in Dallas at the time the above incident and Mr. 

of Wallach was advised I did not report a rumor and that I 

{ treated it as a runor, in that I promptly forgot about it 4s 

I was very busy at the tine conducting investigations of otner 

matters having to do with the assassination. 

 



  

SEN..TE SCLECT COMMITTED ON 

INTELLIGLMNCE ACTIVITIES 

INTERVIEW OF SPECIAL AGENT 

ROBENT M. BARRETT, 

DECLIEBER 17, 1975 

Mr. Wallach asked if Mr. Hotis had informed me of 

“my right to counsel and I stated this had been done. . Nr. 

Wallach then advised me of my right to counsel and my right 

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

was aware of my rights. 

Mr. Wallach advised me that recorded results of 

this interview would later be ava.lable to me, in Washinaton, 

p.c. I asned i: I vould be furnished a copy’ end ifa coz. 

wouid be furnisaca Ee Bureau. I was informed that the Bureau 

would not be furnist.ed a copy nor wousd anyone, other than my~ 

self, from the Bureau, have access to this report. I was also 

told that I would ne advised by mail when I could have acces: 

to the xe).ort. Nr. Wallach did not say if I would be furnishec 

a copy. lie also said I could request the presence of a Senator 

during the interview, which request f did not make. 

tr, Wallach then asked about my Bureau career and 

assignments pricr to November 22, 1963. He was advised of my. 

assignients in Phoenix from 1952 to 1954, in Amarillo, Texas, 

fron 1954 to 1956; and in Dallas from 1956 to 196¢. Mr. 

Wallach inguixed es %o what kind of investigative Work I was 

doing as of November 21, 1963, and I told hin that primarily Zi 

was assigned to investigations having to do with organized 

crime, gambling, and criminal intelligence, ana occasionally 

some involves civil rights cases, and some extortion cascs. 

Mr. Wallach askec hew long I had been doing such work and who 

else in the Dallas Office was cither vor}iing with me or Going 

similar work. I told him I had becn working these type: cascs 

since Moventer, 1957, and that I was assisted by SA Iven D. 

Les from abcut 1960, or SO, until the assassination, at which 

time Lee anc i were bozh assigned to the assassination investi- 

- gation, rimarily, for about a year. 

Mr. Wallach then asked me to define a "hip pocket 

informant" and after I gave him my definition, he asked if I 

had any in Dallas. I defined a “hip pocket informant" as @ 

source of information whose identity was never madc known nor 

was there ever any record made that such a person was being 

used as an informant. I told Mr. Wallach I have never employed 

"hip pocket informants" in Dallas or elsewhere.



SEHATR SELECT CO;LITTTLE O} 
INTELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES 
INTERVIIW OF SFECIAL 7 GENT 
ROBERL MH. BARFLTT, 
DECEMRLR 17, 1975 

Mr. Wallach asked if I knew of, or hud heard of 

“ "Carlos" Trafficzute of Tampa, and Carlos Marcello of-New . 

as . Orleons, Louisiana. I suid that in investigations of or- 
ganized crime matters, I had become acquainted with these 

names, but 1 believed the correct-.name was’ Suntos Trafficantc, 

to which Mr. Wallach agreed. Mr. Wallach asked if I knew of 

aman nemed MeWillie (Phonetic) and I said I could not recall 

ever having neerd of this nane.. 3 

Mar. Wallacn asked if I )lmew of Jack Ruby. I said 
Y hed known hety as the owner or operator of two Deilas night 

= Clubs, that were frequented by pimps, prostitutes and persons 

> involved in criminal activities. I was asked if I had ever 

; talked to Ruby ard I said I had on muyke two occasions prior 

~ to November 21, 1963, but I could not recall the contents of 

these conversations, other than it most likely had to Go with 
persons who frequented Puhy's niaht clubs. 

Mr. Wallach ashed if’ I was aware of a connection 

of Ruby with Trafficantc, with Marcello, and with McWillie 

(Phonetic). I said I was not aware of any connection by Ruby 

with any of these persens and repeated that I did not recall 

the name HMeWillic. . 

4 Mr. Wallach agshed if I was acquainted with the tern 

"pel" = "potential criminal informant", if I knew Jack Muby 

was a PCI of the Pallas Office, and if I knew the identity of 

the PI 7Zgent in Dallas, a “red headed fellow" who had had 

Ruby assigned to him, and which Agent was later disciplined 

or tra:sferred. I had just begun to answer Hr. Wallach, 

when U. S. Scenetor Richard D. Schweicker, of Pennsylvinia, 

_ entered the xcom at 2:35 Pa and thereaiter took part jointiy 

in the interrogation of ma with Mr. Wallach, after introducing 

himself. tir. Wallach briefly revicwed with Senator Schweiclher 

; what had previously transpired in the interview. Senator 

‘ Schveichcr askcd if I knew Ruby was a PCI and if I was not 

aware of Ruby's connections with organized crime. 

  
"Ob 8 yer we sever we : ; 7
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SENATE SELCOCT COMMITTOL OW 

“INTELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES 

INTENVILG OF SPECIAL GENT 

ROBBER? MM. BARKETT 

DECI bER 17, 1975 

I stated that my investigation of organized crime 

and criminal intelligence matters in Dallas were primarily 

concerned with the activities of Joseph Francis Civello 

and hic associates and the activities of a roving band of 

criminals, not connected with Civello, who used Dallas as 

a base for their activitics. I s uted that an these invecti- 

gations neither I nor &#% Lee had hbecorxe aware of any in-. 

volva.ent by Ruby in ergauicved crime matters or any asso-~ 

ciction with the persons vho were the subjects of our investi- 

gations. 

At this point, 2:37 Pi, Senator Schweicker asked 

h aif I hed been sworn, and when told that J had 

x Schweichker placed me unéer oath, making reference 

ansvers I had given prier to being sworn, as well 

wenbe give after boing cvern. 

I pointed out that if Ruly had been involved in 

organized crime matters, such as association with Trafficante 

ox Mauircello, and this hee becene nacwn to the FBI, I was sure 

I, as an Agent assigned to organinca crime investigations in 

Dellas where huby resided, would have been so aGviscd ande 

that this was not the casc. 

r to the questions about Ruby being a 

heard something after November 24, 1963, 

leas hed at one tine opencd a PCI case on 

Ruby, but I did n Imnow any details such as when this oc- 

curree, the name of the Agent, and I was not aware that this 

Docent, whoever he was, ha@ bcen Cisciplined bccause of any 

dealings with Ruby or for having Ruby as a PCI. 

os
 In ans. 

rer, I stated ha 

that an Agent in D 
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Senator Schweicher then asked if when a-person is 

designated a PCi, the Agent makes such a recommendation to 

his superior and that Ruby had been made a PCI because of 

his cohnections with organized crime. I explained that a 

person can be designated a PCI by the Agent hecause of his 

associaticn with the crimina] element, his residence, his 

employment, or for any of a number of reasons, and that this 

person may. never furnish any pertinent or useful. information 

or be of any valuc. Senator Schvieicker then asked if PCIs 

were not paid and I said they were only paid when they 

furnished pertinent or good uscful information only on a 

C.0.D. basis. I was asked if Ruby had ever been paid and 

I said I had no khnowledye of any such payment. 

5
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SEKATE SELUCT COMMITTEE ON 

INTELLIGNIUCH ACTIVITIES 

INTURVIEA Cr SPECIAI AGENT 

ROLERY He. WARKETT 

DECEMEDR 1.7, 1975 
“ 

I was asked if I had any opportunity to see 

Oswald in the police @epartment -t that time or any other 

subscaquent. time and IJ stated to the best of my knowledge 

Oswald had leen taken to the office of Captain SiS 

Pritz, that I nevex did go to Captain Fritz"s office at 

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

neve: personally observed Oswald subsequent to his arrest 

in the theater in Oak Cliff. 

nt this point in the interrogetion, Mr. Wallach ~ 

asked me if I knew that disciplinary action by the Bureau had 

been taken ecainst ¢2 (Jares) liosty, I advised them that T 

wes avace of this through my association with Hosty in Dallas. 

I wes then asked if I knew that some Assistant Directors of 

the PRI had been disciplined Lecause of their handling of 

certain matters in the assassination investigation. I stated 

I was not ewore of this and had no knowledge of any such 

disciplinery action. . 

. Nx. Wallach then asked me if I had attended a 

"“coing away" party hela, not in, the Dallas Cffice, for Hosty 

by his fricnas in Dallas. TI stated I did not recall any 

such party end further felt that if there had been sucn a party 

I would nave keen invited and weuld have attended because 

Hosty and I ware in the sane car pocl, we attendcda the sane 

church, we belonged to the same clubs, and I had coached 

his son on the school foothall team, and further, that many 

of liosty's friends were also my fricnds. 

I was asked if I recalled a conference being held 

by SAC J. Gordon Shanklin on the early morning of November 

23, 1963, in which Agents of the Dalles Office were given 

instructions on investigation to be conducted that day. I 

stated that I recalled reporting to work on Saturday, Movemlcr 
obs 

23,at aout 6:00 AM after having worked to about 3:00 AM 

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

any such conference held by Mr. Shanklin. 

I was asked if there: had not been a conference on 

the morninu of November 24, 1963, in which Mr. Shanklin in- 

structcd the Dalles Aacnts not to go near the arca at the 

city jail where Oswald was being removed that day and I 

AZ



      

SENATE SELECT COMMITTEE ON 

INTLILLIGENCE ACTIVITIES 
INTORVING CF SFUCIAL AGENT 
ROBERT H. BARRETT 
DICLINPER 17, 1575 

_ 

stated I did recall these instructions, and further, I ned 
been instructed, along with et eee to go to KRLD- 

TV Stution to obtain any pertinent ph Grephs that that 
Statien micht have and further, that while there I had ob- 
servcd, on closcd circuit. televisicn, the, Oswale shooi.ing 
in the basexent of the police depurtment. I was asled if I 
had any knowledae of a telephone c@ll received by the IDI 
during the nignt. of November 23-2’, 1963, containing a : 
threes ayainst Cswald. J said that to the best of my knoe 
ledys:, I dic recall somethins to the effect that SA iti n 
Newson had been on duty during the ea.ly morning hours of 
Nove..ber 24 at the Dallas FBI Office and hed receives such 
acall., I covid not recall at this time who was the source 
of this informaution nor @id I recall any details as to the 
contents of the call. 

Mr. Wallach then asked if there hed not been some 

OGcaniens Whee Agents of the Delias Office hac been Giscus- 
sing the assassination and discussing whether or not it was 
their opinions that it was the act of one man acting alone 
or was a conspiracy. I stated I wes sure that there hac been 
such discussions on an informal hacis but that I could not 
recal] any dctiils or anything as to when such discussions ~ 
were held or who was present and, further, that I was sure 
that everyone connected with the investigation would have 
Made soine personal conclusions. 

At this point, Mr. Wallach asked if it was not 
true that Mr. Shanklin or some other Bureau official hed 
given explicit dircctions.that the investication was to 
establish that Oswald acted alone in connection with the 
assassination. Before I could answer this avestion, Myr. 

~Wallech stated that such informetion had been received fron 

other FLI Agents. I stated that this wes not so, that I did 
not believe any other Agents had made such statements, and 
further, that we had, to the contrary, been given instructions 
to conduct our investigation in an effort to cstablish all 

“the fects to identify all persons involved. 

At. this point, which was about 4:23 PM, Scnator 
Schweicler left the room and did not: tuke any further part 
in the interrogation. . 
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