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Prvdously I have written to ask where the records relating tc the above-captioned
E2i2eh: .ve, Fron the "previously processed” motations in tho Dallas files and the
sbeenee of any index or guide it was impossible to locate any such wecords,

By sccident I have locabed some bub not all in the voluminoub SREEFX, not in cone
secutive Berdals. As of now I have not located the Fil's own final report or the materials
it Zathered for its internal investigation. I have found many of what the FBI regsrds as
affidavits and references to the results of investigations of the matter not included in
the statements, |

1 sitach page one only of 62-109060~7226X, It typifies sll thst is wrong, wastelul
and entirely unjustifiable in the PlI's atiitude and pmeaming of these records which sre
so e,barrassing to it. ‘

Make any kin@ of bet you want: the withheld informstion is the neme Johnson and the
nevspaper The Dallas Times-Herald. Now this is not en sducated guess from e subject expert.
It is becsuse all is public domain., Thisclearly is in the FPBI files. It is ir many if not
magt of the statements. It is in, very prominently im, the 8/31/75 issue of that peper,
which made a big fromi~page splash. The extensive attention indZudes Johnson's taking the
entire matber up with FBINQ, in a separate box as 1 recail,

But were none of this true, how cen these withholdings possibly be justified? and
what need could have been served? G(diven the subject matter, carefully obscured in this
selfeserving FBI cover-the-ass paper, how could the withholding be justified under any
conditions? Is there anything that better fits the descripiion of the Uongress of what can
not be withheld? Of course, this is an historical case. Souyou and through you the
Department andperhaps in time the courts will have this view of the FBI's performance in
Mistorical case maximm disclosure. ,

There also was a public House hearing on the matter, about 11/75. This also is long
vefore the provessing of the records. In fact, tne of the records + have found is the
traneript of Admmg® testimony, so the processors did not have to have any other knowledge
%0 know this was all public domain, However, the statements I've read to now include
specific references to the extensive press attention. Radie, TV, the Dallas papers, Time
Bagazine, the wire services = all in the statements taken from various ¥BI people. 411
wead by those who perpetrated these withholdings.

If by chance claim to 7D was made, that else is fraudulent, obviously. I'm not taking
time to check the workshoots,

Iou will recall that recently I've note how unusual it is that some FBI people were

sounding off to the press, one James yam& Hosty, J9Yes in partiovlar, He has since
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retired but kis blabbing of what e not sven good propaganda prececded his retirement,
2t 4s not often that the FEI toleSates a public attack on a Cengressional commitibe by
a Special Agent and I can't imagine that many Special Agents within days of retirement
have ever done this. Nor can I imagine that Hosty endahgered his retirensnt vy dodng ite

What is inwolved is the suppression by the FBI of an extresrdinery metter for simost
a dogen years. Dozens if not move FBI people of all panks lmew about it and not one said
a word until, by one of those remarksble ceincidences, the retirement of the Dellss SAC
was sale and secuve. Then only wap there & leak %o the Dallas paper less incléned o Prabes
lisy any criticism of the official account of the JFK sssassination.

it seems that the only official candidate for assassins, officially slected to that
S52EE%Went to the Dallas FBI office two or three days before the assassination. Ho
asked to see Hosty, who wes not in. Sp, witoout bothering to seal it, he lefti & note or
letber for Hosly, With it sticking partly out of the envelope the recepticnist read it.

Then the Prosident was killed, Hosty heal Cswald's name and recognized it as a
case he had, and with what is decribed as "the memory of an elephant,” never once gave
thought to this letter. It turns out that in all the varying accounts the one consistency
is that it was a threat, The wore comcen verslons of the thweat have to do with the
boubdng of the FSI office and/or the police headquarters. Naturslly the ¥BI assured
the Warren Comuiseion and the country that Oswald had no histery indicative of any
tendency for violence. V

Bven when Hosty was rushed over o interview Uswald, ne claims, this nobe “never
entered my mind.® _

That this was widely and gpprehensively known throughout the entive Dallas Field
Office is olear in the statements I've read. 't was kuown on high level in FBINQ

There is more. like Hosty's complaint prior te the leak to the papers His complsint
was made in porson to Directer Xelley, who then made some inauwdry no recerds of which
I'vo yet seens (What doev this do to any 90 claim?) But I think you need no move. (Theve
is other 70 mmkk claim written on some of the wki¥mX peges I'Ve read.)

Until Watergate I never believe that any number of Americens gould conspire and not
onc of them iet a word oute “lis was years Lefore Wabtergate. And oddly enough the Commbsaion
was supposedly investigating a report of Osweld's having an ¥BE connsction, which the FRI
and its Director assured the Commission was false., Unly several of the Sis whose stetements
L'ye just read state they understood Oswald was a source or informant. So it is vnly
natural that eiephantine memories should fail aud that none of these recple would think
g any information to what after ell was only a Prosiduntial Coumission. Or to
the FBI's own idnspectors, onc of who was mssisned to Dallas immediately,

In this comnection you might SHA4 “Pae ‘Jobitent of the Coumission's 11/22/64 executive -
segsion transcript, the oue they dsciém? to destroy. ;*" is in Fogt Mortes

of providin




