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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR .THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Nos. 84-5058 and 84-520]

HAROLD WEISBERG,
Plaintiff-Appellant,
JAMES H. LESAR,
Appellant,
v.
WILLIAM H. WEBSTER et al.,
Defendants -Appellees.

Nos— 84=5054 and 54=5202

HAROLD WEISBERG,
Plaintiff-Appellant,
JAMES H. LESAR,
'Appe11ant,
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 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 informatioﬁ 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, thil he therefore petitions this
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court to accept this addendum to his petition.
BACKGROUND

Although he is not a lawyer, Weiéberg was aware of the ]imitation.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 year he is subject to
bronchial infections that have had numerous, painfu1; 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 lTitigant, Mark Allen,

1/
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 Da]]és
search slip was and throughout the Titigation remained blank. Without refutétion
Weisbekg 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 was“not_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 noté from Lee Harvey Oswald that Dallas FBI employees who saw it
state was a threat to blow up the Dallas FBI office and ﬁhe 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 récorded 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 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. fhe FBI was directed to make such a search and process
any relevant records. (Weisberg had even provided the cofrect 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 1n§estigation by the same pane] only
two days before it issued its decision in this Titigation in which he provided
virtually all of the FBI's attestation, attested, as without }efutation 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 tq 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 Tone 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 regented 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 disc]oséd to Allen, that Oswald, égféﬁé_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 ofA;eIevant ticklers and in particular that it is
his and a stock FBI 1lie in this and in other litigation that ticklers are "rou-
tinely destroyéd" in a matter of days. The information djsc]osed to Allen,

referred to herein and attached,'fé from o1d 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 thgt it hides them from disclosure when they are not |
exempt under FOIA.

Attachment A is of Dallas information. The SAs identified were all
assigned to 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'COmhiséion; 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 Weisberg's
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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 preassassinatioh threat to bomb
the Dallas office and police headquarters and withheld this information and the
fact of its own destruction of that threat 1s.exp1icit 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 possib]e; 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 fnvestiga-
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 C 4), was able to kill Oswald is not re-
flected in any record disclosed to Weisberg or the CommisSion. This previdus]y
withheld tickler record also reflects suspicion of a conspiracy involving Ruby at
1°C 2, "Hoaover suspicious of (Ruby's) basement entry and assistance." Any factual
basig 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 referenceé to the FBI's preparation of dossiers on both

“j—.



the "staff and members" of the Commission. (Emphasis added) The seéond mention
_Jeaves the FBI's improper purposes and 1qtentions without doubt: "Preparation of
dossiers on WC staff éf;éi 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 1s-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 Tliti-
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 (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 queétions 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 "meho 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 récord-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 { 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 holds Hosty's report that Oswald

6



beat his wife, hardly a record of nonviolence.) Hosty thus was praised for

deceiving, misleading and Tying to the Commission with all records withheld and

omitted from the search slip. ‘ .
1

That a large number of FBI Dallas employees knew about Oswald's pre- {

assassination threaf and its post-assassination destruction and were entirely
silent about it throughout the period of the Warren Commission and for more than
a decéde afterward is explicit in Attachment D. This high¥1eve1 FBIHQ recbrd
reflects that FBIHQ knows its Dallas SA did lie in its ¥ eference to "not dis-
ciplining others who are not being truthfu];" (Paragraph 2)

The FBI's general lack of forthrightness and reluctance to provide’copies
even to the committees of the Congress 1is reflected in Attachment E. (The records
it required the Senate committee to examine at FBIHQ were disclosed to Weisberg
under the compulsion 6f 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

———— s

Director quvgrj§qggr§gg§1 praise of H9§Exﬂyg§wgn~§b§_fjr§; Haywafigr_gégeﬂproofs

——

of the Warf?h Report were disc1osed79fficia11y.

| }jitiiéi least one Dallas FBI SA stated that "Oswald was aﬁ 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 Tying

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. Barrett, who had been assigned to Dallas, are Attach-
ment F.-He confirms (page 5) Weisberg's unrefuted 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 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
3the assassination ftse]f, FBI motive for withholding that Weisberg attested to
‘without refutation, is reported on page 13. Barrett denied knowing this but the

\}3J~ commiftee 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-offic1a1 éssassination 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 thié

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,
: P —
the only officially alleged Presidential assassin, had been contacted by the
il k2P
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



to know of the existence of these records and indeed, the very Division thatA
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 fo the district court knew very well that it had and deliber-
ately withhe]d by subterfuge aﬁd false representation records relating to the
so-called "critics" it had been directed to process by the appeals office. The
attachment to this petition 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 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
after the assassination of Oswald's threat to bomb delivered to Hosty ngggg 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 hearing; 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‘Andekéoﬁ) stating that "It is shameful that

Benedict Arnold was a traitor; but he was not a shoplifter to boo?; and one should
not have been able to make that charge while knowing ifs.falsity with impunity."
Benedict Arnold is long dead but the FBI agents who swore falsely not>on1y_did
so with "impunity" but with acceptance and rewarding by the district court and ‘
the nanel. Indeed, it is the very same panel which only two days earlier, in the
previously cited §h§g case (No. 84-5084), held the very same SA Phillips hot‘
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 litigation, yet accepted éll of his attesta-
tions in Weisberg's litigation even after, 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 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
accepfed 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

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 it; counsel that:officiaﬁ]y withholding it
and representing the opposite of what if says and meaﬁs undermines the constitu-
tional independence of the judiciary. This new information ié 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 involved 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,

HdroT1d Weisberg, [pro _se
7627 01d Receiver Road
Frederick, MD 21701
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In compliance with your inst ructions  following our
conversation in Kansas City on 10/19/73, 1 am setting forth the
basic facts that we discussed. Iam 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
suspension in October, 1964, were based upon answers to -
questions telephonically furnished by former Assistant Director
James Gale on 12/5/63. 1 answered these questions by memo to
the SAC in Dallas dated 12/6/63. '

About four years ago I had an opportunity to review
my field personnel file in the Kansas Cj ice and noted that
erial 157 of the Dallas section of this file contains answers dated
12/8/63, which are not the game 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. I am 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 raqpnel file
R 994 0/2 =17
I am aware, however, er Supervisor Kenneth
Howe did make alterations to my answers without Jny, agvieg 4573 !
¢ onsert, but with my knowledge. Iam encloging a copy of my ___——
|\ memo to the SAC, Dallas, dated 12/6/63, with his corrections, and
\ a copy of a routing glip from Howe to me furnishing me with the
- aorrections. 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 i8 the false answer to Que stions 5.and 6,
{n which I am falsely quoted as saying, "Perhaps I should have i
potified the Bureau earlier, " This constitutes an admission of
guilt, which I did not at any time. : -
H ) ;e \-OS\\\*.
JPH:mfd (enc. €C" -+ .
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. letter of censure and suspension in October, 1964.

<

ng res o : sibl.e,' )3@

_ ve d t

R LR

: I pretty well 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 3
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.l/ .
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- 11117/ _,
cerning my inappropriate remarks until October, 1964, Mr. Hoover = sso"
also assured me-on 5/6/64, that the Warren Commigsion would com=/" 5/

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

i/
¥ ik

mission to do this, I believe, was the principal reason for my secmdl}( «
(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 Kemnedy.

y Al

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 | A
the criteria in existence as of 11/22/63. The criteria was later \»;@5)
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 "{.;5 T
)

President Kennedy 's visit to Dallas, , T

T ol
The FBI as of 11/22/63, had only one responsibility regard- {
{ng presidential protection, at the insistence of the U. 8. Becret



. @

- P e

Service. The responsibility was to furnish the Secret Service any
information on persons malking direct threafs against the President,
in possible violation of Title 18, USC, Section 871. 1 personally
participated in two such referrals immediately prior to 11/22/63.

[

In conclusion,
letter dated{EEa

e in his

A

cause of the acion 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 d

etermined if I was derelict in my duty

in any manner, and was responsible for President Kennedy's death,
After that it should be determined what damages I suffered, and then
we can discuss the third point - what action should be taken.

‘I 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 sb-

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

dangerous in any way.

1 have no desire to b

lame anyone else or to seek an

alternate scapegoat. Iam firmly convinced, despite the totally
unjustified conclusion of the Warren Commission, that the FBI was

pot in any way at fault.

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 point, I will gladly furnish additional information

to you.
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G 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
é> K\ 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 Committees, no action would be taken unti] conclusion of
their inquiries. This matter has been followed since that time. Mr. Minte
has advised that since the Congressional inquiries are now conclided, he
sees Do reason to delay further administrative action. The purpose of this
memorandum, therefore, is to analyze this situa 0§
appropriate recommendations. :

mmeE ok 7 SEP 10 1976

- .
) During Mr. Adams' testimiéhy'when the 1ssue
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
s 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
\ éﬂ. they can within the bounds of thelr recollections and yet not disciplining
(lothers who are not being truthful. .

SN . As a result of the inquiry, it was positively established that there
, (75‘ 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.- 7
Voo ' Excluding Hosty, there are 16 current employees who, during th Y
 {inquiry, admitted to varying degrees gbme knowledge of Oswald's visit,
the note and the destruction. Some of the information they furnished was

1 - Messrs. Adams, Jenkins, Mintz, Walsh [ "d(bttbu ‘% OJASwf
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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 {8 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. It is8 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? ¥

be

R 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. H 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
transferred. He was denied a within-grade tncrease becauae of thls latter

nctlon for

LG

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

RECOMMENDATIONS:

1. That no action be taken against those employees listed in the
details of this memorandum who admit some knowledge of the matter but
are not directly related to the incident.

A ‘ D“ cﬂSp Swoh..
lﬂt‘ | ——

-3- SEE DETAILS NEXT PAGE.
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Memorandum to Mr. Held
Re: Assassination of President John F. Kemnedy

DETAILS:

On 10/21/15 Mr. Adams testified before the Subcommittee on
Civil and Coastitutional 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. Ada.mé' testimony press lnthries wére 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 @ tE
that testimony taken by the Edwards Committee has not yet béen printed
and it is unlikely that the hearings will be printed. Further, Congressman
Edwards has no plan at this time to i8sue 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@@Etaay 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 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 ws able to determine that there
were four principals involved in the matter at hand, namely, Nannie Lee
Fenner, S8A Kenneth C. Howe, SA James P. Hosty, Jr., and SAC Gordon
Bhanklin. At the time of our inquiry Shanklin was the oaly 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 {f 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 agsassination 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 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 8imply 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 Af/én’.."‘
/n admin Rlder,

-5 - CONTINUED - OVER



¢
¢
!
!
3

Pt titamtere gl

('O-' 5 b 9

Memorandum to Mr. Held .
Re: Assassination of President John F. ¥ennedy D .
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, On the other hand, there were people in the Dallas
disclaimed any knowledge whatsoever of the matter  they

Office who

- While we have no information at all
questioning the veracity of 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

A\

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
pot interviewed simply because there was no logical reason-todo so. Rt is
possible that they too may have known of the matter and would truthfully
{nform 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 lndlﬁtals

who are currently on our rollsgEg

. With regard to Hosty, he claims he was instructed by the 8AC 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. I
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

-8- CONTINUED - OVER
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Memorandum to Mr. Held ‘ L
= Re: Assassination of President John F. Kennedy , e

consideration. Als0 taken into consideration is the fact that Bosty suffered
| \ considerably many years ago. In fact, Hosty in effect was placed in double
\ | | jeopardy. Om 12/13/63 he was censured and placed on probation for

| | {nadequate investigation. With really no Dew information developed

' | concerning Hosty, later he was censured, placed on probation, suspended
. |for 30 days, and transferred to Kansas City. This action occurred in
: s ber, 1964. He was eligible for within-grade increase beginning 9/27/64
. t was not given same and, in fact, was finally granted a within-grade

. crease 6/20/65. As can be seen, Hosty has already paid a heavy penalty.

™
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ON LiililIGziCE ACTIIVIIIZS (SSC)

Reference i{s cacde to SSC letter Cated Lecember 11,
1975, remuastin: gccess tn varinus materizls centained in
Burccu files r= :1atin: to this Zureau's investizetion nf
Lee liczvey °“swzld ana/nr the assassinctina of Presiceat John F,
Keanecy. :

Enclnsed far your ecprnval end farvardir~ ta the
SST is the nri:inzl of a mednrancun which cnastitutes a nertial
Tespens: to Tta2 reguests coatsinea ia referenced S$SC letter.

A cony nf the abaove memmiandum i3 deinsy furnishzd
for yeur recarzcs.

Enclacures (25
62-116255

1 - The lecuty Jattnrney General
Attentina: liichael Z, Sheheen, Jr,
Special Counsel far

: Intellizence Cnerdination
TJM:adn/1hdb . :
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Mr. H. N. Bassett
2 e« Mr, J. A.. Mintz
(l L] Mro Jo Bo HotiS)

1 = MI. wo Ro wannall
l - Mr, W, O. Cregar
62-116355 ' December 31, 1975
1 « Mr, F. Woodworth
B 1 Lod MI. Jo P- Thomas

~ 1 - Mr, T. J. McNiff
U. S. SENATE SZLECT COIMITIES I
STUCY GOVEZMMIUITAL OPERALIONS WIZH
KESPZCE TO LiJELLIGEICE ACTIVITICS (SSC)

Reference is made ta SSC letter dated iecerder 11,
1975, reguestins eccess to varinus materials containzc
in Suress files relatinz to this Sureau'’s iavestisatien
of Lee Harvey "sweld and/~r the assassinatinn of ¥Fresident
John F. ilennedy. Set farth balaw is this Buresu's rtesonase
to incicztzd itex=s mentioned in referenced letter, o25Sonses
to the Tre—ainin: items are beinz preparea goe you will e
advised wien suca preparations nave been completec.

Iten 1 references the Jaly 6, 1S54, cemorzadum

" from C, R. Davidson to ix., Callzzan, wilca was provicec by

this Bureau in recisase to S5 incuiry dated iovexber 18,
1975, and recucsts materials pertainiln to the Leceroer 13,

1963, censurinz and prrbetina orf Soeclal 4zent (54) Seaes Po., .

Hnasty, Jr. lin memnrancum dated July 6, 1954, enuld be
located as havins been furnished the S50 as stipuiated
above. -t is believed the abave reguest reiess to ta2

- anril 6, 1984, memarancunm frem C, R, Qavicgan vaich was

made availeble tn the S5C in resvnnse to the lattex's
request of iinvember 16, 1975. i.aterials responsive ta all
sectians o Itea 1 are avallable at F3I lieadquarters InT
review by adprooriate SST persnnnel., ihis paterial, Zor

. reasnns of orivacy, has been excised to Celete names nf

4ndivicuals, nther than Sa Hosty, against vhnn administrative
actinn was taken. 5

Item 2 requests materials similar to that
requested in Item 1, es sucn raterials pertain to the
censuring nf Si Hosty on or about Septezber 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 utz, 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 ¥, 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, Pea 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'%é_ﬂnﬁix 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 DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

FEDERAL BUR!-‘;AU OF INVESTIGATION . —{'ﬁLl 5& N M\/—

. Birmingham, Alabama

In Reply, Please Refer December 24, 1975 /:f
File Ne.

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

I, Special Agent Robert M. Barrett, was inter-
viewed by Comaittee staff member_ggg;_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

[ Y

. Committee was attempting to determine whether or not

L= 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) vefore and after the

assassination.

. Mr. Wallach asked when I arrived in washington,
D.C., and how I received notice to come to wWwashington, D.
c., for this irterview. ' Fe was told I arrived akout
, 5:45 PM on December i6, 1975, and that on Friday, December
o 12, 1975, I had received notice of a teletype from FBI
S\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_ﬂghn_ﬂg;ig_of the Legal
Counsel Division. Mr. Wallach asked for the contents of
ehis discussich and I advised hin that I had ashed Mr.
Hotis if he knew the reason why I was being intervievied 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.

oo o . .. o
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SENATE SLLECT CO!Z:ITTCE OW .
TNTLLLTCLIICE ACTIVITIES
INTERVIF\! OF SPLCIAL ..GENT
ROBLERT . BARRETT, -
DECLI“ELLR 17, 1975

-

I told lir. Wallach that Mr. Hotis had furthcr in-
formed we that I should dccline to answer any questions as
to scnsitive sources, sencsitive teckniques, on-going investi-
gations, and any information received from a third agency.

Mr. Wallach asked if T had talked to Mr. Paul Dalv,
and be wes informed i7r. Daly was in and out of the office fre-
quently &nd that I had had very little conversation witin him.

Mr. Wallech asked hew lorng I had talked with iir. Fotie, ana I :
told him the above convercaticn wag very brief, that I was ¢

originally informad the irnterview was to take place at 10:00
R}, thait this was svbceaucntly chanrged to 2:00 Dit and thxat I

had espent the time in Kr. votis' office waiting. and occasionally
discussiizg other unrelated matters. -

I also tcld Mr. Wallach that I had been intérvieved
earlier ar Deacazhar 17, 1975, hy Assistant Director llaxold
N. Bass¢tfi, and Deputly Ascistent Dircector J. pfllison Couiticy
Mr. Waliach asked what this interview was ebout, and I told
him I was cuestioncd as to any xnowledce I had cf Lee Harvey

swald coming to the IBI C7fice in Dallas prior to the essas-
sinaticn and leceing a nole for Sprcial Agent Jomes Houkl,

I told Mr. Wallach what.I had prcvioucly told Mr. Bascsett,
that some four or five months after the ascassination I was
asked by scmeconc in the Dallas 0ffice, whose idertity T can't
recail, {(bccause what this unrccalled person acked me wos a
rumor and insigniZicant) if I had heard the rumor that Oswald
had coma to the Dballas 0ffice where he asked Han Ienncr, the
Receptionist, to sce Hosty. 1 recall thcre being no wention
of any note lefi by Oswalc, nor did llosty, or anyone clce in
Dallas cver talk to me about the incidcent, the note orx ther
contcnts of the notc. MNr. wallach ashked if I had reported to
anyonc in Dallas at the time the albove incident and Wr.
wallach was advised I did not report a rumor and that I
trcated it as a ruwor, in that I promptly forgot about it as

I was very busy at the tire conducting investigations of othcr

matters having to do with the assassination.




SENZTE SCLECT COMIIITTEL ON
INTELLIGLNCE ACTIVITILS
INTERVILY OF SPECIAL AGERT
#ia ROBERT M. BARRCTT,
"= DECLMBER 17, 1970

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 counsel and my right
to refuse to answer any guestions. I advised Mr. Wallach I
was aware of my rights.

Mr. Wallach advised me that recorded results of
this intervicw would lzter be ava.lable to me, in Washington,
D.C. I ashed i: I would Lbe furniched a copy and if a coz.
would be furnished the Bureau. I was informed that the Bureau

-~ woulc¢ not be furnisled a copy nor wourd anyone, other than my-

i sclf, from the Bureau, have access to this report. 1 was also

tolda that I would ke advised by mail when I could have access

e to the rejport. nr. wallach diéd not say if I would be furnishec
a copy. lie also caid ¥ could request the presence of a Senator:
during the interview, which rcquest I éid not make.

rr. lallach then ashed akout my Bureeau car=cxr and
_ o ascignments prier to lovernber 22, 1963. He was advized of nmy.
assignucnts in Phocniy frem 1952 to 1954, in Amarillo, Texas,
from 1954 to 1956, ard in Dallas from 1956 to 196C. JVr.
Wallach inzuired &o to what %ind of investigative work I wa
doing as oI lovember 21, 1963, and I told him that primarily I
was assigned to investigations having to do with organized
crime, garhling, and criminal intelligence, and occasinnally
some involved civil richts caces, and some extortion cascs.
Mr. Wallach asked hcw long T hadé been doing such work and who
else in the Dallas Ofiice was cither working with me or ceirg
similar work. I told him I had becn working these type-cascs
since-lloventer, 1957, and that I was acsistcd by SA Iven D. '
Lee from abcut 1960, or so, until the assassinction, at which
tire Lec and I were both ascigned to the assassination investi-

S | gation, primarily, for about a yecar.
;_} Mr. Wallach then asked me to define a "hip pocket
: informant" and after 1 gave him my definiticn, he asked if I

had any in Dallas. I defined a "hip pocket informant” as a
source of information whose identity was never made 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 cmploycd
| "hip pocket informants" in Dallas or elsewhere. '
| _
|
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SENATR SELECT -CO.LIITTCE O
INTCLLIGENCE ACTIVITIES
INTERVIEY OF SFECIAL 7 GLERT
ROBERT M. BARILTT,
DECENDBLR 17, 1975

Mr. h:llach asred if I knew of, or huad heard of
s ; .2 of Tampa, and Carlos Marcello of lew
Orlcons, LOUlu&u 2. I suid that in investigations of or-
ganized crime nmatters, I had become ucquainted with thesec

names, but 1 believed the correct.name was Santos Trafficante,

to which Mr. Wallach agreed. Mr. VWallach asked if I knew of
a man named Mewillie (Pihornetic) and I said I could not recall
ever having heerd of this narne. .

Mr. Wallacn asked if I knew of Jack Ruby. I said
I hed kreown nehy as the owner or operator of two Dellas night
clubs, that were frecuenicd by pimps, prostitutes and persons
involvad in crininal activities. I was asked if I had ever
talked to Ruby and I said I had on mayke two occasions prior
to Novcickaer 21, 1963, but I could not recall the contents of
these coaversations, other than it most likely had to co with
persons who frecyucnted Rulwy's nicht cluks.

Mr. Wallach acsk~d if I was aware of a conncciicn
of Ruby with Trafficantc, with Marcello, and with Mcllillie
(Phorietic). I said I was not aware of any conntection by Ruby

7ith any of thouzs perscns and repeated that I did not recall
the nuame licWillic., .

: Mr. Wallach acked if I was acquainted with the term.
“pCcIi" - "poteritial criminrzl informent", if I knew Jack Nuby
was a PCTI of the Dallas Office, and if I knew the identity ol
the FII 7gent in Dallas, a "red headed fellow" who had had
Ruby aﬂyaoncd to him, and which Aaent was latcer disciplined

or Lransfe“red I had just begun to answer lir. Wallach,

vhen U. S. Scnetor Richard D. Schweigler, of Pennsylvania,
entored the rcom at 2:33 1 and thereafiter took part jointly
in the interrogation of me with IMr. Wdllach, after introducing
himsclf. lir. Wallach briefly rcvicwed with Scnator Schweicler
what had previously trangpired in the interview. Senator
Schweiclcr askcd if T knew Ruby was a PCI and if I was not
aware of Ruby's connectioins with organized crime.
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" INTELLIGECL ACT1VITIES

INTERVILE o' SPECIAL ZI.GENT
ROBLRD l. BARRIIT
DECINLIR 17, 1975

. I stated that my investigation of organized crime
and criminal intelligence matters in Dalles were primarily

‘concerned vith the activities of Joseph Francis Civello

and hic associctcs and the activities of a roving band of
criminaels, not conncctcd with Civello, who usced Dallas as

a basc for their activitics. I stzted that in these invecti-
gatione ncithcr I nor S84 Lee had becoine aware of any in- .
volwve:.ent by Ruby in crganized crime maticre or any asso-
ciezticn with the percsons who were the subijects of our investi-

gations.

At this point, 2:37 Pii, Scnator -Schweicker asked
Mr. Wallach if I had been sworn, anrd when told that T had
nct, Sznator Schweicker placed me under oath, making reference
to all the ansvers I had given pricr to being sworn, as well
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I pointed out that if Ruly had been involvcd in
organized crire matters, such as association with Trafficante
or Morccllo, a=a this hed beceme inewn to the FBI, I was sure
I, as an hoent assigned to organined crime investigations in
Dallas where luby recided, would have becn so acdviscd and
that this was not the casc.

- In answer to the qucstions about Ruby being a
PCI, I stated I had heard somcthing aftier MHoveasber 24, 1963,
that an zgent in Dallas hid at oice time opcincd a PCI case on
Ruby, but I aid not lInow any details such as when this oc-
currcd, the name of the hgent, and I was not aware that this
Nocnt, whocver he was, had becen Cicciplined 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 hgent malics such o rcecommendation to
his supcrior -and that Ruby had becn made a PCl because of
his conncctions with.orgahizcd crime. I explained that a
person can bc designated a PCI Dy the AgenlL lLecause of his
associaticn with the criminal element, his residence, his
employuient, or for any of a number of recacons, and that this
pcrson may never furnish any pertinent or uscful. information
or be of any valuc. Senator Echweicker 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
1 said I had no hnowledye of any such paywment.
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. I was aslhed if I had any opportunity to see
. oswaXd in the police department -t that time or any other
__f subgccuent time and T stated to the best of my knowledce
- Osvald had leen talien to the office of Captain "Will'
gy : Fritz, that I ncver did go to Captain IFritz's office at
Ni ’ any time on November 22, 23, or 24, 1963, and that I had
! neve: personally obscerved Oswald subsequent to his arrest
' in the theater in Oak Cliff. '

it this peint in the interrocatiecn, Mr. Wallach
' asked me if I knew that disciplinary action by the Dureau had
i been taken ecainst £ (Jares) liosty, I advised them that T
wes aware of this through ny association with losty in Dallas.
I was then asked if I knew that some Assistant Dircctors of
the FBI had been disciplinedé Lecause of their handling of
certain motters in the assassination investigation. I statad
I was not cwore of this and had no knowlcdge cf any such
disciplinery action.

-

— Kr. Wailach thcn asked e if 1 had attcnded a
"going away" party hcld, not in the Dallas Cffice, for Hosty
: : by his fricnds in Dallas. I stated I did not reccall ary
- such party ond further felt that if there had been such a parsty
I would have kren invited and wveould have attencded because
Hosty and I uare in the same car pocl, we attendcd the sane
church, we belonged to the same clubs, and I had cocached
his son on the school foothall team, and further, that many
of liosty's friends were also my friends.

I was asked if I recalled a conference being hcld
by SAC J. Gordon Shanklin on the carly morning of November
23, 19¢3, in which Agents of the Dalles Office were given
instructions on investigation to be conducted that day. T
stated that I recalled reporting to viork on Saturday, ovcubor
23, at alout 6:00 Al after having worked to about 3:00 Al
‘that same morning from the Friday before, and I did not recall

any such confcrence held by Iir. Shanklin.

I was asked if therce had not been a conference on
the morninu of November 24, 1963, in which Mr. Shanklin in-
structcd the Dallas locents not to go near the arca at thc
city jail wherc Oswald was being rermoved that day and 1
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statced I did reccall thmse instructions, and further, I nod -

becn inustructed, along with gA_ngg_gétégﬁ, to go to KRLD-
- TV Stution to obtain any pertincent ph ¢raphs that that

- staticn nicht have and further, that while there I had ob-
,servcd, on closcd circuit televisicn, the Oswald shociing
in the bacecment ©f tle police department. I wac ashed if I
had any knowledae of a telephone call received by the I'DI

during the nicht of loverher 23-27, 1963, corntaining a .
threat against Cswald. 1 said that to the best of wy knot--
ledyr, I dic¢ recall something to the effect that SA il n

Newscer had been on duty during the ealy morning hours of
, Noverber 24 at the Dallas FBI Office and had recz2ived such
il - a call., I couid rot recall at this tim2 who was the source
' of thics inforimotion nor &id I recall any deciails as ta the
.. conterts of the call.

Me1e e AFES e Y L B o
the Dzlias CfLlice haod zecn discusn-

then acked if there haed not been scome
i &
sing the assagsination and discussing wvhether ox not it wos
their opinions that it wis the act of one man acting alere

or was a concpiracy. I cstateéd 1 woas sure that there had becn
such dizcusesions on an informal bhacis but that I could not’
rcecall any dctieidls or anything as to when such diccuvssicns
were held or who was prescent and, further, that I was sure
that cveryone coanected with the investigaiion would have
made soin2 personal conclucions.

: ‘ At this point, Mr. Wallach asked if it was not
“true that Mr, Shanklin or some otherx Bureau officicl hed
given explicit dircctions that the investication-wvas to
establish that Oswald acted alonc in connection with the
assausination. Before 1 could ancwer this question, HMr.
Wallach stated that such informetion had been receivcd from
other Il Aacnts. I stated that this was not so, that I adid
3 not belicve any other 2gcnts had made such statements, and
f’ further, that we had, to the contrary, been given instructionc
to conduct our investigation in an effort to cstablish all
“the focts to identify all persons involved.

At this point, which was about 4:23 PM, Scnator
schweicl.ecr left the room and did not takce any further part
in the intcrrogation. .
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