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The CIA was so uptight about the passing reference Rankin made to it its -

"record copy" was stamped "For IPOIA Review on. [sic]iay 1976." It woudd be
after
"reviwived" for "disclosure" beginniﬁé?fﬁirteen yoars! Without any classification

claimed or legitimately subject to cliim!

Not only that, therc is no iwfor¢/ation inf%he Rankin memo that game from the

ﬂCIA 8o it had no basis at ali—ﬁgﬂfor naldng any kind of claim to withhold it and

information in it!

That 1t did this does justify suspicion of the CIA.
Ihis is because of a single sentence on Page B

Wade stated that he was also aware of an allegation Xthax

,‘~$%§z(k~jﬁ Osvald was an informant for the CIA and carried Number 110669.

This numbering is consistent with CIA numbering. I have seen examples of it
often on CIA records. [+ W Wed Mr;dlat(; 7 MegLLo o Ihaae W/Mé

Wade was correct in telling Warren and Rankin that the number attributed to the
FBI was not as its informers are numbered for identification or as accounts are kept.

Hudkins told me that he had made the 172 and 179 number up to use on the phone
in the belief that the I'BI was taé%ng his and other Phones over this report. Hudkins
also told me that not long after that was on %gz¢ghone hoe was visited by the FBI,

Betore theh Hudkinses and my wife and L became friend%énd in an effort to

/ .

lgarn more about this I ?rimed a reporter I knew to question fHudkins about the
entire matter, including the fake numbers. L, the course of this(ﬂﬂudkins claimdd not
to remember the enti?2:§g££er but he did gﬂve that reporter the first fpur of those
six numbers correctly.

Of all the people of whom L know only my two friends, Hydidns and Henry %Wade
indicated any knowledge of that numbers

When I asked Wade about it, my recollection after so many years is that hbzsaid

he had no recollection of his source. When 1 asked Hudkins he just refused to anéﬁef;

cogtinuing friendly G
Gilfen out grieﬂ&&y relationship I interpret this to mean that lonnie
= .,



