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MORE OF JACK RUBY AS AN FEI INFCRMANT

See my memo of January 8, 1969, Here I record some wubsequent activity
by the Commission.

At the time of that memo, the last word on this which I kmew of was CD 732,
Hoover's letter of Auril 7 to Rankin, The relevant naragraph is as follows:

“As you were rreviously advised in my letter of February 27, 1964, Ruby was
contacted by an Agent of the Dallas 6ffice on March 11, 1959, in view of his
vosition as a night club operator who might have knowledse of the eriminal
element., ie was advised of the ‘ureau's juriscdiction in criminal matters and

he expressed a willinmess to furnish information. (I bet he did - but about what? PH)

Fe wag subsequently contacted by an Agent (the same one? -iiI) on Amril 28, gune
5 and 1%, July 7 and 21, Mugust 6 and 31, and October 2, 195). He did not furnish

any information and further contacts with him wers discontinued (why? “hy not carlieri)i

These contacts were recorded only by date along with flotations indicating Ruby
had not furnished any information. There is no information recorded that was
furnished by Ruby in commection with any of these contacts. (liy emohasis, of course.
Jag any furnished otherwise?) FRuby was never paid any money and he was never, at
any time, an informant of this Bumeau.”
From a letter crafted lMay 28 by Criffin, sent June 1 by Ranicin:

, Finally, an enclosure in your letter of Amril 7, 1964 shows that Hack Ruby
was contacted on March 11, 1959 by Special Agent Charles . Flynn, who obtained
a personal descrivtion and added the observation that Iuby was a2 "mowm Dallas A
crdiminal.” -lease acdvise us as to the purpose and other results of Agent Flynn's
contact on that date and request Ageng Flynn to indicate whether his commentx about
Ruby's criminal remutation was based on conversations with loeal law enforcement
officers or any other information not then in your files.” (Iiy emphasis.)

Joover's reply is CD 1052. Ile profided an affidavii showing that the
remark 'lnown Dallas criminal"” was added by SA [ouis Kelley when CD 4 was being
mrevared. (I gmess I believe this. No reason for the F3I to lie about it - it
would no® have been inecriminating if Flymn had recorded that fact in 1959. Ie

“eertainly should have been aware of it.)

In renly to ilankin's question about the purpose and other results, Joover said:

“A5 you were advised by ryy letter of February 27, 1964, Jack Ruby was
contacted by Speclal Agent Charles .. Flymn of the DallasOfffice on ilarch 11, 1959,
in view of his position as a night club operator who might have lmowledge of the
eriminal element in Dallas. The murpose of this contact wes to determine whether
or not Muby ¢id have sach lmowledze (what in particular, Idger?), and if so, if
he would he willing to furnish information to thés Dureau. Iuby was acdvised of
the FII's jurisdickion in (some! what kind of 1 - i) criminal matters, and he
exrressed a willinmess to furnish information. (Zoes that mean he had some:) A
personal description of Ruby wes obtained by Ifpecial Agent Flynn on the ocecasion
of this contact on liarech 11, 1959, but no information or other results were
obtained., _etween Jarch 11, 1959, and October 2, 1969, Ruby was contacted on
eight other occasions, ut he furnished no information whatever and further contacts
with him were cdiscontinued.’ .

loral: Criffin failed to be specific enoggh about what he wmnted. If he had
questions like mine - and T assume he did - he should have set then forhl in detail.
“inee he didn't lloover of course said nothing new - and even tried to make Griffin
look like an idiot for asking when he already knew the answer. This is not the only
case where _loover simply didn't answer a question.

This whole business may be of interest directly in connection with Imby, for
various reasons. (Jee previous memo, Le.., What was said on on (@tober 27 'ui,
Jack, . missed seeing you last month.' ‘lel}, Chuck, I was in Cuba, ) However, I
think the most sixdking ﬁmis that loover could call someone who was contacted
g times and almost ce was & CI (Lotential Criminal Tnformant) a non-
informant. Thic makes his denials sbout Uswald - especially in comnection with
the absence of an affidavit from Jelrueys - even less credille,

laul L. Hoch
June 20, 1971



