5 W —

i

i
Yo c;:‘:."_i :LlaL::tll itk e Wllen Toon ...i:‘. rold JL.iSbﬁI‘ 1/12/:.3'5
1 L=

This is the third voge of my S0 on the betehes of Hosty rocords disclosed
to dawic, Tl Tdrd as smt to me. I doy This sepsyetely 1o papt fou uy oun
Tiling and in oart bounuse I pace copie . of On.l‘ Two Sron Hlis larger bateh., I'11
keen the orlginal of the seso besow e it will neks batter copie for wyr subjsct
filin_:. Tfor the same or siullar reasons I'1l do 1:}, gome with Gthe sccoid Tecord,

a2 long oL of wideh L've xeroxed sclected Dezes only. Please do not fale this te
meen Hliat I bopisve there is notléing slpe oi value i':. this batel. There nay well
be and = mpy well have missed it ecsuse I'm into vhat now apoears to be my
ainuul sispes of broncehial infections 5 this bediy the third streizht yedr. Last
night ip the Tiwat ia S0 weeks that I gob four continuous hours of glsep. But
$he nosarzntly epwroprizte nedicine brings its owan problens, one of them Thoe
subject of complaint by my uleer. Su, L urgyh vour own exsminations endl if you'd
lilte questionse L' keeping these as I receive them, filed sep rately as dis . losed
to ﬁal‘ -

The 1’/”‘1/’{5 Uirector to 4G covering a mewo to the smate Litelligence
Comdttee (FBI code name not used hoz-e '"“cnstudy") and the memo itself ase
typic:l of how the MWL lies when it wanis o lie and prepares its lies so it
can, ii nepessary, e.plain shem away. ot wncomsonly with indignstion. (566)

¥

Igen 1 ri'f"lect.'. tha oonete's fiterest in Hlie Loaty censuring. he Scnate
referesd $o one =nd 4l FIT hers doen not voluntesr that he wen censurved at
least twice, ss is rillected i his owm womo on the- _,u-uvu.ous pag;e of 1 werio
weflevks, The dunate g H6ld 4o coume o FIIML to see what it wents Ho see. Those
records weme ciselogerd ho me. Hfelects ths FMUI's respect for the Senate, 10?7 And
those are redacied codicg, withholding f “01. the Senate the nanes of others then
iseiplined, on the some dover the Durean's assfbasis, vhen they'd cone nothing
wonge Their nemos also, to S best of ny recollection arve disclosed.

dig, ITiem 2 pofers to a requsst for recorcs rolating to the second cemmuving
of Hosty, "on or uhout September 25, 1064.Y @“Doe'*n't the FEI awowt I sugzest
a poesible wplenstion of this .Lomulthion. procfa of the Uarren Taport were
out ant given to even the preas y/24. I hava a pres sot.Or I've given it ‘o
Wise ~:.n. Bup L've seen it. It is pngs proofs oi the final version of She Repart.
530 is teld to go to FBIE to see those rocords. They vera latsry Jsﬁl@spu $o e,

. W=
Uil sbout $hisn wioe She FUT refused all rouucsts Tor suce: dgﬂ‘c')z'ma‘tion Iron
<he Congress on tl. ground that it was meldng an dinvestisetion and hdd not
conpleted it., I've resd the ricord:s of 1488 investigntion and vhat it was reelly
b to Lo "eemu vvc.—*'*h..r—‘ under wreys and Lis control wo it conld crzate a
gituation in ol action zould b tilen ageinst anyone. I have separate
cubject=Tile co-__—;:‘_q;;, ;. bolisve with meros, of what for me are the origincls.

g
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Item 15 ip written in a memer ithst leaves it up do 'th‘ regder to congichend
tho BO8's puestion, and fron “he longusgs I teks Lt thds is the Howty destructlion
of Omuald'y pro-gssessination 1o%ter to him. The request indicetns that the 850
was wlerinfomed or rdainforned, as the FEL refors to the request, and th Tl
was not about to get the tbor straisht Tor the Do s amipusge here 1,
"Iten 19 re wsste &l) waterials pertaining fo the n‘, By ubser'uunt Lo bovenbes
24,5 1905 aad orior to the submigsion of the dureau's 11111::.31 e 'oo*“b tu the
Uhite douscs.."ly evphoeis. The paport referred %o, CD1, was fomiarded 12/9/65
gnd 1% pales no montdien of She Osweld Lotter sad i4s destruction. 3ub il you
will looi: at Youwasnt 1 in the first betch vhere L've copiled it for you with a
papercliy at thuat doini, 1 B Ty thet stotes that this vas "hendled" at MJLHI
on 11/24, ant "han led® Coor nod mefer fo PUIE's first kmovledge but to its ackm o
solutions 1t ulso, of cousve, is ackmolliedgomnat of FuIly lmeovledgs, uithh.ld from
the FPrevident, s Comiiission rnd the seople in the so-colled dsfindtiva ruport,
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additiossl nole to JLt I8 not ¢id: ond vost 47 not 21l the rest of this siuff
elocuent vebutial of the rFul's lis that it routin-ly destroys &l} ticklers after
a feuw deys? 0528 mnd other cases,

Hote aguin ou eritics, O 77, "Subsecuent nrparation of sex dossiers on
critics of srobe." Yo wonaer they had rhillips suear fulsely, I wonder if you
oulit not try to Iind soi: vay of getiins this 1o the ap zls court on that
one uuestion, what thuy verc directed to do and how they lied mboud 147 i they
need digcovery to find this end all elsse like 149

“he next attachel page was separate, proceeded by o nobe sbout the ldnd of
notebook used. vote that e Hves a serial. It veas di.closad and 2 used 4% dn
o= of the ceses to » “luct thet the I diseld sadid I was fuis to it. Uatil it
decided nosv to 1ilke vhat I wrote. He ers to 5he &lan Burke Show on WIEW-TV.  Mew !’ wﬁ' [H? )

dote thet the referencs fo “eagher is phonstic, Dellas to Diroctor thes I
¢o not recall. Suggests overh:ard or tap. “ater the: had her nane correct,
inecludding meiden neue,

Hosty's 10/24/7'? “So Dir ctor, Follly 67-;94012-191, Doc. 34 (wiich also shows
how ISTH can locate field office persommel rTecords) staves, graf J, underscoring
in originel that he hed hat 'an opportunity to review my iield psrsomnel file."
Thig is quite apueific in identifying the rocord's = :pstence and fi[ing and, if
I do not reeall incorrsetly, » fute's Philiips' attestation tht thure was none
in Dallas. Unless, of courss, #he hole thiz: ha'! been Torvarded to KoCe In
which ovent Dullas had a vecord of that and was deliberately decentive. He
ig guite siscific in idintifying es Serial 157 as rolevent in this motter and
0522, “his also discloges that JHE assassination investigation rucords are
ineluded in ths personnel files and why the Hosty mearch slip was blank.

Jhat I told yowover the phone, that “cover, personally preised Hostyr'd
pe-juriobs testinony b-fore the Comission is puge 2, el 2,

- Un poge T thert is inddcation that this mumo was of 1973 beceuse he stotes
thay is when he and Zelley supke fa KO, of vwlbich I'd lmoum. Tow that Wy two years
bofore it waa lealked that Osvuzld had left s tlweatening ledter for him before
11/22/65 “and that ou orders he perionally destroyed it. Here, liwing the fictiol
and liding behind the FBI's fulse position, he states, 5vé rraf up on 3, “L had
sbsolutely no rosson to builieve that Oeugld uas a potential agsassin or dangerous
in eny wey.™ This, certainly, cven for the FEI, is & rare way of referring to a

throat o blow it up! (B du‘dma’ﬂ;_ i ddiy Lf,“d: o] Prided /’17 & &7 hir ky#‘m'm;}

Heseett to Eeld, 8/17/7!5, is en ¥LIHY recors noh dndicated as Hot Fecorded,
£o I vonder if the obliteration sfter tha virat pref, Tor which a U6 olein is
umade, is of & file nuuber that could disclose what the FEl doos not went to dis—
close. I suggest that you ask for its emmdnation bucruse sretty uoch g1l of the
disciplindngs and cennures o pudblic,

1 -
e to those "inwvelved" nust

2f adwdita that

the threatend g note and i4s ¢ struction. The puf
1 = dnteroretation of "direotly" invelvel beczuse the last g

pege 1, graf 2 ha adidds tlet some 4n the FUL "sro not bedng truthful" about
- 4

ba
10 8tiil worldng for tle 20 adedttod so.o lnouledges

Pige 5 idnctifies this copy au from “admin Foldem." G (oz: 106,

degetition of losty'e elaim thet there was no therat is wrusing and he hed
to have veen lying ond lmowing he wao Lylng Svon ltf-ﬂ' ounl description of how he
3 7 g ) ; s e . S i
dectroyed it, hardly whet Shank¥in vould hove prdeFec. hii 4o do or how he'd have
Gong it if iunocuous, o went do th. vazhwoon, gledded it and flished it BYiET .

Vontinues separately with third beteh I rooived.
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N o5 detli,
Yoer Jim end heads, 1/9/55 J~UILES
I've read the two thdn 290 widid ntified backhes of Hoaty material ':“m'l; got
Troa the AL and 1 got frou you tofay. It is &l self-perviug, self-righteous,
c1f=lavditory and irrelevent, Bui# it doeos Taitlfully refl:oct the ¥OI line in
both medters onee it got eaught.

“here Zs ous record of coue interest. Bevause they bear no identifications

N b ' 4 s P Py Y 1 1
L can't eite auy so I'11 atbich & covy. I recall no e:.acloue(:l recozC. Jmat in any
day justifies what this saye, and at the same tinc I caniob tisties 1% am & veve

LIVCT.
5 soye thet Usweldl had besn eontacted by the VD & of +the USSR,
I don't bolieve it.

(‘f eg,-g' cc'vﬂ'ﬂ'

On the incredible factual ervor in tHulDenel revort. I had vace and I've §
drafted en aldition. I not only had it meried - I had & paperclip on that page
tp drav ny ztfention to several parte that I'd merled. Lnd forgot!

slany thanks. I give it mecwing,

Best,

Resumed 1/12/85 Because these are aluost all nonrecord copies, obviouslg from a
tickler, they lack positive identifications I can use. Where i've thought of it
I'11 have copies attached.

The first copy. typed sideways, was on a legal-sized page. I use the standard
size because that holds what I am wondering a out, the statement that Oswald
"was contact ed by HVD," dourced to the Fain investigation. There was nothing
at all like this in any Fai roport I've seen, Rathey-the oppouite, LHO's
statement that he had nof been. But was is confusing about this is that it can
a3s0 be attributed the Sas Cuarter snd Srovne But the alieged VD coutact is
repeated, which reduces +the possibilities ol siup lo error at FBINQ. “ark nay
vent to consider giving this to lardner or another reporter, who can then asle
Wis owm yuestions of %ie VEL, I suggest this. 4 soon as possible.

The Tirst page of Doctuent 1 in tho next bacth, 1 B % on "Hosty nots des—

the first uneguivonal stebenint D've seen thet WOIHY was aare of this.
bould Bay thnd I wocsll.) It .also refers to FEIHQ's "hendling¥ of s

iZ. Uide acounts to o confession o. deliberate YL lying to the
Comrtission i +h- netien Thet ervly and thepesfier in 4ta line +has VUrield had
aover given ang Iostioa of any feadoner toverd violshse. Which T {hinl: was

(im une) perjury vhen douwer wnd losty suors 46 34, T ‘put the paperclibs on.

Again T L sy sliould De offercd mrouptly.Se aluo 5 3 {J

\I zues:

2

A 4, "Qosen choweterizetion of FET Ygtun
drop in. ¥ Ly +aulation, the chisd of dnvestis
the onine fisalf, bgein I vecall no eprlier

G 3% avedlabls So Lardnes or sioshas,

it pockets encit Tor evidenes i
states they did not duvesti gnbe
word spdas 4hd md agein I oreooimend

RETE

1)

!
b fbr e
RTer

hud en

& cy o lationslin" with the conudadisi. Tu Siving
Gouva  orocdd for bloa diig Olueyls choice g rivernl douisel they also ulsclose $het
vur Mirst Unelectsa Ford was Trontding for Hoover. 50 1 veflocts and enphasised the
#5I's propavetion of dogsicis on WO stuflers "after" Heport wan oub. Slaclsil oniy?
The checlusrel: at 4. was on he orifinal. Soueone war eiphasising that the FBI cnd
VIu (wngleton) wera "re-grrenging" their snswer to 4. con iscion. T, —eferring

vo the LI's mreparstion of doz.iers on crities, e:dsts in caother form I'11 cous 4o,
Hote to JL: they hl noues notioa of whai they uere %old to do i1 03:2&‘/ 0420,




The UL dovdped Cive volwmes bo thet rogort and there was nothing in +he world
to prevent a ‘Jl.{th if necesnery. &0 it Lis not space fhat kept all mention of
thet ..LL,_j.;n.c-mn'.: and sappresoed 1 ,,L-.'%r ottt ol fthe JII's reporiting.

1 the language thet folleows the PALl ldies withows setuslly Lying,"...all
Suraan M officicls anl. supervisory P 'sonnel were iutervisued by the
Ina x;::’::_cl D:wqion..." llot all &5 o that o Thin eltarly refers to those
ptll in the FUL aw of the dets oi the opme, Dianple, Alen felmont, as I recall,
Was notv intervicied becancs o was 111. But he is @firzectly involved acuording o
IG rocords L have.

-t is inc.mlce.'.m ble that onve Osizld was picked up by 3he police and the
BT mev it in Yelles thet Dellas did not cover its own ass by telling FAIHy
immadiately that Onesld had lef$ the lotter allegedly flireatening to blew the
FLI office snd police G up. It also cannot be bslisved that in this situation
Ghanklin ordered its destruction on hus ovn authority.

What “dn:studz needed end the FUL knav it needed is whet lsppensd on and
belfore 11 /24, nou stzbseouent uO te For that I expect verpstual secrecy unlees
sole errant co oira are eround anythifng was put on papere

Ztem 16 is a cutle because of ite typieclly FUI comclusion. I must admit
that I do not rvecall this affidabit by, or statenent by Si Joe B. Psarce. 4hd
while snything is possible, I find it hard to belicve thaet 3'd foiget his
seying thet "Osweld was an informant or source of BA Hosty =nd it vas not
uncoition o sources to ocuaslonally come %y the office" to leave off note for
the agent runmdng hin. While T aclooliedse the possibility that I'we mlm't'ten,
with my Irou-the—first intersst in Javald as soueonss fink I do not beligv gve I
did. I therefore am inclined 4o boliave that this was withheld frou ne. Searing
on this possibility, accpmuing to my ofice canffile of subject files in’ he
basement, I had none on Pearce. ke was nobt hy any meens wnlmoin G0 me. I rensuber
hin as writing senos “IC Psarce," or investigetive clerk, nobt an S4s I sec this
i8 in his arffidavit, The Ful's phony conclusion is “hat this "was looled isto by

he President's bomm.a sion, and there was no substance vhatsoever to this
pariicnlar ¢laim," How did the Vormdssion "look?" It toolk Hoover's wid “elmont's
self-gerving stetements that the FUL hed no connection with Oswald. Dven thoush
ae the 1; 27/0; axecuiive ssssion mekes wirouivocel, Dulles told the Commisalon
that to lie about this would be #ight esad proper end tho 11/21 ex mess discloses
+he Uomrdssion's visyu that it would nfve"' get an anewer gnd that ths BT wanted
it to fold iis tents and go evway becesuse by tlmn the FuL hetl solved the crvime,

a comuent on ho. W LT can hide by its Piling and make a Tdtssal in-
terpretayion of scarch glipu o denyr the exdsbences or existing r'm.erd' L% mows
exist. Hots thes this g a tickler copy dnd wie lave no idea what the record coyy

- bee But this 1o desdpmated for a gingle #ila only, that gn the Senate conmittee,
Trnere is no indicetion of any assessination filing. So, %he geareh sliz venld nod
Haclose assassinetion filing sul ‘he FLL weuld therefor decided thot Senstudy
Tas noy walsvant “ha racord ﬂ.ol, rrapansive, .a:‘:onPive as it fatubitably
wouls bes It also ingerestin thot #svald+" way wrltien on The Hop, sug-
pestii, LUt not necessardly iw uain another dic¢ller Diling. Filins 44 freciions
= wever weddten on the tops of DEses, ouly oa ths Lobiond.

P2 ke
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It alee can be thet what < read as Osweld + a5y be Osueld T, of #Hickler.

et fe 1 ' ¢ (Bal arika o o4 gy i 3
BATHT S stutecsnt on Mig appearvance Lslove S8C. (Belected peges atiacind)

Yhe waierlindwgs, the Fui'ly, ave uoh traleal end I angcst were vade fop
roosble inde:ding ov duplieatizg: in e tieldeér, Uswnld 48 nps underlined but din
ional t6 wiat apscerd to be sl I neles, fuby wit kabe2lo, Cop aienpls 3
voests a tickde: alned ot the conudttee's asseront Luteraoty, & venivol

get, zesher, erhaps, do iuops the FET of mether than

ratkion i3 would
necessarily codtrol.

SJagsett cogards it ap il dfdomnt vhen $here was® & por he heard that
belome the sssassination the il ged aspasgin gogeered and lefd Upaty = note, (2)

Page 5y cenult graf, Surredt states that Yan agent in Dalllas hed at one
tlue opensd & 20T case on Huby." This reflects what 1o %he FLI's practisz, the
reepluz of rocords relsted o fuby ez a PUL. But none troduced in TE-0322 desnite
Ly zepeated apsesls for it. “his alse reilects the Faot that such records should
arpear an any search slipa, and tﬁlﬁ show autoratically if a search had been made,
\Zhere ghowld dn fact be at least dfﬁozen infortiant contact forms in the file Plus
the revuest for permission to use him snd the granting of that permission.)

The cusstjoning about alleged digeiplinding of the S4 whom used Ruby as a
<C1 and allegedly found hin usproductive may be garbled in S5U's mind with a
report I got from a foruer S4 that Ruby has beetused by Will Bay Griffin \deceased), inforuants
Who had been disciplined in New Orleans before assigument +o Dalles.(Criffin's hip-pocked mxmuky

in genersl, the time, effort and euphasis wasted on the irresponsible theoricing ;
of so many critics by the committee is apparent in this report of its questioning,
That time and effort might well have been devoted to responsible leads not idle
and unsupported theories based on distortions and esaggerations.

Un puge 1% barrett roports beilill sent to JHID-TV o get aay relevant pictures.
He does not report veiug asked if he got any and does not wolunteer.

The 58C had been told by Shs that they were fold "that the investization
Wis o establish that Oswali acted alone,"
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B. Genaral Isvestigative Bivision [ S e—
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1. Rosen testimony ou encillary saturs™ of probe; 5 ';...
lack of mestings; sssignment to bank sobbery dook Tt
2. Scpervisors Sesate u-m.- physical evidence “.l.:.-_; -,
3. Sallivan en lack of comsmicstion with no--t:u ) ﬂ:‘: =

alligence = the Division running the probe of 2oy
LALLCF coDhdinamit ™ BiTinsts Av -6, w__.

&. Bosen charscterizatiocn of FBI “standing vith pdm
waiting for evidence to drop La”

n*

$. Suparvisors testimony on LED pot being inclnded fa s S
G.1.D. probe ether than ia relation to pbysical evideace _'-'_

6. Rosen &1a’t know of “Cals Report” shich fowd . TiT."
daficienciss ia Buresu coverage of Oswald P,
0=0 rl TAZTIALTY, I Tk

C. Domsstic Tatalligescs Divistes §3.J. OWW.53 .77
1. LEO background estsblisbed, prior coverags ' . g
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2. ldnug_t-m on cheotic process, lack ef imput Zeisil

wrege &. Secret disciplining of DID efficials who handled 23
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E. Isvestigation ef Potential Organized Crime ‘m e -_e,.-'-
1. Boover pesce and nhqy.. ou Ruby comecticms "-’T'i"-:"'""
2. Buby phove records : g e
3. Justice Dept. interest ia ’nun'.o.c. sspects '+ _-r
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5. Bvaos end Staffeld (dnnnkyndumlq) -m
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6. Use of Buby as informsnt eu Dallas crimizal elesat ’

7. LCH sources svailsbls st time g _-t:,':‘_""":- Y

3. esu Relationship With Harren Commission .. - .
A. Tormatiocn of Warren Comxissiocn P g RER e,

1. Boover epposition: memo snd Jenkins memo .. -- . _;;.?-;.- :
2. Katsenbach testimouy and Sullivan ststememt - ‘.’
2w 3. Barly memos = adversary relationship L
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8. Assistence To Warres Commission

e LE. L2
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: 1. Basic scope of efficial relationship
. 2. lu:ly friction over informant allsgatios (LED)
. 3. Withholding of Nosty mame from Oswald motebosk - -i°-" ; )

&. Boover imstructions to ageats mot uwl-uu iafo. €8 WC
5. Destruction of Bosty mote: isplicatioms . . . ._:_.‘_:gg_.,_-,ﬁ )

6. Withholding of secret “Cals Report” en Buress .
mistakes in earlisr Oswald probe; discipliming of efficials

7. Boover iastructions ordering that mo Buresu efficial sttend
earlisst WC session, despite Katszenbach request -

hlqhund.tthomtmuca-iutnnm
Puresu’s past mine contscts with Ruby

. Agparast withholding of “eswald imposter” memos 0( W—I’il

R T

11. Bendliag of Ruby polygrsph %
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€. BRalsted Burssu Actions and Activitiss

GEPT. AY i by .

1. Preparation of dossiers on WC staff after the lmnrj'
2. Socover's leaking of early VBI report (Sullivan lumr.) |
3. Boover views on Commmism snd Oswald Clrnh.hhuu)

ja. $ullivas relationship with Angleton: pre-arrangiag ot 2
gosvers to Commission questioms. i C'-_S =

$. Sscret plan to distribute Oswvalé-Marxist posters in ' 1
Buresu plan to discredit Cosmmist rnrl:y pﬂjm upoc:l |

6. Boover vesction to Warren Rsport R
e 7. Subsequest preparation of sex dossiers on ctil:lu e! "3.

. |
I AR 8. Quutionl vegarding VBI's continusl pledge that “case #ill ~ |
gemain open for all time;” sctusl designation of it as ‘d.nud" !
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~ UNITEY STATES GOVERNMENT e —
Files & Com.
Memorandum i
- Inspection ——

TO : Director, FBI (PERSONAL & CONFIDENTIAL) DATR: 10/24; '73:':.:;'
! Plan & Eval _

wou : BA JAMES P. @n’, JR. Sy, o
KANSAS CITY OFFICE Lexal Coom —

. Telephone
supject: PERSONNEL MATTER Lirector

In compliance with your instructions 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. 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
giﬁg@,ﬂt@ma file in the Kansas City Office and noted that
erial 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. 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 personnel file.
e 454 0/2 -/7)
I am aware, however, er Bupervisor Kenneth g -
Howe did make alterations to my answers 'without ay, agvieg 4573
c onsent, but with my knowledge. I am enclosing & copy of my_ J
| 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
* aorrections. However, the answers appearing in my persomnnel
{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 Que stions 5 and 6,
in which I am falsely quoted as saying, "Perhaps I should have ™™
potified the Bureau earlier.” This constitutes an admission of
guilt, which I did not at any time. .
i Tz \_05\\“'
JPH:mid (enc. 47\°" -
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As to the motive for the above and the persons re sible,
I believe the third paragraph of 134:
letter dat 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
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, 18064. 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 no 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 11/22/63. The criteria was later
changed to include Oswald. It should be noted, however, even if he
had been on the Becurity 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. 5. Becret



Lo ]

. ——

" Bervice. 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 11/22/63.

In conclusion ,*ﬁl his bcg
letter dated il sums up my attitude in this matter that be-

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 Kemnedy'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.

we can discuss the third point - what action should be taken,

”Aner that it should be determined what damages I suffered, and then

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. 8. Government on 11/22/63. I had sb-
solutely 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. Iam firmly convinced, despite the totally
unjustified conclusion of the Warren Commission, that the FBI was
not 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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e,

MR. HELD . pare: 8/17/76 _—
Sons. \
H. N. BASSE'I"I‘\‘["v W
Loge! Comn. ___

. Ples. & Bvel. __

ABSASSINATION OF PRESIDENT JOHN F. KENNEDY :::
N7 A Vo 2

PURPOSE: st By i
Cs On 10/21/75 Mr. Adams testified before a Congressional Committee

'relative 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
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 until conclusion of
their inquiries. This matter has been followed since that time. Mr. Mintz
has advised that since the Congresslonal inquiries are now conchided, he
8ees no reason to delay further administrative action. The purpose of this
memorandum, therefore, is to analyze this si -
appropriate recommendations. '

SYNOPSIS: b (0
— .7 SEP 101976

. During Mr. Adams' testimiohy when thé 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
in the passage of time recollections may be hazy. Purther, consideration
had to be given to possibly disciplining some who have been as candid as
they can within the bounds of thelr recollections and yet not disciplining
others who are not being truthful.

i 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.
: — ) v L
‘ Excluding Hosty, there are 16 current employees who, during th
inquiry, admitted to varying degrees spme knowledge of Oswald's visit,
the note and the destruction. Bome of the information they furnished was

1 - Messrs. Adams, Jenkins, Mintz, Walsh [ Kutlo '-6 &’hljsm:
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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 BAC.

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 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. I 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 to
interview?

B 18 possible that we will never know what really happened. We
know that the Congressional Committees did not establish anything that
our inquiry did not. K 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 increase because of this latter
action for onth period

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

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 1ssue 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 glven 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
s 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
that testimony taken by the Edwards Committee has not yet béen p
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 conclision
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 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.
Willlam Miller, Btaff Director of the Inouye Committee, advised on
8/12/176 that the Inouye Committee will adopt the recommendation 10 contime
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 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. Kemedy ’ T

As may be recalled, the Bureauwsable 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 BAC Gordon
Bhanklin. At the time of our inquiry Shanklin was the only 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. 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. 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 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 matier.

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 knowledge of this matter in varying degrees are as follows:

As Appears
l.n QA ”n

-5- CONTINUED - OVER
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Memorandum to Mr. Held
Re: Assassination of President John F. ¥ennedy
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As Appears
n admin.
Folder

On the other hand, there were people in the Dallas Office who
disclaimed any knowledge whatsoever of the m

While we have no information at all
guestioning the veracity ol 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
not interviewed simply because there was no logical reasontodoso. R is
possible that they too may have known of the matter and would truthfully
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 against the aforenamed individuals
who are currently on our rol IR b
With regard to Hosty, he claims he was instructed by the BAC 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
never learned of anything other than what we developed in our inquiry. K

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

-6- CONTINUED - OVER



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

L 3
consideration. Also taken into consideration is the fact that Hosty suffered
considerably many years 2go. In fact, Hosty in effect was placed in double
jeopardy. Om 12/13/63 he was censured and placed on probation for
inadequate investigation. With really no new information developed

' concerning Hosty, later he was censured, placed on probation, suspended

for $0 days, and transferred to Kansas City. This action occurred in
October, 1964. He was eligible for within-grade increase beginning 9/27/64
but was not given same and, in fact, was finally granted a within-grade
increase 6/20/65. As can be seen, Hosty has already paid a heavy penalty.
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O @ Mr. H. H. Bassett
4 2 - MI. J. A. Hmtz
(1 - Mr. J. B. Hotis)
The Attnrney Cenaral Dececber 31, 1575

- Mr. W. R. Wannall
¥r. W. ", Czegar
Mr. F. Wnadwnrth
Mr. J. P. Thomas
Mr. T. J. McHiff
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U. S. SZ:4IE SLLTCT CNuITED
ON La UilIGzi= ACTIVILIZS (SS2)

Reference is racde to SSC letter cated Lecember 11,
1975, resuastis: gecess ta varinus materizls c~ntained in
Burceu files rzlatin: to this Zuresu's investization of

lee lizrvey “swzld ana/er the asszssinctina of resicent John F.
Kennecy,

Enclnsed for your ecpreval and forverdir~ ta the
SSC is the nari‘inal of a meohrancun which censtitutes a nertial
Tespons: to to2 regquests coatainea in referenced SSC letter.

A copr nf the abave pesmiandum is o2in3 furaishsd
for yeur recarzcs.

Enclacsures (2)
62-115255

1 - The Cesuty Jatterney General
Attentinn: Lichael I, Sheheen, Jr.
Special Counsel for

Intelligence Cnercdination
TJM:adn/1lhb

(13)
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) r. J. B.widans
Mr. H- No Bassett
2 - 1‘11‘. J. Ao- Hintz
(1 - Mr. J. B. Hotis)

1 . }ko "- Rl umll
l - Mr, W, O. Cregar
62-116355 December 31, 1975

1l = Mr, F. Woodworth
- 1 = Mr. J. P. Thomas
1l - Mr, T. J. MeNiff
U. S. SENATE SI1ECT CMIMITIEC I
STUZY GOVEIZNMIIITAL OPERATIN.S WITH
KESPECT 70 LIIZLLIGENCE ACTIVITICS (85C)

Reference is made to SS5C letter dated ilecerbder 11,
1975, rejuesting eccess to varinus materials csntainac
in Zurezu files relatinz to this Ilurezu's iovestisation
of rLee Harvey "sweld and/~r the assassinatimn of Fresident
John F, Kennedy. Set farth balaw is this Burezu's resonaase
to inciczted itexms mentioned in referenced letter, s2ssanses
to the recoinin; itens are beins preparca anu veu will e
advised wien suca prejarations nave been completed.

Iten 1 references the July 6, 1554, cemorzadum
from L, R. Davidson to iir, Callzhan, wihich was proviced by
this Bureau in ressease ta 5uC {nsuiry dated invexzber 18,
1975, and recucsts materials pertainins to the iecerder 13,

1963, censurinz and prebatinn of Speclal 4szent (54) Jazmes P.. - -

Hnsty, Jr. .in memorancum dated July 6, 1964, cnuld be
located as havins been rurnished the 55C as stioulizted
above. It is believed the abnve reguest refers to taa

" Aoril 6, 1964, memarancum fram C, R, Daviczan vnich vas

made availedble tn the 550 in respnnse to the latter's
request nf ilovember 16, 1975. llaterials responsive tn all
sectians af Iten 1 are avallable at F3I lieadquarters inr
review by a>ornoriate SST persnnnel. ihis material, Zer

- reasnns of orivacy, has been excised to celete names nf

indivicuals, nther than SA Hosty, against whan acministrative
actinn was taken,

Item 2 requests materiels similar to that
requested in Item 1, 28 such raterials pertain to the
ceasuring ~f SA Hosty on or about Septexber 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 personnel,

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 , in response
to Item 5 of the SSC's request dated October 31, 1975,

The Inspection Division of this Bureau made no further
inguiry 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

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 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, Pearce that "Oswald was an informant or source of
SA Hos y 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 Hasiy. 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 ofl%%_nnalx was looked
into by the President's Commission, and ere was no substance
whatsoever to this particular claim.

1 - The Attorney General
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- Birmingham, Alabama

In Reply, Please Refer © December 24, 1975 F
File No.

-

SENATE SELECT COMMITTEE ON
. INTELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES
4 INTERVIEW OF SPECIAL ASENT
' ROBERT M. BARRETT,
DECEMBER 17, 1975

I, Special Agent Robert M. Barrett, was inter-
viewed by Comaittee 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
L e 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,

D.C., and how I received notice to come to Washington, D.
C., for this irterview. Fe was told I arrived arout

o5 5:45 PM on December 16, 1975, and that on Friday, December
L 12, 1975, I had received notice of a teletype from FBI
'.(2 Headquarters to my office in Birmingham, Alabama, instruct-

i ing me to report to Washington, D.C., on December 17,1378,
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 s of the Legal
Counsel Division. Mr. Wallach asked for the contents of
this discursizn and I advised him that I had ashed Mr.

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.

-F.:, e e pemt e et
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SENATE SLLECT COIZITTEE OW
INTELLICLUICE ACTIVITIES
INTERVIF\N! OF SPLCILL 4LGERT
; ROBLERT K. BARIRETT, : .
& o DECLi“BLLR 17, 1975

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

Mr. Wallach asked if T had talked to Eg;_Bﬂnl_Dnlzh
and he ves informed ir. Daly was in and out of the office fre-

quently &ad that I haé had very little conversation with Liim.

M. Wallech asked how lorng I had talked with iir. Fotie, and I

told hin the above convercatiscn was very brief, that I vas
: originally inforrad the interview vas to take place at 10:00 ’
k:: AV, that this wes svlkeeauvcntly changed to 2:00 Tt and that I
]
]
]
g

- g

had epent the timz in Fr. Motis' office waiting and occasionally
discussiiig other unrelated matters.

I also tcld Mr. Wallach that I had been intervieved

eavlier ar Necohar 17, 1975, hy Assistant Director llarold

N. Basscgii, and Depuly Ascistent Divector J. ison Counicy.

Mr. Waliach asked whot this interview was zbovt, and I told

him I was guestioned as to any knowledcge I had of Lee Harvey

Ozwald coxing to the I'BI ¢°fice in Dallas prior to the ésscs-

sinaticn end lecving a noie for Special Agent Jomes Hogiy,

, I teld kr. Wallach whzt I had previously told Mr. Bassett,

e that some four or five months after the assassination I wae

) asked Ly scmeconc in the Dallas Office, wvhose identity I can't

< recall, {(because what this unrccalled person acked me woE a

) . rumor and insignificant) if I had heard the rumor that Oswald
had com2 to the Dzllas Office where he asked Kan Fenncr, the
Recepitionist, to sce Hosty. I recall there being no mention
of any note lefi by Oswald, nor did llosty, or anyone clce in
Dallias cver talk to me about the incident, the note or the’
contcnts of the note. Mr. Wallach asked if I had reoported to
anyone in Dallas at the time the zlLove incident and Mr.

g{: Wallach wos advised I did not report a rumor and that I

1

trcated it as a rumor, in that I promptly forgot about it as
I was very busy at the time conducting investigations of other
matters having to do with the assassination.
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Mr. Wallach asked if Mr. Hotis had informed me of
my right to counsel and I stated this had becen done. . Mr.
Wallach then adviced me of my right to counsel and my right
to refucec to answer any guestions. I advised Mr. Wallach I
was awvare of my rights.

Mr. Wallach advised me that recorded results of

this intervicw would later be ava.lable to me, in Washington,

D.C. I asiied i: I would be furnished a copy end. if a cop.

woulid be furnished the Bureau. I was informed that the Burezsu
-—= would not ke furnisled a copy nor wousd anyone, other than my-
=1 se¢lf, from the Bureau, have access to this report. I was also
told that I would be advised by mail when I could have acccess
to the report. Mr. Wallach did not say if I would be furniszhed
a copy. le also said I could request the presence of a Senator
during the interview, which request I did not make.

Mr. Wallach then ashed about my Bureau carser and
ascignnicnts prier to Novenber 22, 1963. He was advised of ny
assignments in Phoenix from 1952 to 1954, in Amarillo, Texas,
from 1954 toc 1956, arnd in Dallas from 1956 to 196C. lr.
Viallach inguired es o wvhat kXind of investigative wWork I weas
doing as of Hovember 21, 1963, and I told him that primarily I
was assigned to investigations having to do with organized
crime, gamhling, and criminal intelligence, and cccasinnally
some invelved civil rights cases, and some extortion cises.
Mr. Wallach asked hew long I haé been doing such work ani wvho
else in the Dallas Office was cither worling with me or cdoing
similar work. I told him I had been working these type cascs
sincec llovenber, 1957, and that I was acsisted by -SA Iven D.

Lee from abecut 1960, or so, until the assassinction,; at which
tirie Lec ané I were both assigned to the assassination investi-
gation, primarily, for about a year.

Mr. Wallach then asked me to define a "hip pocket
informant" and after I gave him my definiticn, he asked if I
had any in balias. 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 cmployed
"hip pocket informants" in Dallas or elsewhere.
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Mr. Wallach asked if I knew of, or had heard of
"Carlos" Trafficinyte of Tampa, and Carlos Marcello of Hew
=t : Orlconsz, 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 Santos Trafficante,
to which Mr. Wallach agreed. Mr. Wallach asked if I knew of
a man named Mollillie (Phonetic) and I said I could not recall
ever having heerd of this name. -

M. Wallach asked if I knew of Jack Ruby. I said
I hed kreown fehy as the owner or operator of two Dallas night

_— clubs, that were frecuented by pimps, prostiituvtes and persons
L involvad in criminal activities. I wa's asked if I had ever
v talked to Reby and I said I had on mayke two occasions prior

to loverker 21, 1963, but I could not recall the contents of
thesce conversations, other than it most likely had to do with
persons who fregucnted Ruby's nicht cluks.

Mr. VWallach acsked if I was aware of a connzciion
- of Ruby with Trafficantc, with Marcello, and with HMcWillie
{(Phonetic). I said I was not aware of any conrection by Raby
with ary of thouzz perscns énd repeated that I did not recall
the nume HeWillio.
'G ' Mr. Wallach arled if I was acquainted with the term

'"PCI" ~ "potenticl criminzl informant", if I knew Jack Nuhy

was a IPCT of the Dallas Office, and if I knew the identity of

the FI:I fgent in Dallas, & "red headed fellow" who had had

Ruby assioned to him, and which Acgent was later disciplined

or transferred. I had jest begun to answer lir. Wallach,

vhen U. 8. Scnastor Richard D. Schweicker, of Pennsylviania,

entered the reom at 2:33 PM and thercafter took part jointly

in the interrogation of ma with Mr. Wallach, after introducing
' himsclf. lir. Wallach briefly revicwed with Senator Schweicler
what had previously transpired in the interview. ESenator
Schweicker asked if T knew Ruby was a PCI and if I was not
aware of Ruby's connections with organized crime.

L S LR wrery aen Low . wrl o = * -
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I stated that my investigation of organized crime
and criminal irtelligence matters in Dalles were prinarily

‘concoerned vith the activities of Joseph Francis Civello

and hic associcates and the activities of a roving band of
criminals, not conncctced with Civello, who used Dallas as

& basc for their activitics. I s"zted that in these invecti-
qations neithcr I nor 87 Lee had becorne aware of any in- .
volve:.ent by Ruby in crcaunized crime matteres or any asso-
cizticen with the persons vhe were the subjocts of our investi-
gatione.,

At this point, 2:37 Pii, Senator Schweicker asked
Br. Wallach if I had been sworn, and when told that T had
nct, Sznateor Schweicker placedé ne under oath, making reference
to all the ansvers I had given prier to being sworn, as well

= as AY 2 2 apmsg ¥ D S =Ll mas Yy -a
& Thoot 3 Wollal gIVvVe L. TG BOLL SwWQIn.

I pointed out that if Tuly had been involvecd in
organized erirmce matters, such as association with Trafficante
or Moaeclluw, and this hed beecorme hnecwn to the FBI, I was sure
I, as an lhgent assigned to organined crime investigations in
Dallas where lLuby recided, would have been so adviscd and
that this was not the case.

In answer to the guestions about Ruby being a
PCI, I stated I had heard somcthing afler Hoveuber 24, 18963,
that an Agent in Dallzs hid at onc time opencd a PCI case on
Ruby, but I d4id not know any details such as when this oc-
currcd, the nome of the hacent, andé I was not aware that this
Aecent, whocever he wvas, had been dicciplined kccause of any
dealirgs with Nuby or for having Ruby as a PCI.

Senator Schweicler then aclked if when a person is
designated a ICl, the hAvent malkes such a rocommendation to
his superior -2end that Ruby had becen made a I'CI because of
his conncctions with organized crime. I explained that a
person can bc designated a PCI by the Aqgenl Lecause of his
associaticn with the criminal element, his residence, his
employment, or for any of a numboer of reasens, and that this
person may never furnish any pertinent or useful. information
or be of any valuc., Senator Echweicker then asked if PCIs
were not paid and I said they were only paid when thiey
furnished pertinent or good uszcful information only on a
C.0.D, basis. I was asked if Ruby had ever been paid and
I said I had no hnowledyce of any such payment.
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I was asled if I had any opportunity to see
Oswa@ll in thzo police departmeni -t that time or any other
subscquent time and T stated to the best of my knowledge
Osvald had lecn talien to the office of Ceptain "Will"
Fritz, that I ncver did go to Captain Fritz's office at
any taimz on November 22, 23, or 24, 1963, and that I had
neve: personally observed Oswald subseqguent to his arrest
in the theater in Ozk Cliff. '

2t this peint in the interrogatien, Mr. Wallach®
acked we if I knew that disciplinury action by the Lurenu had
becen taken acainst £ ares) liostyr I advised them that T
was awvare of this through my association with Hosty in Dallas.
I was then asked if I knew that some Assistant Directors of
the sl had been disciplineé Lecause of their handling of
certain matters in the assassination investigation. I statad
I wes not cwore of this and had no knowledge of any such
disciplinery action.

Kr. Wallach thcon asked me if I had attended a
"going away" party hcld, not in the Dallas Office, for Hosty
by his friends in Dallas. I stated I did not recall any
such party and further felt that if there had been such a party
I wvould have kren invited and veould have attended bzcause
llosty and T vore in the same car pocl, we attended 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 wore also my friends.

I was asked if I recalled a conference being heclad
by § rdon Shanklin on the early morning of November
23, 18C3, in which Acents of the Dallas Ofifice were given
instructions on invectigation to be conducted that day. T
stated that I recalled reporting to vork on Saturday, Novembor
23, at albout 6:00 AM after haviug worked to about 3:00 AM
‘that same morning from the Friday before, and I did not recall
any such confcrence held by MMr. Shanklin.

I was aslked if therce had not been a conference on
the morninu of November 24, 12G3, in which Mr. Shanklin in-
structed the Dallas Roents not to go necar the arca at the
city jail where Oswald was being removed that day and 1
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stated I did recall thrse instructions, and further, I had
becn instructed, along with § 'an D. Lee, to go to KRLD-
TV Stution to ebiain any pertinent ph craphs that that
staticn micht have and further, that while there I hzad ob-
servcd, on closcd circvit televisicn, the Oswald shooting
in the bascement of tle police departiment. I was ashked if I
had any knowledae of a telephone call received by the I'DI
duzinry the night of Noverher 23-27, 1963, containing a .
threat against Cswald. 1 said that to thﬂ best of iy knov-
ledyr:, I did recall something to the effect that SA Hiltnn

Bexsen had been on duty during the ea-ly morning hours of

Noverber 24 at the Dallas FBI Office and had recezived such
a call, I conid rot recall at this time who was the sourxce
of this inforration nor did I recall any details as to the
conternts of the call.

Mr. Wallach then acked if there had not beon scme
occaiions whes hgents of the Pzlles Cffice had been discus-
sing the assassinzction and discussing whether ox not it wis
their opinions that it was the act of one man acting alene
or was a2 conrplracy. I cstated I was sure that there had Lecn
such dizcussions on an informal bacis but that I could not
recall any dctiils or anything as to when such diccussicns
were held or who was present and, further, that I was sure
that everyonc coamected with the investigation would have
made soie personal conclusions.

At this point, Mr. Wallach asked if it was not
true that Mr., Shauklin or some other Bureau officizl hed
given explicit dircctions that the 1nvest1th1qn vas to
establish that Oswald acted alonc in conneciion with the
assassination. Before I could answer this question, MNr.

Wallach stated that such informetion had been received from

otlhicr I'I Agents. I stated that this was not so, that I did
not bcllO\L any other Lgents had made such stutcmentu, and
further, that we had, to the coﬁtru:y, been given instructionc
to COnJuct our investication in an effort to cstabllsh all

the focts to identify all persons involved.

At this point, which was about 4:23 PM, Scnator

Schuweicler left the room and did uoL tuke any further part
in the intcerxrogation. .
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