Do wuin Shea Lrow iurold deisverg JiK as.ussination wpocals 5/50/79
) "poivacy"pic historical cases or newspaper editors who urite puge-1 articles
%)Ouwd.ld'., visit to the #51 and alleged threats against it and an SA
Prviounly I have uritten to ask wiere the records rolating to the above~captioned
subi.ct ; . . . "
; ' arc. Frow the "previously proces.ed" notations in the Dallas Lilcs and the
abscnce oi any index or guide it was iwposcible to locate any such gecordss
\ . o . regords . .
3y sceldent  heve located souc but not all in the voluminous %, not in con-
secubive 8eiislse &u oi now L have not located the Fuol's own final ruport or the materials
it gathe- eu fm 1te iuternal iuvecetipgatione 1 have found many of what the ¥ I regards as
have L A that are o
aufids NNM@ wnees to the revulis of davestigations of the mtterﬁnot included in
the .;L.uempnw.
I uitach puge onc only of 62-109060-7226K. It typifies all that is wrong, wastelul
and entirely wnjustiiiable iu the r#'s attitude and processing of these records which are
so obarcas.ing to it.

Lake any kinf ol bet you wants the withheld information ic the neme Johnson and the

‘ne.cpaper The Dallas 4iucs-Herald. Wow this is not an educated gues. from a subject experte

It is bucouse all ic public dowain. 'l‘his,:lcarly is in the 'BI filese It ie in many if not
mast of the ctatemontse It is in, very prowinently in, the 8/ 31/75 issue of that paper,
\,.hlch LwGe a big Lront-page splashe The extensive ationtion ingdudes Johnson's taking the
éntire natiter up with PiIllQ, in a separatc box as I re.alls “ hw Singe Fouu fhy lfvl"| W, |
| sut were none ol thiso truc,, how can these withhwoldings possibly be justified? And
what need could huve becn served? Givon the subject matter, carcfully obscured in this
.;Q_Lf—,.’Cl‘Vlné FI cover—the-ass papCr', how could the withholding be justified under any
¢onditions? Is there anything that better fits the description of the Céngress of what can
not be wl‘Lhueld? 0f course, this is an historical case. So,'l‘.you and through you the
Department andperhaps in time the courts will have this view of the Fil's performance in
histprical case waxinun c¢isclosurcs

There also was a ;_nmt:{f:g;t‘(ncaring on the m.ttor, about 11/75« Lhis also is long
vefor: the vrocessing o thé records. ki fact, one of the records + hav. found is the
trangceript of Adams' testimony, so the processoz;sb ;‘lid not have to have any other knowledge
to kuo. this was al.. public domain. lowcver, the As‘cataznmﬁs‘l'fre recG to now include wo
speciiic rererences to the extensive pres. attention. Radio, TV, the Dallas papers, 2:.1_11_12
pag.zine, the vire worvices —- all in the statements token frow vawvious Y.l neople. A1l a“o
read w0 tlosg who perpetrated these withholdingse

If by chance claiiz to 7D was made, that also is fraudulent, obviocusly. I'm not taking
time Lo check the worlich..tse

iou wWill recalli tuwt recently I've notofhow wiusual it is that soue FBI people were

goundin:: ofi to the press, one Juncs ‘.Ltlld. ilosty, Jdre, in particulare He has since

o




o

retired but his blabbiug oy whut bs not oven good provagunda prececded his retirement.

it ig not orten that the Ful toleyates a public attack on a Congress:i.onal committée by

a Special 4 vnt ana & can't iuagine that many Special Azents within days of retirement

have over done thise kor can I lnagine that nosty endangered gis retircucnt by doing ite
Wuat is involved is the suppression by the FiI of an extraordinary matter for almost

a dozen yeurse Dozens iu not more P5I pcople of all renks knew about it and not one said

a word until, by one u. those remarkable coincidences, ihe retirement ol the'Dallas SAC

was safe and scewrce Then only was therc a leak to the Dgiias paper less inclimed to pub-

lisy any criticism o the oi'vicial account of the JFK assassination. :

w0

Tt scoms that 4 owly official candidate for acsas ing, officially elected to that

%Oﬁént to tue Dullus FBL ofiice two or threc days beforc the ascassination. He

aslceG to sec losty, who was not ine 2o, witliout bothoriu, to seal it, he left a nolg or

Tctter Tor Hosty. With it cticking oartly out of the cnvelope the receptionist read ite

Then thne Presicent was killed, Hosty hee}\u Oswald's name and recognized it as a
q}a.)e he had, and with wualb is clecr:,ued as "the memory of an elephant," never once gave
t‘houg,nt to this letter. It “urns out that in all the varying accounts the one consiatency
, that it was a ihreate The more conpon versions of the threat have to do with the
;boﬁbing of the F.I ofiice and/or the police headquarters. Naturally the Fil assured
the Warren Co.cdssion cna the country that Oswald hed no history indicative of any

Fondoncy for violaice. Omd Lok 'm’fhm3 17 ho. W% Ostuwl il e s lone assmisny M, ‘/"

Bven when Hosty was rushed-over to interview Oswald, he claims, this note "never

entercd wy mind."

‘ That this vas wide‘l#?nc: ﬁ;ﬁ*()hensi\.'cly xnown throughout the entire Dallas Field
G‘i}nlce is clear iu tmwrve read. It was kiown on high level’in FBIHQ.

' puere ig morc. Lilte Hosty's complaint prior to the leak to the paper. His complaint
was mele in pewgon to Dircctor Kelley, who then made soue inquiry no records of which

I've yot secne (Whrt cocs this do to any 9D

clain? ’BLt I think you need no mores (There .
. & othe. D ek claim’(xritten on souc of thE

Until Watersate L noves belicve that auy number of Americans could conspire and not

peges Itve reads)

on. of them let a vord oute Lhis was years belore Wotergate. And oddly enough the Comnbssion
was sup_osedly investigating a re pors of Os.cld's heving an FBI comicction, which the FBI
and ite Diroctor asiured the Coinisnion was false. Unly severail of the SAs whose statements
i'ye just read state they wderstood Ciuinld Wwas a source or informant. So it is only
netural that clephuntine neuwories shoulu fail and that nonc of these people would think

of providing any information to what after all vas ouly o Presidential Cosmission. Or to

the FLI's own inspectors, onc ol no was ass igned to Dellas lumeuiatelye

4ppropnt ot .. . R
Tn this coracction you might I nd tlie conten‘c oi the Conm.s don's 11/&2/64 executive

gescion branseript, ww ous they uvculed t. degtroy. It is in Post liortcie WM
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In fairmess to the FBI I must tell you that two witnesses informed the Commission
about Oswald's visit to the DFO and of his leaving a note there. So the Commission did
know and it had ultimate responsibilitys(Marina Of widd v ﬂwﬂ' ﬂ l”’”l)

However, as you now know from the earlier attachments and as I knew all along the
FLI did have the Conmission's testimony and did go over it carefully, in FBIHQ as in the
FOs. So the FBI also knew, aside from all the silent employees never censored for their
silence, that Hosty had received a note from Oswald and that Oswald had been to the DFQ,

Unless records are withhbld the FBI made no record of this matter at the time it
went over the Commission's transcripts or at any time prior to the lesk to the Dallas
papere Quite exceptional, I think. I therefore assume thercis withholding, perhaps by

storage in other files, and appeal the withholding. (One of my earlier requests includes
this kind of information.)




