Project Jennifer: CIA/“ughes — NYTimes 3/14/78 "U.I.A.Link to Hugies Reported
Disclosed by Burglary on Coast, by Jumes Phelan H# 3/25/75

I was not aware that a Jeames Phelan was a Times atffer. it is interesting that
one of the same name as the man who was first to debunk Barrison and then was an
activist against him during the Shaw trial should write this story and ome in which
it can be believed there is not the best reporting.

There are questions this story raises.

The police and Bughes offigials believed it was an inside job yet there was no
police-"ughes cooperation.

The sfPoy does not say what a good reporter could have s.id, that by 6/5/74,
time of the robbery of what is said to have led to knowledge of this project, it was
not secret that there had been a “ughes-CIA connectiog. I wrote of it befors then.

Woolbright the intermediary vanished but he hadn t vpnished, and not getting
hiw is attributed to police understaffing. Would “ughes have been this indifferent
with the blackmail demand for ¥1,000,000?

The story can be read to say that there was no Hughes-CIA counection prior to
that laid out in this one memo said to have beun stolen.

WhenPhelan writes that federal funds were to have becn pzid the blackmsilers,
he doesnit even spepulate which agency.

Nor is the ultimate coming out of this story as easily atiributed to the
grand jury proceeding as chelan says. With all that national security, there need
not have been any grand jury on it. And there is no reason to believe the grand
Jjury leaked. Thers could have been a full trial without disclosure of what was in
the stolen papers.

There may be no basis for it, but why ignore the possibility that this was
another kind of "inside job," one d:uigned as a defense against the scandalous
Hughes-CIA involvements in WG?

1 see no reason for disclosure after feb. 9, when a demsnd for the money was
"confirmed" by a Hughes security zgent, But 2/9/75 was a critical time for the CIA.
*t needed some good p.r. desparately, more than during WG.

Budcendy there has been a campeaign arpund this story to say how great the CIA
is, how wrong to emphasize their few minor misdeeds when they are so vital to the
national security and do suech marvellous things, yet there is no evidence of any
benefit from the éntire projecte

It is doubtful that the code book, if retrievedy could hsve had the value
attributed to it. It appears that the greatest value would have been in writing
history through it, by translating all those tapes of intercepts of Russian communi-
cations o! the dim and altered past. Lt is certain that the project was not secret
from the Russians, as even #el Laird said. The secrets were withheld from the
people here oaly. So the Russians knew anyway and there was no real secret to give
away. This alone would seem to destroy the basis for the whole yarn.

The one visible result is pe.r. benefit to the CIL.It also provided a basis for
demands that it not be exposed and a means of pressuring those who were supposed to
expose it. Pressure against the press.

41l this indicetes makes Phelan's connection with it much more interesting.
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Safecrackers who looted How-|
'ﬂfddHUJ_:hQ.'-‘“-] Romaine Street)
headguarters mr-ﬁ "ﬁ""‘” ot
documents that disclosed r‘;a.r
tions holween the Central Intel-
ligence Apency and Mr. Hug-
hes’s Summa Corporation, ac-
cording to gources connected
with the investigation,

Details of the burglary and
the trend of the investigation
have been picced together
through interviews with a num-
ber of sources familiar with
the situation. The sources in-
clude people in the Hughes
operation, local and TFederal
investigators and private
people directly involved in thej

* investigations,
According to these Sources,

this security breach when the
safecracker tried to hlzckmaili
the Hughes organization for
$1-million,

The extortion attrmpi and
a later_effort by fAnsw-enton g
~mentofficers to buy back thei
stolen documents for $1:million |
both failed, and the cnnﬂdrmaéx!i
documents, described as filling
two foollockers, nre believed!
to be stil in the hands of;
the burglars.

Grand Jury Inquiry

Loss of Mr. Hughes's con-
fidential files was disclosed o
Feb. 9, after a Tlughe, gccunty
agent confirmed that he had

_teceived a telephoned dema..di}
for the money from a man:
who described himsell as an
“intermediary” for the four-
man burglary team, The burgia-
ry is being investipated by &
Los Angrles County grand jury
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The burzlars sou;‘:‘ht :o lsell
hack tpe stolen files In two
installmeats of 2500,000 each,
The ncmonadoas were taken
over sy Rarsn Wints, head of
the Bughon arganiziuon’s West
Coast interal security division.
Aftor a series of teieghone con-
versarions, which were tape-
recavaed on the FHughes end,
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Was adt o A0 TR neRd
law oaforerment ait’ Va9l
the approach to wm oy Mr

Woclbright. '
Burglury ‘On Commission’

He said that Mr Waniheieny]
told hip: that the hurgar. had
been staged "on co iy X
four men from St. Lowis, ©47
Woolbright has an extens &

olice record on charges thai
nclude burglary, possessicn of}
burplars' tools and recelving
stolen property. |

Ths wiile: waid
given Mr. Wonibright $4,0ut,|
which was intended
chase one file from he nor-

Jars. Scom, the wriie,  se
Mr, Wonlbright broke .70 ¢
tact cwith hunoand va d.i
§ Arcand Septomber, Tois iaw]
nforcement ofinoals srt up 3
lan ta buy back the coien
wahtn Ules th whor law
iBflicials describe as “a million
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\Mr. Woolbright was al his
ome at 7734 Glassport Avenur
tin Canova Park, a suburb of
Los Anpetes,
! He and his wife scid the
‘mroperty in a California couple,
Mrooand Mrs, James DBrocse,
lust Oct. 29, sume two months
after the television writer went
:a law enforcemen officers and
told them of Mr. Woolbright's
connection with the burglars.
Mr. Woolhright took a $4,500
second trust deed in the home
transaction and the Breeses
have been mailing their month-
iy payments to him in care of
tne Woodland Hills branch of
security Pacific National Bank.
Mr. and Mrs. Breese said
thal no law enforcement ofii-
cers, either local or Federal,
lave ever talked with them.
They were unaware that Mr.
Wonlhright was being sought
for questioning. He wvanished
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' ifrom Canoga Park in early No-

' yembher.
¢ Inforoaed that Mr. Woolbright

‘several months after the police;
tid begun hunting  for - him,|

[ wiael Davis sad, “We have a
it of ‘rime here, and we are
ancersuiffed.”

+ Hughes spokesman, ques-
.waiea about the Romaine bur-
eliry, said, “We will nct com-

w0t on any aspects of this

natter.

Chief Davis has decanst 190
discuss the case hecay.c U
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