DOCUMENTS RELATING TO WARREN OLNEY PLH 12/19/77

(PLH #80; #62-109060-1716, Belmont to Tolson, 12/3/63 (sic)) Reporting on
a conversation with DAG Katzenbach on the morning of 12/4. '"Katzenbach said that
he had been talking to Chief Justice Warrem, and Warren had indicated to him that
the chief counsel for the President's commission will be Warren Olney., Katzenbach
thought that this would be most undesirable. Katzenbach said that, as we probably
know, Chief Justice Warren thinks that Olney can do no wrong, and he (the Chief
Justice) had made the point that Olney is conversant with the FBI's procedures
and thus would be operating in a familiar field. Katzenbach said if we have any
ideas as to how Olney can be blocked as chief counsel, he would like to have them.
I told him that, as far as I was concerned, 01ney was an undesirable choice, and
if we had any thoughts we would get them to him."

Hoover's handwritten comment on the first part of this paragraph: "Horrible.'

5 Dec 63: Warren Commission meets in executive session, 10:00 a.m. to 12:45
p.m., with Katzenbach present to 11:22 a.m. (This is the first WC meeting.)
After Katzenbach left, Warren suggested Olney as chief counsel. There was
considerable discussion. (The transcript, with Olney's name deleted, was released
in 1975; I was able to identify Olney. (See separate notes of 4/26/75.)) Ford
suggested Olney was too close to Warren; McCloy expressed reluctance to simply
accepting the first name suggested, and mentioned others. Warren spoke very
favorably of Olney. Warren, McCloy, Dulles, and Ford were named as a committee
to consider the matter.

On the night of 12/5, Katzenbach called Belmont to comment on the FBI Report,
CD 1. He also "said that if Warren Olney is appointed as counsel for the
Presidential commission, Katzenbach is going to try to get an attormey from the
Criminal Division in with the commission, so that he will know what is going on."

(Belmont addendum of 12/6 to memo of 12/5 from Evans to Belmont; FBI {##62-109060-1673;

PLH #10.) [Most of this memo deals with information given by Katzenbach to Evans
concerning the WC meeting of 12/5, including the fact that the meeting had not
gotten around to a discussion of the appointment of the chief counsel or the staff.]

At 1:30 p.m. on December 6, Katzenbach called Belmont. '"He said in
some manner the appointment of Olney had been blocked" and that Rankin was being
considered. He asked for an opinion on Rankin; Belmont said that a name check
was dready being done at AAG Miller's request. (PLH #12; FBI #62-109060-1623;
Belmont to Tolson, 12/6/63.)

The Warren Commission met from 3:00 p.m. to 4:15 on December 6. (PLH #K.21)
Warren said that the committee had met at 8:30 a.m., and that McCloy, Dulles, and
Ford all "had some reservations" about Olney; Warren withdrew the suggestionm.
There was discussion of Rankin and others. (Pp. 3-4.) Later, Warren suggested
bringing Olney in under Rankin (with whom he had worked.) McCloy suggested that
Rankin have his own choice. The bulk of McCloy's response to Warren, apparently
dealing with Olney, is withheld from the tramscript. (P. 20-21)

At noon on 12/7, Katzenbach called "REW," apparently an assistant to DeLoach,
and met with him. "He advised that he believed that Warren Olney had definitely
been 'dumped.' He stated that he gave the 'go ahead' on Lee Rankin late last night.
He added that an approach would be made to Rankin immediately." (PLH #13; FBI
it 62—109060-1621; DeLoach memo to Mohr, 12/7/63.)
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It has become apparent to mc that the dumping (P3i's word) of Warran Olaey was not
part of the “deliberative process” of the Comuis.iocn but wes rather a "process” ¢f the
cxecutive agencies in the successful efiort to control the Warren Commission.

fmst night when Jim ané I spolte 1 mentioned to him that the bracketing for sugpested
grcigions, visille in the replecenent pages of the first three sessions that & have mailed
you, show thal what wac removed originally doss not fall within any exemption. We got to
talidng and 1 thsn said that there was not 2 singls eéverse conment oo Ulney. e reminded
me of what 1 hed not forgotten, your Olaney memo, but I hal forgotten the specifiesn of
the pontrnt. In tha light of the newly availsble inforcetion fron what “im Bays it was
renarksbly acourate end foresiphted.

In locidng for 1t to resd it this morndn: I cen't find it. I thousht you sent m» a
aopy in 1975, In your 12/19/77 I finé vofexonse to your "separate notes" of 4/26/75,
ro 1 suppose thet 1s the date of it

I'd aporeciate a copy ror myself and one for th: dectorel candidate, Msnoy,
together with any ennotations you can add over viat is in the 12/19/77 namc, & copy of
which I'1l npend her,

Your NEW cay be Wennall, Remcrber I sussarted o lons tius ape Shet spreons wmske
book on all the nates snd titlee end functions, Yoo muck: far me, End I can t rwmesber all,
i ther. =

Hetwenvach's role in this aud so much more ol which this is typleal is despicable,
ilg goas tu the 12/5/67 executive session ana tells ihe Comsdssion stordss sbout tho FAL
(which heppensd to be true) and then tells the FEI storlcs sbout the Cormdssion to be
Bble to control the Comrission with the help of +he F8I. I cuipsot that he had something
0 do with “arshall's decizion 4o let lattimer 4n for the propagnndn ploy off the ausovay
metoriale becouse vhen Yed Yroshy wod ¥ hed & £allinz out over gll of thet nenty business
vou taye reosll lNed went to sec ¥ oand “trehall, K. being on the same Afro-Ame-ican
Institute as led, Yes, it had becn CIA.

Ned took very strong exception to the chepter B ilndes Kot Cawvelot iu Yost Hortems
T look beck on it mow and elthough I wes alone in thet position Lhen wonder tiov how I
could have understated it so much!

It will not be possille for me to muke sny kind of study or analysde of this lLeldnd-
the-scenes dirtyverks. It would be very helpful for ¥ Jim to heve before oral arguments
before the epposls court. be t iuks there will be an opportunity for further briefing,
which would not be far off if true. 1t would be even wmore wseful there. I ihere i gqny-
thing vou can ada I ean't think of & wore irmporieant use in the jresent. I you have time,
m.cl'.‘- I doubts

But if and when you cowe acvross anything or think of anything relevant of get in
touch with Ulmey end he adde anytbing, please let me know. I will psse it oan to Nancy,
who may find some vse for it in her thesis. I am hopeful that her thesle omn elso be &
hooks Uhde Hnd of menipulation of a Yresidential Uorndssion and of the Chied Justics
is s pretty Yveantine thing.

]
1 don ¢ heve tc be told ~ I can guess tlmt an Chief of ths CUriminal Viviaion Olney
was nol a Roover stooge und did not approve what the FEI d4d that should not be upproved.
Neturally such a person could not be trusted %o ba cheif counsel of the Comaiscion,

in retrospect, with him having these excellent credentials, too bad he did not
becoms executive dircctor.

B'Bﬂt.




For 1448 apjpeal 2/23/1e

If this re:ches vou before you leave 1'd like you to think of taking sn adled and
perhaps risky but without reflection what I toink may be an important new furn in FOIa
matters and the JFK records.

It is slowly taldng form in sy mind. Ferhape new data will help if it becowes
available in time for the appesl. It will, if by discovery, be available on remand, if
we prevail at the appeals level and if the govermment doos not do what & believe is not
impos.ible, woot by giving us the transcripic.

It is to meke a frontal assault on the claim of "deliberative process" of the
Commission. These withholdings are part of the manipulative ppocesses of the executive
agencies, Olney is & particularly good bridge et which %o mske this stand, The avallable
records are emough to make it more than & mere rear—guard action. Trie is why I'n also
attaching & copy of the more recent Loch nemo.

1 that some of the records 1 used in the chapter la:es liot Camelot might well
be work on what will in one way or another be an atiack on “atgenbach.

K is a basterd, an evil p rson on all aounts and inxk all espocte of thise le was
the top Justice man on it, not RFK, who was out of it all. K was then Veputy but he was
also ¥o. 1 bec.uso Bobby detached himself, Nay I add that from ‘he first I've said and
still believe his detachmont was propers fyf Ho wae partl pris.ife was the hrodkher of the
vietin and hinesddf o vietim,

1f we have time tu talk about this let us consider that I file a new POIA request
of I on all records dealing with the establishing and ope ation and staffing of the WC.
i'd be apecific on the office of the DAG and AG. With AG I believe it would be important
for the absence of records to be establiched, I'd pame but not limit to Criminal,FEI,
Bfiice of Legal “ounsel, We candt now exercise discovery in 1448 but I think the mere
filing of the r= uest would illustrate that Wigmore's sl engine should not have beemn
grounded ont before it had a chance to warm up and run,

What we now know about is sowe of the FBI's records. We have none of thoss of DJ.
We know fron those of FBI that thers should be some of IN's, in DAG and Cririnal for sure.

T have a hunch that Willens was sent to the Commission to do what Kutgenbach
wanted, be an inside source for the IJ, e also wae then in Criminal, which ie where
K wanted their inside man to come from.

If there was a stafl structure Willens wes g, % gs ataff dirsctor and DJ liaison.
Only Redlich could have been superdor to hiz under Ranidn.

The OJ records cannot qualify as part of the "deliberative procesn” of the supposedly
independent “omuission.

In haste,
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