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Staff meeting memo 8/4/70
Paul (Gary) 47

Tonizet I to~k *time %o reed tais file with seversl things in mind.

Tptil I cave %time to eord ik, I will 'e=n i% aside. I #in? in 1% reason to

telieve my originsl roport, demied by Arcalves, 1s nrobably correct: some reporis
were removed, after I examined tiis fils.

The prescnce of wist dcas not belong here ls one such evidence. If not
in itself persuscive, 1t nonetheless is e fact that mach of thip drek is not
oo winutes of «buff meetings. However, whst is persuasive, is the premise, in
yahe Pirst atalf reeting st which reports of Oswald as an sgent were discussed,
includes tue promiss by Renkdn there would be more on this subject.This is tue
lust persgrpab of tne one dated 2/12/64. Tuis file now contelns neither such
a report or minutes bub no sugzestion of eny. Howevaer, the three-page 3/12, which
L bpye hed fronm its nrover file sinee 1966, touchas indire2tly on asom> of tae
relevent items znd most clsarly of all thuo cxiransous items here, do3s not belong.
I remsin certain thet in a hasty check which could not be inclusiw
or eareful I saw at leoast tup sueh items and probebly threa,

These caanct possibly b3 all tie staff meetings nor 8ll th: memos. Om
resson sihsras may 2ot be hers is tket wharever thare mre memos by mor: than om
pressct, tosre are mejor differemces 2% legst in emphasis end often in cmntent
and allipsis. Only tae crap gets any leoeth. I find it impossible to believe there
gas no staff mesting between 4/24 snd 38/24 end, in fect, * know tbere were.

The staff Lad deeper misglvings in some are23 than 8 re indicated.

If you heven't notad it, I sm wnfident the staff wes being conned-
snd successfully-by Rankin, whn %0ld them the oprosite of whet is 1n the EXsess,

I¢ there is to be eny further checking on staff memos, which I shsll not
have time to do, ncte the hondwritten memo sizned posgibly with Shaffer's initisls
in which 1% is eaid to Renkin *het an "extrs copy” is beinz provided Tor "your
2ile%, presunesbly of sll sinff-conference memos.

Renkin's 3/2/64 note written on the %/2 memo ssys s go 8 yumber o
memes on ths subject of this meetinz by tos riddle of tist month. Did you see
them? I wonder 17 they ars worio tas search time end effort?

I expect to be golng ovar thiz fle spain with more care. 1t i= my
conTiction thet st sems joint 1% was sutted. There were resl fights not ks re
indiceted, major subjeect hessles never $couchad upon, and certaialy muck mere
by far than tiis tiniff. Vhile I dp no% kuow who guttsed it or when, someons sure
gs hell did, and with care. Nonstheless, 1% holds s faew sparklers. Ome is the

particination of toe Chief Justies in = transparent vioclation of the spiri$ of the

Jenecks decision re Tuby. Zomever, it may end up good for us, for it mekes certain
Tegel erguments by me possible. I+ sure &s hell will lank bad in court! This seems

toc be tae real sr one of the ressens the FEI Rhed gLl the originals.

I plsn suzreet you c¢+n get = reading on Willens ty oxmpz-ing hisz remns
with athers of the seme meeting. He edite spentanenusly. de Ynows im-ediately
what not to say, vet is in the positinnnto defond nimself by szying e bksi toe

88280l 2.



