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It took just 50 minutes for the jury in New COrleons
Criminal Court to declare Clay Shaw innocent of Jim

Garrison’s charges that he conspired with Lee Hurvey:

Oswald, David William Ferrie and ofiers to gssossinate
resident Kennedy in 1963, Consideiing the evidence that
Garrison presented in court, we have no evmiment with
the jury's decision. Witnesses, of varying credidbiiity,
testificd that Shaw was “Clay™ or “Clem Bertrond” and
that Shaw was present when Oswald and Feiriz discussed
plans for assassinating Kennedy. None of the presecution
festimony was conciusive, and zalthough Assistant DA,
Alvia Oser made a strong case that Kennedy was killed by
2 triznguler crossfire, this did not implicats Clay Shaw,
Yet Shaw’s “innocence™ after this “tral™ has Jitile to
do with the Garrison assassination conspirzcy investign-
tion 2nd Garrison’s handling of the case rafsss more
questicns than the jury decision answers. If it wes 2
boskeiball game, we'd say that the® fix was on, thet
arrison dumped: Most of the witnesses Garrizon pre-
sented, including his “star witness” Peiry Russo, wera not
part of Garrison's initial investization. They made their
knowledze of the case known fo Gaivison after the case
first beeame publicized in February 1967, end ajfter Shaw
was formelly indicted on the conspiracy cherge, and after
Gazvison stated his investization hod solved tie assassing-
tion piot. In other words, Gavrison initially had absolutely
lence cn which to charge Shaw and others or he
aeliverately kept this evidance out of the courircem,
Reacers familiar with WIN's specizl Garrisen investige-
tion issuze know that the heart of the Garrison iave
gation kad to do with Oswald’s friendship with Feivie and
his invclvement; through Feriie, with-the militent anti-
Comuunist and anti-Cestro Cuban exiies who had head-
quarlers at 544 Camp Street in New Crleans. We steted
that Garvison had questioned many of these Cuban exiles,
as well s friends of Femie and Oswald and that their
ony woeuld provide the meat of the evidence. We
also stated that Ferrie, an employce of New G
leader Cailos Marcello, served as lizison between the Mol
and the exile groups snd that the da¥ of the
assassination he made a suspicious tin to Houston, Texa
wiiere e was in telephone contret v Maveello's office
and then went to Galveston where wosd ey have boes
passed through intermedinries to Jzek Ruby, also invelved
with Mafia and right wing Cuban grouns. .
None of these witnesses weie called to give testimony
by the prosecution except for d, ths
cperator of the Wintesand Skating Rink in Houston,
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Rolland verified that Ferrie and two male friends stopped
at Lis rink, did not skate, and received 2 telephone call on
the 7ink’s pay phone. But the proszcution made no
atiempt fo link this incident to the case sgainst Shaw or
the conspiracy as a whole. Despite Garrison's effort to’
kesp the lid on the story of Oswald’s and Fersie's
ectivities in New Orleans, certain facts did enierge from
the trial, :

Marina Porter, Oswald’s wife, testifying as a defense
viiness, stated that Oswald was fired from his job with
the William B. Reilly Company in September, 1963,
Cswald’s supervisor on that job testifiad that he was fired
July, 19. Where-did Oswz!d spend his days during the time
his wife erroneously thought e was working? And how

did he earn an -incomé? It is WIN-Special Edition’s

asseriion, based on Garrison’s own investigation, that-

Cswaid was spending most of his time at 544 Cantp St.,
aclive in the beehive offices of the militant anti-Castro

rizht wing,

Another defense witness, Oswald’s New Crleans land-
zd that she did not know Dave Feirie. But
vien Shaw's attorney routinely showed her Ferrie's
picture, she unexpectedly identified |
posing a
&

s the man who,
an FBI agent, came to inspect Oswald’s
bment zround the time of the assassination, SF

ting revelation  was unexplicably isnored by the
proszcution 2nd never followed up., 2
Perry Russo acknowledged that he had often seen a
ientified os' Guy Bannister, in the company-of
Ferrie. Bannister operated a Detective Agency atf 544
Camp St. His office served as a meeting place for right
wing militants. With Ferrie he was involved in the Bay of
Pigs invasion’ of Cuba. Several of Banniste”s employees
kad scen Oswald and Feirie together, but none were called
as witnesses. The prosecution made no attempt to explain
who Bannister was or what his importance was to the
case, They merely let the name drop, :
In the”WIN-Special Edition report of the Keaned
conspivacy, Shaw had only a fringe role, We identified him
“C ions of
Gazrison’s investization, which were never presented fo
the court. .. the Méw Orleans jury did not rule on the
Shaw-“Bertrand™ identity issue, but found him not guilty
el conspiracy) a mysterious person involved socially with
Feivie and Cswald but without right wing or anti-Castro
connzctions. Bertrand’s part in the case stems from a
telephone call he ‘supposediy .made to lawyer Daan
Andrews, asking him to go to Dallas to defend Oswa'd,
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refused to let him in because he lncked identification. This |

Daan Andrews testimony that he nsace the witole story vp
to gain some publicity, that Clay Berirs "...m never Eﬁ:&
him in the first place, is as suspect as all his other versions
of Clay Bertrand’s identity and in no way explains how
.Cswald chose him for hig New Oileans attomey. m.w.m.».aw
convicied for perjury on testimony %u__um.. é.:__ Ber-
“trond’s identity, and with other perjury Ena.ﬁan:ﬁ
pending, Andrews remains unconvineing proof that no
Ciay Bertrand exists. 2
It is our contention that Garrison can prove a
conspiracy without implicating Shaw, and in m:w» very
little of the WIN-Special Edition issue dealt with the
specifics of the Shaw case, We :us..m 1o exp cn for
vihy Garrison chose to indict Shaw in the first plice u:m
we find his new indiciments of Shaw (for tvro counts of
peviury, based on Shaw’s testimony that he did ot know
either Cswald or Ferrie) a shocking misuse of power. We
on the left are familiar with the ways distiict ...:c....nnm._m
.abuse their authosity. Shaw has already been under
indictraent for two years, 2nd his defense has cost iim a
szl fortune, Garrison had his day in coust and blew it
Taere is absolutely' no reason fo continue his vendetia
against Shaw. Justice will not be mn.:.ﬁa by putling m._x:,._
in jail on a perjury rap. Justice will only mun served by
arrison making public the facts of his E,.nﬁ;.”e..c:. )

It may already be too late. Gairison's credivility gap is

. reaching Johnsonian proportions. Unless hie maltes some
startling revelations soon he is sure to be thrown out of
"office in the November elections. WIN magazine has more
pressing duties than to become professional ass i
buffs a la Marl Lane. We published our Geriison edition
because we believed in what we wrote and because we Hr,h
faith in Gamrison, but none in the overground press,
Garrison has disappointed us. . .
Garrison has not presented the results of hi avestiga
tion to the courts or the press. The writers and investi-
gators of the WIN-Special Edition do not plan to let hm“n
matter rest. Readers of WIN are by now aware that the
casz for a conspiracy had little semblance fo which
Garrison presented in court, No sentence in that issue of
"WIN has been disputed factually by Guarcisen, Shaw,
Marceilo, or the execlitors of the Ferrie estate, We raised
raony questions and expeet many 5&19_.3“ wili be n...:.n_._u
unon to stand up to the issues at first raised and then so

nwmnﬁw buried by Jim Garrison.

Garrison fafled to prove that Shaw was Berirand, but

" —Sandy Hochberg, Marty Jezer,
’ : Jim Valiiere




