Staff meeting memo 8/4/70
Paul (Gery) EW

Tonight I took tims to read this file with seversl things in mind.
Until I have time to card it, I will keep it aside. I fingd in it reason to
believe my originel report, demled by Archives, 1s probably correct: some reports
were removed, after I examined this fils,

The presence of what does not belong here is one such evidence. If not
in itself persuesive, it nonetheless is a fact that much of $this drek is not
the mimutes of staff msetings. However, whet is persussive, is the promise, in
yhbe first steff meeting et which reports of Oswald es en agent were discussed,
includes the promise by Rankin there would be more on this subjeect.This 1s the
last paregrpsh of the one dated 3/13/64. This file now conteins neither such
a report or minutes but no suggestion of any. However, the three-page 3/12, which
I have had from its proper file since 1968, touches indirectly on some of the
relevent items and most clearly of sll the extraneous items here, does not belong.

1 remsin ceritsin that in s hssty check which could not be inclusiw
or cereful I saw at least two such items and probably three,

. These camnot possibly be sll the staff meetings nor all the memos. Om
reason others may not be here is that wherever thers are memos by mors than om
present, there are major differemees at lsast 1n emphesis and often in wmntent
and ellipsis, Only the erap gets sny length. I find it impossible to believe there
was no staff meeting between 4/24 and 8/24 and, in fact, * know there were.

The staff had deeper misgivings in some sreas than e re indicated.

If you heven't noted i, I =zm confident the staff was being comned-
snd successfully-by Renkin, who told them the oprosite of what is in the Exsess.

If there is %o be any further checking on staff memos, which I shsll not
have time to do, note the handwritten memo signed possibly with Shaffer’s initials
in which it is seid %o Rankin thsat an "extra copy" is being provided for "your
file", presumesbly of all staff-gonference memos. ,

Rankin's 3/8/64 noté written on the 3/2 memo says be got a number of
memos on the subject of this meeting by the middle of thet monih. Did you ses
them? I wonder if they ars worih the search time and effort?

I expect to be going over this file again with more cere. 1t is my
conviction thet at some point it wes gutted. There were real fights not s re
indicated, major subject hessles never ouched upon, sand eertainly much more
by far then this tiniff, While 1 do not know who gutted it or when, someons sure
as hell did, snd with care., Nonetheless, it holds s few sparklers. One is the
perticipetion of the Chief Justice in a transparent violation of the spirit of the
Jencks decision re Ruby. However, it may end up good for us, for it mskes certain
legael arguments by me possible. It sure sas hell will leok bad in court! This seems
45 be the real or one of the ressons the FBI bad all the originals.

I also suggest you ean éat a reading on Willens by compering his memos
with others of the ssme meeting. He edits spontaneocusly. He ¥nows imnmedistely
whet not to say, yet is in the positionnto defend himself by ssying he bhed the
assence,



