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MEMORANDUM FOR: “William Sturb1tts, DDO/LA

Jack Sullivan, 0S
Richard Rininger, OGC
Russ Holmes _

"FROM Lo S D. Breck1nr1dge

‘Principal Coordinator, HSCA.

'SUBJECT ©  : Draft Replies to G. Robert Blakey

'1;- Forwarded herewith are draft letters to G. Robert BTakéy

making comments on each of the three packages that we have rece1ved

2.

supports
‘or some e

- 3.
your comm
section s
than holdi

~and reviewed together..

These drafts are ‘at least subject to revision if the Director
the view of the DDO that there should be no direct references
uphemism in referring to CIA personnel in Mexico Station.

It is réquested that you review these drafts and let me have
ents. I would propose to write a separate letter on each
o it would appear that we are making progress, rather .

to reso]ut1on of the references to overseas Stations.

4. You have copies of the Draft Staff Study and it would be
appreciated if I could have your comments on the attached by COB

<:::=E’$;i:>ug sel_*3&<:£

S, .D. Breckinridge

‘Wednesday.

_-Attachments

UNCLASSIFIED WHEN SEPARATED "

‘FROM ATTACHMENTS
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ing up everything for those sections that are still subject
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“Mr. G. Robert Blakey

Chief Counsel and Director
Select Committee on Assass1nat1ons

House of Representatives

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. B]akey:

-Forwarded herewith are comments on the draft'neports forwarded by
you recently.

~ The first of these is des1qnated Issue A - #2 Opening of

Lee Harvey Oswald's 201 file. It was received by us marked Top Secret.

‘It is our understanding that you do not intend to pub]ish-this in

unclassified-form, and wish only our’oomments for accuracy. We would

‘cons1der the c1assif1cat1on of Secret more appropr1ate than Top Secret and -

so handle 1t (33
Page 2000570 Line 9"'The statement appears that there are two
nava1 documents ]1sted as in the file that were not found there (presumab]y

by the HSCA 1nvest1gators) Both documents are there, but be1ng Th1rd

ngency records, were enveloped and marked by the1r 1dent1fy1ng numbers, -

"wh1ch may not?have been recogmzed b_y the 1nvestlgators (U)

Same page. It is noted that the Deputy D1rector for 0perat1ons is

.a person, his command be1ng the.: D1rectorate of 0perat1ons. Shorthand usage:
'g1ves the co]]oqu1a1 usage of . "DDO" for D1rectorate of 0perat1ons but it |
~1s 11tera]1y 1ncorrect You may w1sh to mod1fy th1s where 1t appears in

gyour draft (U

- Page 200057] Russ Ho1mes d1d prepare an 1nforma1 exp]anat1on a

~copy of wh1ch was transm1tted to your off1ces for retent1on in the CIA work if_"-
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~area on 28 November 1978. “It.shouldbe-available there; it still is at

CIA headquarters.. (63 _
Page 2000574 Not having .seen Larson's testimony, we don't know what

he actua11y~eaid.'7The fact-is"thatithe Office of Securtty does not open’

- 201 fi]es,ever. That Office-is.under'the'Deputy Director for Administration,

'wh11e 201 f11es in CIA exist only 1n the D1rectorate of 0perat10ns. (?:)

: Page 2000575.. The statement to the effect that 1nformat1on wou]d have

'warranted open1ng of a 201 f11e on Oswald is correct but 1t is 1ncomp1ete

wh1]e it would have warranted it, had it been decided to do so, it would

not necessar11y have ‘caused the open1ng of a file. This is commented on

‘further beTlow. (\"S

Page 2000579. " The memorandUmdin3question is quoted accurately, but

-the memorandum.is'not.accurate; The Oswald file was opened as the result -

of work arising oot of a request from the Department of State dated 25 October

 1960. The test1mony g1ven by the person open1ng the file is correct on this

point. (U\ - _ -
| Page 2000580. ngain, the memorandum is quoted cOrrectly, but it is
incorrect. 0$waid'$ letter to. the .s. Embassy in Moscow Was‘dated
5 February 1961'.being received'13'February That was the first news of
his intention to return to the U S., and his file had been opened already, in
December 1960, as a result of the ear11er State Department request. (11)
Page 2000584 It is probab1y 1ncorrect to say that: Mrs. Egerter

"c]alms" ‘to have done someth1ng She-gave her-best_memory of what she did

vand why, wh1ch-was=probab]y broadTy correct, a1thougdeith'some'errors in ;d

‘detail. The point is that whatﬂshe Says is the best description on the opening.

Q)

b ded
’
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Page 2000587 on Martin'and.Mitchell, "...whose defection to.thei
Soviet Union.in September 1960 wasudfeconCern'because of thetr previou5-access
to classified information." (v) '

Pages 2000589-2000590. References to "a thirteen month dejay" and
that it (the Clandestine Service) “fai]ed_to act...by initiating the opening

of a 201 file," indicates a misunderstanding of the procedore and standards

for open1ng 201 files. (l)) ,
First, there are certain cr1ter1a that must be met before
_ a'f11e H@y_be'opened;, The administrative obJect1ve is to hold down
hthe number of 201 fi]es._ There is not, and was not, a.pOSitive.

requirement to open a file. Rather, it was up to the judgment of

‘the officer in question whether to do so or not, if it met thelcriteriaico)

There was no requirement to open a file on a person such
:as.Oswafd:‘ There'being no requirement there could be no "failure,"
| if it wasn't done. 'Nor would there have been a "delay." Oswald's
.1ater role in h1story may make him seem more significant today than
:The was when-the First papers. brought him to CIA's attention, but
professiona] n1nds1ght supports the absence of such act1on at the t1me.
";;Further, 1t was st1]1 a Judgment ca]] when the file was actua]]y opened;

"1t wou]d have been ent1re1y approprwate to not have opened the f11e

- then Cﬁ)

. In any event the open1ng of the f1]e does not affect the records in.

;fthe system on the person 1n quest1on, it on]y serves to conso11date

'_"?eepte's_of.records 1nto a smgle workmg fﬂe (C)
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Page 200059]" To. whom-did it seem an "abnormal occurrence” to not

.*have opened the file,. and ‘what 1s the word "purported” 1ntended to convey? (u)

Issue A - #3 - Photo of Lee Harvey OswaId in M1nsk

It 1's understood 'that th1s-- is not intended - for unclassified

_ ::<~pubhcat1on, and that our rev1ew for- accuracy is all that is requested

We have given the paper an overall c]ass1f1cat1on of Conf1dent1a1 (U>

_ Page.'l The c1tat1on of 12 H 212 ‘and 213 should be II H 212 and 213 (\!)

Page 10 It wouId be correct for Mrs. Vance to say she was never

'contacted by anyone w1th CIA, 1n connectwn w1th Oswa'ld's photograph

CIA wouId not "have been respons1b1e for domg S0, CC)

Page 12 The shorthand reference to the DDO shou'ld be changed to
Di rectorate of Operatmns the DDO hterany, is the Deputy Di rector for -

-Operations. ( UB

_Book ITI, Sect1on VIII D 8 (OswaId Soviet Correspondence)

It is understood that thws is not 1ntended for unc]ass1f1ed

publication and that our review is a'I'l that is requested. We have gwen

v* the paper an overall cIass1f1cat1on of Conf1dent1a1 (\1)

',

w ‘Page ] and 2.. The "pre-assassmatmn file" did not contain the letters

\_\‘
‘~ o
.7 .~ cited because the Department of State--wh1ch had these-—dﬁ not provide
YN .
= them until after the assassination, (v

6=Juty=(see-page-6--of.draft )‘(JJ |
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‘Mr. G. Robert -Blakey:
Chief Counsel and Director
Select Committee on Assassinations
House of Representatives '
_Washington, D.C. -20515
Dear Mr B]akey |
I am subm1tt1ng herew1th 1nforma1 comments on the drafts submitted
recent]y. It will be something of a mish-mash of factual correction
and comment, as well as making sécUrity obserrations where appropriate, (U_)
‘}; is my understanding that you intend for only one or two
-of these sect1ons to be unc1ass1f1ed for pub11cat1on. (dJ }

Section Noted as "A 5, " M1sce11aneous Issues - HTLINGUAL Index Cards

It is our understand1ng that this is not intended for unclassified
publication. . In its present form we have given it an overall class1f1cat1on
of Confidential. It is understood we are to comment for accuracy only.

‘We have no po1nts to make on-this. (ﬂl)i>

'Sect1on Noted as "A 6 . M1sce1]aneous Issues - Lee Harvey Oswa1d S
201 Opening Sheet AG"

It is our understand1ng that th1s is not 1ntended for unc]ass1f1ed

pub11cat1on In its present form we have: g1ven 1t an overa]] c1ass1f1cat1on-

of Secret. It is understood we are to comment for accuracy on]y (T\")
-As a matter of observat1on,-1t is noted that had the 1nvest1gators
made inquiry of those 1nd1v1dua15 who had work1ng fam111ar1ty w1th the

,computer symbo]s on 201 open1ng~sheets the answer was read11y ava11ab1e

Py
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- of the 1nvestlgators to make a forma1 1nqu1ry about it.

TN ey ;‘--(-\
Ty awi, s

It is interesting:that,the?offieerfintevviewed,.noted'at page 3 .of -
“this draft, was being asked ‘to'rely on his memory some fifteen years

old (as good as his memory is, it betrayed him on this point). The

record is qdite clear that'the'Symbol “AG“ was in existence prior to the

_assass1nat1on of Lee Harvey Oswa1d Th]S rea]]y was a non—lssue from

the beginning, and’ 51mp1y requ1red so much time because of the falTure

()

Section Noted as "A° 7" M1sce11aneous Issues < Lee’ Harvey Oswald's
201 Open1ng Sheet "AG' ' . S

This appears to be ent1re1y dup11catory of the sect1on de51gnated as

-A—6 above, and the comments 1mmed1ate1y above apply equa]]y to th1s.- (XJ.)
Section Noted as A 8," - IRRIFLE = S S .

It is our understand1ng that this is not intended for unc]assified

_pub11cat10n.”.1n 1ts present form we have given it an overall classification

‘of Confidential. It 1s understood we are to comment for accuracy on1y (\)\)

The assert1on of Harvey s “known antagon1sm" and his “known hatred“'

-of "the Kennedy's" is a b1t hyperbo11c, as presented, and seeks to establlsh

a premise ‘that is h1gh1y dubious. (:3\5

ot . .
It is correct to say that he d1sagreed with the Adm1n1strat10n s

?approach to Cuban,operat1ons,_and.t01d the Attorney General just that

RN AT _
in quite candid terms. He was essentially a tough and b]pnt man, and

had no illusions as to what he was. doing. The act probably led to his

‘reassignment. It is safe to -assume that he held some personal resentment

for the Attorney General, but extension of that, in malevolent form, to

the.President is a bit much. Further, it:is.unlike1y'thot the Committee
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be represented=as the capab111ty to.act in the United States, as implied

."motive, means:and'opporthnity." _In fact, the way in which ZRRIFLE :

-ev1dence. If the - prem1se 1s the reason for d1scuss1ng th1s then the

e

Rimarw

L
[N

has any competent ev1dence that wouId prov1de a basis for 1mput1ng a.'

malevolent att1tude to- h1m, he- was..a man to keep his ‘own counsel .and |

it is doubtfu] that many reaIIy knew his private thoughts(:\J
Add1t1ona11y, it seems that ZRRIFLE never reached a stage that couId

in the draft under the characterization of "means" in the formula of E

deveIoped in Harvey's mind, in the course of his plans against'Castro, |

make the separation fairIy elear; he reIated the two only loosely in his

mind' because of what mieht be described as generic similaritytof.subjeet . E

matter, but beyond that there was no reIatwn (U‘) | o
- ZRRIFLE d1d not f1t the des1gn th1s draft would g1ve it, so far as:. b

the d1scuss1on s concerned. Harvey s view of ZRRIFLE is set out in some deta1I '

in the 1967 report by the Inspector General, and there 1s no contrahy

-entire section fa1Is because of the invalidity of the premlse. CL;)

:Section Noted as "A 9," - HELSINKI

LIt is our understand1ng that. th1s s. not 1ntended for unc]ass1f1ed

;pubI1cat1on. In its present form we have given it an overall cIass1.1cat1on | ;

of Confidentia] Tt 1s understood that we are to comment for accuracy

only. FactuaIIy, we have no comments C’C-)

;Sectlon Noted as "A 10," whlch deaIs w1th non- 1nterv1ew1ng of OswaId |

It s our understand1ng ‘that" th1s is not, 1ntended for uncIass1f1ed

pub11cat1on. In its present form we have g1ven 1t an overaII cIass1f1cat10n
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only.

"request to CIA but CIA does not subm1t aff1dav1ts in response to press

of Secret. It is understood'thatswe'are_to comment for accuracy

As an ed1tor1a1 observat1on on the first page, the th1rd sentence

.*descr1bed CIA's “c1a1m that RO records ex:sted" concern1ng a debr1ef1ng

:of OSwa]d as st1mu1at1ng specu]at1on of some connect1on between Oswa1d

_and the Agency The reverse was the case. CIA's statement, in aff1dav1t .
“form to the Warren. Comm1ss1on, was in- response to such a]legat1ons.

Its response ‘was not "1nst1gated'by a newspaper article." It may be

that the Warren'Commission reacted to;such an artic]e' which led to its

stor1es Simp]q stated CIA responded to a Warren Comm1ss1on request

It is noted that, among other reasons for Oswa1d's not B N

being 1nterv1ewed (and there were a-number), 1s the con51deration -- given
HSCA in 1nterv1ews it conducted ---that at the time the Soviet Unlon was
re1eas1ng a: 1arge number of its. c1t1zens who had been held from m1grat1on,

and the machmer_y was a]so occup1ed with more er]y sources. (Q)

Section Noted as "A 11," - ALVARADO' (c)

"It is our understand1ng that this section is intended for unclassified

publication. In its present form we have assigned an overall classification

of Secret. It is-a]so=understood'thatfa'review for-accuracy is desired.

This draft prov1des an opportun1ty to sanitize the paper, letting the

‘basic story to be told wh1]e protect1ng po1nts of security concern to CIA.

‘Some of the comments w111 be deta11ed ( )

(u?-
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*that the 11terary presentatlon s1mp]e ment1on “CIA off1cers ass1gned

By way of preface, we. WOu1d'prefer-that the contea]ment of

-A1varado s name and nat1ona]1ty be continued, emp]oy1ng the "D" used

by the Warren Comm1ttee and the Church Committee. H1s naming would perm1t

1dentificatton offhis-natiOnaltty..*Describing-hIS re]atwonsh1p.w1th.hws _

;Nicaraguan-case officer also reveaTs OperationaT're]ationships of

the Agency Reference to his or1g1ns in another Latin American nation

'should meet the needs of description. (TCQ)

Further, reference to the Mex1co C1ty Station, or its officers,

;a]so presents prob]ems w1th wh1ch you are familiar. It is suggested

jthat you use a genera1 euphem1sm that permits the story to be told

while avoiding specific reference'to the'Station as such. We'suggest

in ‘Mexico to 1nvest1gate the assass1nat1on " A]though literally true

it avoids spec1fy1ng that they were a group of officers already

at the Agency 1nsta11at1on-who~were=asswgned to that work. References .
to commun1cat1ons from Mex1co Clty could s1mp1e refer to cables and

.fd1spatches from the "CIA representat1ves ass1gned to the Mexico

_1nvest1gat1on. | (S.) C |
~ The. statement at the bottom of the 2nd page, 2001160 says “the

A]varado a]]egat1on stands as the on]y spec1f1c substant1ve 1nvest1gat1on .

yby U S. author1t1es 1n Mex1co Clty of poss1b1e Cuban comp]1c1ty in:
iPres1dent Kennedy s assass1nat1on w That Mr. . Mann thought SO doesn t change’j;
‘the fact. It is untrue, as the records of th1s Agency amply demonstrate R

It may be the on1y f1rm a]]egatlon that was made that cou]d be 1nvest1gated .

tE oaTeeTsm T
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There Warf-’,-of course, considerable other Cuban inquiri'es.' (C)

On the fourth page, :2001162, the document cited as MEXI 1180

. 1s not .a CIA document It probably was a State cable or dispatch. (C’)

Same page, document cited as MEXI 7069 should appear as IN -68376. CC )
‘Same page, document at bottom cited as CIA out Te'letype No. 85089

'should appear as DIR 85089. (U)

0n the sixth page, 2001165, ‘the document c1ted as Te'letype No.

85089 shou]d show as IN 68376 (U)

Same page, the document that 1s c1ted as MEXI 7069 should show as

.'IN 68376. (C\

Same page, bottom of page,. the document that is c1ted as MEXI 1182
is a State Department 1182. CC) _ | _
On the seventh page, 2001166 the document c1ted as MEXI 7068 shou'ld
show as IN 68328. (CX | - | " o
" ~On the seventh page, 2001166 reference is made to an 1ntercepted

taped and transcmbed conversatwn between Pres1dent Dort1cos and

'Ambassador Armas. As you are. aware, th1s sort of descr1pt1on would S

have to be mod1f1ed to meet our obJect1ons We suggest something
as: fo]]ows (;5.) | , _. i o
| Y sens1t1ve and extreme]y re]xab]e source reported
'.:that on 26 November Cuban Pre51dent Dort1cos spoke w1th
Cuban Ambassador Hernandez Armas in Mex1co Dur1ng the ._
{ conversatwon Dort1cos 1nqu1red if S11v1a Duran, 1n her 1nterrogat1on
" by Mexican author1t1es had been asked 1f the Cubans had offered
,Oswa1d money. Armas sa1d more than once that no- such quest1on had

b-een asked." (S . (’{i’w\k‘ co \_te N\, U welay ‘(\‘Qv,(\

£ 00 e i
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CJA':
A
Pt
-
N

f.E1ghth page 2001167 11ne 4 .cited .as MEXI 7072m should be IN 68406 (}:)
Same page, Tine 8, c1ted as MEXI 7084 should be TN 68496.(C )
- Same page,-11ne 11, MEXI 7092 should be IN 68542.(ﬁ1)

ufSame'page, Birch'O‘Neal-iWhosername ‘appears twice, -should be

rep]aced by descr1pt1on of "CI Staff 0ff1cer His name appears again on

pages 9 and 16 where 1t shou]d be treated s1m11ar1y (33 )

' The n1nth page, 2001168 ‘line 2. The.correct quotation is that ‘the
Ambassador "went" nuts. (&j) | B
| Same page, MEXI 7093 cite seems wrong Does_not support.preceding
sentence. (C ) | | .
~ Same page, MEXI 7098 shou]d show as' IN 69127. ((')
~ Tenth page, 2001]69. The Ib1d citation seems to refer to IN 69127

which mades'no.refenence to the tall Cuban sitting at Azcue's desk.

N 68376 does refer to an unknown person- sitting at Azcue's desk; but that

is all. It is not clear that the person seated at Azcue's desk, as

stated in the report was the one alleged to have handed money to the

“red- ha1red negro.’ (gj)

- Same page, MEXI 7097 should show as IN 69010. Ce)
__ Same page, MEXI 7104 should show as IN 69225. (‘7 )
';E1eventh page, 2001170 “The following quotations are correct:
i"S. Wash1ngton shou]d ungentlyfconsider feasibi]ity- f
_’p'of request1ng Mex1can author1t1es to arrest for 1nterrogat1on )
-'_Euseb1o AZCUE Lu1sa-CALDERON and-A]fredo MIRABAL They may a11 :
u1ck1y be returned to Havana in order to e11m1nate any poss1b111ty

. that Mex1can Government could use them as w1tnesses

g gt o ot e g Suam
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The-d1scuss1on omits any reference to the rather extensive documentatwon as

"3, .f.-thére.distihtt'feeling here in all three
- agencies (FBI, CIA, .and State) that Ambassador. is pushing
this case-toohhard;..;and that -we could well create flap with
Cubans which Cou]d-have'sérious repercussions. Understand_from
Mr Johnson that he sént (State) éhanné]s to Ambassador this
afternoon attempt1ng to give him better perspective on th1s whole
- prob]em,... (CIA Doc DIR-85469 11/27/63) (TU.)
Twelfth page, 2001171 beg1nn1ng of second paragraph states that

-_the record discloses that-Mann s efforts to 1nvestlgate Cuban_comp11c1ty

.in_the assassination. "were being’ restra1ned " The entire issue was how

to handle the Alvarado a]]egat1on as d1st1ngu1shed from "Cuban complicity.”

to yhx_there were reservat1ons about A1varado, nor does 1t seem to consider
“that it was, not so much a case of restra1n1ng Mann s desire. to ook 1nto

-gthe_matten-as-jt was-to notaaccept-hls_predeterm1ned conclusions. (hc)

Th1rteenth page 200]172 The'draft-appafent1y mixes;AlVarado With; R

Oswald. (C \

Same'page..:pIR'85258,:f011owed:by DIR 85653, offers a better summary

_of'CIA‘s understandingiof-the New Orleans question. The quotation from

“the 1atter fo]]ows

: "1. (FBI) says the1r fo]]ow -up 1nvest1gat1on of Oswa1d s
~activities has produced 'reliable indications' that he was in
New Orleans on 19 September 1963.... This, coupled with
~ earlier evidence that he was in New Orleans applying for unemp]oyment
- insurance on 17 September 1963, means Oswald would have had to
fly to Mexico and back between 17 and 18 September in order = - .
to be at the .Cuban Embassy getting his pay off, as Alvarado .
c1a1ms, on 18 September. i i (C) ' | |

‘.-'
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1 0\) ?""L(

Th1s statement makes 1t pretty clear OswaldAwas not in. Mex1 co
Ci-ty on the 18th of September.: CU} |
| Same page. MEXI 7]07 shou'ld show as IN 69310. ( )
~Same page. De]ete "Jerez" and "N1caraguan » CC)
Fourteenth page, 2001173 'MEXI 7113 should show as IN 69620. (C)
Seventeenth page, 2001176.  MEXI 7120 should show as IN 69670. (c)
‘Same page, MEXI 7156 shou]d show as IN 70530 (C\
Same page, MEXI 7127 should show as IN 70145. (€ )
Same page, MEXI 7168 should show ds IN 70850. (c)
Same page, delete "Jerez. "(C ) | o
Eighteenth page, 2001177. Wm Scott should be de'leted CC
: '.N'sneteenth page, 2001178,  MEXT 12]3 is a State Department document (C \
Same page, correc't citation should be: CIA Document, Mernorandum N
from R.” Helms.to J. Lee Rankin, 6/1/64, Attachment F, p.4. (V)
Twentyflrst page, 2001189 De]ete "Jehez " (C)
- Same page. MEXI 7203 should show as IN 72684. (C) |
Twentythird page, 2001182. The draft states that “the record is

unclear whether the 'maximum. maneuvermg room* to be gwen the po]ygraph

operator 1mp'l1ed (sic) that A'Ivarado s polygraph exammatmn was des1gned

to prov«e his story a- fabm cat1on The answer to th1s specu'latwe observatwn

‘is provided by the statement _pr_ecedmg it in the draft. ‘As stated in the
sdraft, the opeir'ator was to ensure that ‘Alvarado was to be "well-fed, rested,

zand not -in- fear' of bodﬂy harm. " In order words, he was to be in as good

shape as poss1b'le to ensure rehab'le responses (C)




~3

~In any event, we object..to detailed discussion of CIA's involvement
in polygraphing of-a"'foreign ‘national in Mexico City. We viould 'prefer that
it merely be noted that he was polygraphed, without operatlonal details. (C)
Twentyfourth page,2001183. MEXI 7256 -should show as IN 74273 (C)
Same page. ObJectmn to discussion of operatwna] detaﬂs of use
of polygraph continue to this page. (C\
As an‘i_nte-rest‘i-ng note, IN 74273 does not say that Alvarado
| was 'po]_ygraphed in a CIA safeho'u%_ That oommunicatiori Was
_ d_ated-ﬁ December:,: and he was not po]ygraphed until 6'De'c:ember.<(')
‘Same page. MEXI 7267 shou.1d show as IN 74696((‘) " | | __
Same page. 'MEXI' 7289 should show as IN 75588. -lThe. '"honest"_mista_.ke" ;
--’-statement was 1n this cable, as foHows" CC) - o
"3. We conc1uded 1nterrogat1on w1th subject admlttmg that

~ he must have made honest mistake in re]atmg original story in
“his identification of Oswald." (U) :

. “Same page, footnote_. --,_Operat]onal'det'_.ai]_s'-unnec_essary 'to"_sto.ry."
| Twentyfifth page, 2001184. MEXI 7289 should show as IN 75588,
“in text and footnote (C \ o | | |
HSCA conc]uswns, twent_ys1xth page, 2001185. The re'fer'ence to "suspec.t
.conversatmns" apparent]_y refers to “1ntercept conversatmns,"_ wh1ch we w1sh _
-:-:changed to "reported conversatmns " (S) | _ | _ | | _
Twentye1ghth page, 2001187 The draft conc]us1on that the 1nvest1gat1on
sw' co'lored" by beliefs is not supported by the ev1dence._ The converse

conclusion is that the1r reservatmns based ‘on documents not uted were Bom

out by the 1nvest1gat1on CU \
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Twen_tyni-nth pagé',_g_ZOO’HSS. CIA an_d-_the __F_BI' wo_rk'ed' _to.gether while the

-”jur‘_i-sdictiona] matter was :_f.:sz_tra'i:g"_ht{jeh,e'd.-i'o'at. ‘The record supﬁorts no other

vieﬁ. 603 .
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Mr. G. Robert Blakey"

Chief Counsel .and Director

Select Committee on Assassinations
- House of Representatives a
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Blakey:

..Forwarded herewith are cohmentsdon'draft reports forwarded

by you recently (RJ\'

These first of. those covered in th1s letter is ent1t1ed Cuban American.

It is understooJ that th1s 15 1ntended for unc1ass1f1ed pub11cat1on

Our comments w111 1nd1cate san1t1zat1on modifications 1n the text, as

-we]] as correct1ons of fact (L;) : R ' -

Similar euphem1sms as are suggested in the draft on the A]varado
case should be emp1oyed S1m11ar1y, reference to LITEMPO shou]d be de]eted
vwhere 1t appears., The LIFIRE. reference should also be de]eted -as it
represents a un11atera1 operat1ona1 capab111ty of CIA a genera] reference
%o a sens1t1ve source should suff1ce <;:) .

The name of the subJect of the d1scuss1on Lopez shou]d .be de]eted
_and a genera1 reference to the Cuban Amer1can should suffwce (C‘)

: Page 3. Agree w1th the 1nd1cated de1et1ons referrlng to operat1ona1
-and-liaiSOn sources and act1v1t1es Reference to photography of the
Cuban Amer1can shou]d be de]eted, 1t comes from a ]1a1son source, wh1ch
zkiaison wou]d recogn1ze in 'the .draft (page 4 as we]l) (b-) e

| Page 4. Agree w1th 1nd1cated de]et1ons, in add1t10n to ‘those |

“noted above;.(})) '

e e ot e e
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Page“6 References to Monterrey "Stat1on" (on this page) and

13

-;source References to Lopez and Ru1z should be changed (C?)

Same page. It 1s noted- that a cab]e by the DCOS 1n Mex1co is

.c1ted without record1ng that 1t 1s in error. The point is relevant .to

-subsequent observat1ons in the draft (}: )

Same page. The reference to LAM/FI :should be: changed to "respons1b1e."(é')
Page 6. Discussion of the 1975 review of the 201 file. The draft

seems not to understand what the review was. - The form was entit1ed "Review_'

-of 201 file on U. S C1t1zen," be1ng a form emp]oyed in a rev1ew conducted

1n 1975 of all 201 f11es 1nvo1v1ng U.S.- c1t1zens to determ1ne whether

they should be destroyed or whether they cou]d be retalned because of -

7counter-1nte1]1gence interests. This file was categor1zed for retention

because he was'a subject of possible interest in the assassination

investigation. The date 1975, apparently questioned by the editor, 'is
correct. (L;)' | o '

Same page, at-bdttom and commencing-over to next page. The

‘reference to FBI act1v1t1es re Lopez does not change the reservat1ons about
.publishing his name. That the FBI did conduct an extens1ve | o

flnvest1gat1on of the man's background 1n the u. S 1s qu1te clear,.even if

the reporting basis for an 1nvest1gat1on was dub1ous ((I) :

.. Page 7. The name of Lopez s-cousin shou]d_be-deleted. Listing-it

would perm1t-eventua1 'i-.dent-t-fircatiionrof..';Lope“z'.-f-C._'C )
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_'represents a mjsunderstand1ng of the:hand11ng of reports,.as weTT as the
by some as suggesting that the man-had some significance was;:on its

fact. It ts'customary for inteTTigencefanaTysts to evaluate reports

'on a cont1nuing bas1s and the: dowinay1ng of this one was—-and remains--

’Torwarded to the FBI, w1th 1ts pr1mary respons1b1]1ty for conduct1ng the

Freport about Lopez and the bearlng that th1s had on the vaTuat1on pTaced on_

“selected those eTements of it that fit the work1ng thesis of the staff. The

Page TO ~ The . comment .at the bottom of this page, descr1b1ng as

"egregious" CIA's not report1ng the man-to the Warren Comm1ss1on,
re]ationships duringuthe'investigation. The report -that might be seen

face, a very poor report. It was inaccurate in nearly every significant

a proper profeSSIOnaT Judgment In th1s case, the report rout1ne1y was

field 1nvest1gat1on. The Bureau d1d Just that. However, the Judgment of'

3the Comm1ttee 1s for 1t to express however overstated and" however weakTy based(U\\

Page 1. The draft report;errs-1n-re1at1ng the.treatment_jn-the_CIA_'

Task Force Report in 1977. That'study pointed out the errorS'tn the Monterrey .

the report The Senate report never d1d focus on these basic fTaws and -

critical evaTuat1on of the Monterrey report seems valid to th1s date 'The

present Comm1ttee draft accepts the und1scr1m1nat1ng and 1mprec1se treatmentf

- of .Book v of the Senate report, w1thout undertak1ng conS1derat1on of all theeh
:1nformat1on ava11ab1e.L The seTected quotat1on in the Task Force Report shou]d

Qbe read 1n 1ts ent1re context (l )
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Page-T3. Reference to a Mex1can po]1ce source shou]d be ‘deleted. (fl:)

Page 13 The HSCA may fee] there are sinister 1mp11cat10ns on this

matter, but that 1S based on the 1nterpretat1ons of the Comm1ttee and not on

“the facts ( U)

Same page 0bservat1ons about "documented 1nstances where the CIA

'sdec1ded to forego pass1ng 1nformat1on .out of a desire to_not_]ay bare

extremely sens1t1ve sources of 1nte111gence..;." reflect an attitude on

;the part of the staff 1nvest1gators that may be shared by the Comm1ttee.

" However, 1t is doubted that a good case can be made for this. For 1nstance,

an attempt was made to SO descrwbe report1ng on telephone conversat1ons,

'. based on- a memorandum by Mr. S1awson in April 1954 It was clear that the

substance was" reported, if the source--as d1st1nqu1shed from the 1nformat10n--

‘;was not d1sc]osed on the record We prov1ded you with 1nformat1on showing =

"that Mr. He1ms d1scussed th1s w1th Mr. Rank1n in m1d January 1964 and that

the bas1c 1nformat1on was provxded a coup]e of weeks later, st111 in Jdanuary.

-'A perusa] of that correspondence 1nd1cates that Mr. Rank1n knew the source
-as well as the 1nformat1on,1n.1t.. The erroneous S]awson memorandum-appears
'to be the main “documentation"'for'the'statement in the draft. In any'event
-it is customary in 1nte111gence report1ng to prov1de the 1nformat1on w1th a

- source eva]uat1on,without Speclfying the surrcds (3;)

In the present case, the Monterrey report was a very suspect on its face.

It was passed to the FBI for 1nqu1ry, wh1ch seems to have concluded- 1n

demonstratmg JUSt that. (CS
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'_the Warren Comm1ss1on can mean no more than that. It did the investigation and

‘Oswald, Was He or Was He Not, A CIA Agent?

What the draft 1nd1cates is "p]aus1b1e" to the authon about the _

Bureau s not report1ng Tg xS speculat1on*and not fact. Had these been

a rea] prob]em, it wou]d haVe'been worked out. That the Bureau did not

comp]ete its 1nvest1gat1on until too 1ate in the scheme of th1ngs to report to

that c]eared up the matter for purposes of responS1b1e and mature eva1uat1on (}:\ g
~ Footnotes. Correctlons are betow: - : | _ ' é
3/ Classified CIA Document IN 72615, 3 Dec 63 = - ] .
5/ Classified CIA Document IN 72829, 3 Dec 63
6/ Classified CIA Document DIR-86761, 4 Dec 63
9/ Classified CIA Document IN 74227, 12/5/63
- 1i/ Classified CIA Dispatch No. 22579, 12/5/63. - .
14/ Classified CIA Document DIR-87188, 5 Dec 63 |
16/ Classified CIA Document IN 43194, 19 Mar 64
22/ 61as§ified CIA Document IN 43940, 20 Mar 64

_ 23/ Classified CIA Document, Personality File Action Request, |
16 Dec 63 o o - Cu) |

S0 comments will relate. to secur1ty and accuracy : ; . - i

It is understood that th15 is 1ntended for unc1a551f1ed pub11catwon,

Page 2 The HSCA 1nvest1gators d1d not rev1ew the "CIA's 144-vo]ume .
19 N

Oswald fi1e."- They did fead158 vo]umes of the cI Staff Oswald file, but -

:they did:not7read(:§ﬁothers There were another 87 so—ca11ed "bu]ky" f11es |
.. not read at CIA, in the CI Staff Oswald file. Of the seven vo]umes he]d by

fthe Off1ce of Secur1ty, fbur were rev1ewed and part of a f1fth If FOIA .

'mater1a1$ re]eased by the Agency were read e]sewhere, it st111 wou1d not

. - -

| “'-ﬁff5'f{92'
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" necessary fdr;the'HSCA inyesttgators_to have read all the materials made

‘the so-called Oswald file). (u)

constitute the same'thing because_df'sanitiiation. Whatever was read,
aas stated it is 1ncorrect (U)

Page 4. The statement "nor was there a]ways an 1ndependent means of
_ver1f1cat1on that a11 mater1a1s requested by the Agency were, 1n fact, -
'prov1ded " leaves the gratu1tous inference that- there ‘may have been some |

w1thho]d1ng If flles in the Agency were not made available, it simply would

“have been because they could not be found in response to the 1ess than

. effect1ve way in which some materma]s were requested. . In any event before

the above statement inathe draft.can:honest1y'be made, 1t wou]d have been

availab1e'to them They did not. | The”amount of unread'material'is'estimated

var1ou51y from one quarter to one th1rd (see above comment as 1t app11es to '
. Page 5. The reference to "1nst1tut1ona] obstac]es,f must be stated

1n the context of secur1ty standards._ Once the Comm1ttee accepted the 3

'Agency S standards the on]y rema1n1ng prob]em was one of re]evance

(under the agreement between Cha1rman Stokes and the DCI), and the ability of

the HSCA 1nvest1gators to exp'la'm what they wanted. C\J )

Same page. It wou]d be apprec1ated if the report d1d not state that
"the vast maJor1ty of CIA f11es made ava11ab1e ...were reviewed in unsanitized

_form " While. the maJor1ty of the f]]es made ava11ab1e were - rev1ewed and the

'_great maJorlty of these were unsan1t1zed we wou]d prefer not to have it

- advertised, even 1f it contr1buted to the cred1b111ty of the Comm1ttee s report(t

Page 8. Footnotef One off1cer "c1a1ms to- believe," as dlst1ngu1shed

from "acknow]edges":the-posstb111ty of a“”vest pocket":operatjon_known to no

1

one. That such_an operation could be-run, known to.but a tew; would be possible f

6 .-
B o
- T el
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on]y 1f not 1n beha]f of the Agency The HSCA 1nvest1gators have had it

'exp1a1ned to them 1n so many ways that - var1ety of cross checks and contro1s, |

adm1n1strat1ve, f1nanc1a1 and operat1ona1 work aga1nst such a deve]opment (:U )
Page 9.. Not a11 persons in the 1ega1 trave]er were co]]ege graduates (:c_\
"”;NOTE A]though the 1ega] traveler program is 1nact1ve at |
| _present, 1t wou1d be preferred that no ment1on be made to it,
a~as it may be re1nst1tuted at some po1nt in the future. It 1is
an operat1ona] technique that. should not be pub11c1zed. ‘It would:
be preferred if it'were_simpTy stated that none of those going_to
' fthe.Soviet Union,'whose cQoperation was requested,_made contact
with Oswald. ("¢ ) | |
Page 10, ff. It seems that Wilcott hardly merits the space'devoted :
*to his a11egat1ons., The man essentia11y is discredited, and to satisfy his

propaganda a1ms is quest1onab1e In_tany-event, his location in'Japan reveals

-a post that has not been’ acknow]edged_by the U.S. or the Japanese governments.

'It provides the opportunity to have Ni]tott speak with apparent authority .

zand credibility as to his work, even having o "unknowingly disbursed -

‘payments for Oswald's project using that cryptonym." How he could have, in

the first.p1ace, having arrived after Oswald left Japan,.is dubious (a fact

-not noted in the draft) -But the a]]eqation of operationa]-disbursements

"there could prove troub1esome 1n a number of uays (}lj

\Lee Harvey Oswa1d s CIA File (page 15 ff. )

Page 17 . The file- was opened "purported]y" because of. counter1nte111gence

-cons1derat1on Th1s has been be1abored e1sewhere 1n the drafts. Yes he

«did meet the cr1ter1a for const1tut1ng a poss1b1e CI threat ~so it was
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*permiss;b1e to open.a'fiTe'onxhim'if ttﬂappeared desirab]e}

o~ g e tes .
AN 3
"' L3 e -l

The Committee

has been advised of the essentially administrative reasons that joined con-

‘siderations which 1edft0'thelactua] opening of the file. (RJ ) '
‘Why was the file opened.i.a year after his attempt to defect?

: Reiterating-exp1anations'given elsewhere, there was no requirement

to open a f11e. The Judgment of- the off1cer in quest1on control]ed (\1)
Page 19’ Top of page Wh11e the. cable cou1d prov1de a proper

_bas1s for open1ng a file, 1f there was reason for do1ng so 1n “the absence '

of a requ1rement to do so, it was a]so qu1te proper to have dec1ded not to

-do so. It tends to become a matter of a proper Judgment then aga1nst what a

"nov1t1ate m1ght th1nk 20 years 1ater, when the subJect had k111ed the

Pres1dent- The bas1c cons1derat1on is that there was no requ1rement to

-open f11es “the adm1n1strat1ve obJect1ve 1s to hold down the number of 201

f11es. There had to be a reason as we11 as there being 1nformat1on ”

:meet1ng the cr1ter1a that const1tuted a threshho]d for whether one was' even
1perm1tted to open such a f11e (See comments on draft at pages 2000589 2000590
 Issue A - #2, 0pen1ng of Lee Harvey 05wa1d s f11e ) CKJ} |

Page 20. At the t1me ment1oned the organization was the D1rectorate

of P]ans not the Do, C\/§

Page 2} 'The open1ng form showed on1y a p]ace for c1t1ng a "source '

‘document." It was customary to refer to an organ1zat1on when_the open1ng"

action was taken there. Th1s has ‘been explained often enough to not be

misunderstood, whether be11eved or not. (\J \

Page 23. A "seem1ng1y Tong de]ay" would- seem 1ong on]y to those not

familiar with the procedure for opening 201 ‘files. Perhaps the HSCA
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1nvest1gators be11eve there,should -have. been a requ1rement but there vias _.
—not, and shou]d not be The 1mp11c1t cr1t1c1sm ref]ects a faI]ure to grasp
this operat1on (\))

' Page”25 ‘Has . the draft erred 4n ‘using the name "Lee ﬂgnzy_Oswald" at
rthe end of the f1rst paragraph? D1d the author not mean that. had records
on Oswa1d been sought in his correct name, Lee _ag!gy Oswald, it still would
“have been found a]though 1ndexed under Lee _ggry_Oswa]d’ (:‘))

The letters "AG" on the opening sheet of the Oswald 201 file

Page 26 ff The draft emphas1zes the memory of the witness (a man with"
qu1te a good memory on some th1ngs) Unfortunately, his memory p]ays him tricks
on the 1nst1tut1on of the "AG" symbo]s. Agency records show that it nas |

" in use prior to.the assassination of President'Kennedy Perhaps the'witness‘-f
recalls ]earn1ng of it dur1ng the 1nvest1gat1on and now be11eves that it was
-deve1oped then, but the records show h1m to be in error. The problem with
‘this subject is that the 1nvest1gators sougrt ;h%nswers from people years
after ‘the fact rather than ask1ng off1c1a]1y, ‘when they finally did the answer
~was read11y available. The_]ost_t1me.1s_recorded in the'long treatment of
a non-issue. (xJ) | | |

Page 27. Rather than referrlng to "1ts records handbook "oit wou]d

“be preferred 1f the phrase "a records manua]" were subst1tuted (TU}

Vas There a Dua] F111nq System on Oswa1d7 e

Page 33. What the Comm1ttee "was aware of from ltS outset" about a
+dual f111ng system, betrays a. preconcept1on rather than a fact. "Th]S

awareness (s1c) was heughtened 1nto concern" by the rough notes when the fﬂf
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_'memorandum from me dated 27 September 1978 _(UB .

ZRRIFLE program was in a planning stage That someone considered such a

: th1ng--and c]early did not empToy 1t—-on]y suggests that such a thlng was
"“cons1dered and not carr1ed out It does not mean that 1t could have -

been done successfu]Ty. A reference file has~to be he]d in the centraT

f1]1ng systenbamd it will tell where the full f11e is. There can be no

: off1c1a1_operat1on wIthout a record f11e. The key cons1derat1on, if

evidence is of any concern‘to'the Committee, is not. that Harvey thought

about but that he did not do it. Why? Probab]y because he coqu not.

A lot 1s draped over th1s unexecuted study, ‘and extrapoTatlve speculat1on

{covers the lack of support1ng ev1dence Th1s has been the subJect of a prev10us

I 3
.

Page 34' Top of page There 1s an ed1tor1a1 error, in. wh1ch reference

}f1s made to "an Agency re]at1onsh1p w1th the CIA v The context is. not cTear

-.enough to revea] what is 1ntended CK)‘)

Page 23: It 1s not at all c]ear why reference to someone 1n a
CIA f11e woqu "ra1se a questIon of whether Lee Harvey Oswald was, 1n .

fact, 1nvoTved 1n-some sort of CI proaect." fDepends on who is Took1ng at

files they don t understand Havwng asked the question, one ‘must: assume

there is a compu]s1on to wr1te about it. (1))
%

Page 44 P]ease descr1be Mrs Egerter by pos1t1on 1n 11eu of

‘using ‘her name, "The CI Staff off1cer who opened the Oswald 201 f11e." <ki)

Page 48. Request omit spet1f1c reference to "TegaT traveTers program.”

| While the program is. inactive at present, it may be act1vated at sone t1me in

10
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.the'future | It is'an'fnte11fgenCe'method.'and publicity on-the concept would
jeopard1ze those ‘who- may part1c1pate 1n the future (}Z‘) _ '--_».
- Page 60. Request that the 1ast sentence in the paragraph end1ng in. the
' m1dd1e of the ‘page: end after "Jo1nt Press Read1nq Servuce,ﬁ and that the
rest of the sentence be de]eted It represents a worklng re]at1onsh1p
.w1th 11a1son serv1ces (C\ R 5 | '
Same page Request that second sentence, next paragraph be so1e1y ;
| "The app11cat1on was w1thdrawn,f the next sentence start1ng'"She acknow]edged
being debriefed by an Agency empTOyee, etc etc.” There shou]d be no '
reference to'her be1ng den1ed a secur1ty c]earance (1:.) i
Page 6}' Delete. "at Harvard Un1vers1ty," and change next 11ne to read
"of his access to others who m}ght_be going to the...." This merely tells
'the.story while genera1izing the specific operationa]'activity. (K?) |
. Page 67., Fo]1ow1ng the statement about Dr. Davison's expulsion from
“the USSR, end the sentence w1th a per1od after ".. .from the Soviet Un1on.?
‘The' next sentence wou]d commence,_"After the assass1nat1on of...,“
This refers to a spec1f1c operat1on that reta1ns certain CI cons1derat10ns (fj)
Pages 70—72 Request1on de]et1on of a]] paragraph start1ng on

'_page 70 w1th “Dav1son adm1tted his. 1nvo1vement as well as the paragraph

'start1ng the next page w1th "Accord1ng to his 1nstruct1ons " and the paragraph'

astart1ng on page 72 w1th "Dav1son den1ed part1c1pat1ng 1n any other _'
1nte]1lgence act1v1ty V The 1ast paragraph on page 72 could stand as
,wrxtten w1th deletion for purpose of the word "Accord1ng1y _?CC:j

Page 73.ff George de Mohrensch11dt Request J. Ua]ton Moore s name

hbe_rep]aced by descrmpt1on._ "DCD local representatwve" (CZ)

-1—_1’,,,‘__’-.;7;-':';‘

)
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Page 78, ff. William D. Gaudet. Mr. Gaudet's name should not be
revealed. The summary quoted on page 80 reveals personal details and reference
to financial loans and should be deleted. (€ .)

Page 82. Oswald in Helsinki en route to USSR. At page 86
reference to the CIA file on Soviet Consul should be deleted, as should the |

reference to(CIA Dispatches from Helsink} (showing the existence of CIA

operations in a sensitive location). On page 87 reference to a (CIA )

should be deleted; it should suffice if it was simply stated that

"a dispatch from the Embassy, dated 9 Qctober 1959...." The reference to a

[CTA dispatch] on page 88 should be deleted. (<)

Page 90. The absence of a reference to the origin of the communication

conceals the location, and there is no objection in this form. CU’)

12
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