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Mr.

Rocca,
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as the day to day CIA working level

rg d.esirt

contact with the Warren Commission stated that on the
average it took less than one week for the CIA to transmit

its information to the Warren Commission, after such in-

formation had been processed by the Agency. (Rocca dep.,

pPp.66-67) (Add the opinion of WC staffers.)
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SNl the CIA's éenétive‘ sources and methods, caused

the Warren Commission to experience greater difficulty

relevast

in getting em® information than when the protection of

such sources and methods was not at issue. J. Lee Rankin
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expressed the opinion that the Agency's wiEsmsgl to pro-
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rounding™photograph now referred to as that
of the "Mexico City Mystery Man"
Each of these concerns will be examined W remseommcEuE

ﬁerein.

The CIA's concern for revealing the existence of

sensitive technical operations, as outlined above, was
.
. A) . . .
evident from the *ceptlon of the Warren Commission.
Mr. Scelso commented that "we were not authorized at first
to reveal all our technical operations." (Scelso dep.
p.158) Scelso further testified:

We were going to give them intelligence re-
ports which derived from all our sources, in-
cluding technical sources, including the tele-
phone intercept and the information gotten
from the interrogation of Silvia Duran, for
example, which corresponded almost exactly
with the information from the telephone inter-
cepts. (Ext to Scelso quote, all of p.5)

Mr. Scelso's characterization is supported by
examination of the background to the first major CIA
report furnished the Warren Comm£§sion r?garding Lee Harvey
» 21 don memno
Oswald's trip to Mexico City. ¢(Cite.) Much'of the informa-
tion provided to the Warréngommission in this report was
based upon sensitive sources and methods, identification
of which had been deleted completely from the report.
Thé@églicy CEyadMagpe liniting Warren Commission know-
ledge of CIA sources and methods was articulated as early
as December 20, 1963, at which time a cabie was sent from

CIA headquarters to the Mexico City Station which stated:

Our present plan in passing information to the
Warren Commission is to eliminate mention of tele-
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~phone taps, in order to prdtect your contin-
uing 6pS . Will rely instead on statements
of Silvia Duran and on contents of Soviet
Consular file which Soviets gave ODACID
(CIA cable DIR 97829 FOlA 498-204, 29Janl964)
The basic policy articulated in the December 20,
1963 cable is also set forth in a CIA memorandum of
December 17, 1963. In that memorandum, Birch O'Neal
5 pecidl ’ftwes""g‘b* ]"'\séfod-?'
of the CIA Counterintelligence/Staff wrote that he had
been advised by Sam Papich, FBI liaison mem to the CIA,
that the FBI was anticipating a request from the Warren
Commission for copies of the FBI's materials which sup-
ported or complimented the FBI's five volume report of
Decmeber 9, 1963 submitted to the Warren Commission.
Papich provided O'Neal with this report which indicated
that some United Statés Agency was tapping telephones
in Mexico. Papich queried O'Neal whether the FBI could
sir
supply the Warren Commission withsource of the telephone
taps. (The FBI had knowledge of CIA's telephone surveil-
lance operations in Mexico City, see CIA gaé;—3/779/510)

g)’\a w3 . : o
0'Neal's memorandum naammmESER that he discussed this matter

with Scelso who in turn, after a discussion with Helms,

was directed by Helms to prepare CIA material to be passed

.to the Warren Commission. O'Neal wrote:

He (Scelso) was gquite sure it was not the
Agency's desire to make available to the Com-
mission at least in this manner~-via the FBI-
sensitive information which could relate to
telephone taps (Birch O'Neal, Memo for File,
.20 Dec 63, Subj: Lee Harvey Oswald)

vy
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the form of this presentation kL ceteeeaCREREEReES 1O -

tect the CIA's Mexico City Station's sources and techniques.

(CIA Cable Dir. 90466, FOIA 420-757, 20 Dec 63)

IV. Telephone Taps and Photo Surveillance

Mr. Helms offered testimony regarding the CIA's
reticence to inform the Warren Commission, at least during

of %&M $S pon-§ umﬂ-k /
the initial stage of the CIA's telephonic and photo sur-

veillance operations in Mexico City. We

Helms testified:

The reason for the sensitivity of these tele-
phone taps and surveillance was not only be-
cause it was sensitive from the Agency's
standpoint but the telephone taps were run- gz}
ning in conjunction with the@?exican authori-’
tiesfand therefore, if this had become public
knowledge, it would have caused very bad feel-
ings between Mexico and the United States,

and that was the reason. (Helms Exec Session
hearlng, pp 51 52, oEERREERI AR

S
/
!

Nevertheless, the CIA had provided information to
the FBI regarding the Mexico City surveillance operations
prior to the assassination. andwﬁur ng the post-assassination

cﬁﬁ“ '7777/svi5’//V/®V' FurthCram
- ?). Teewewmidnemiages, oS

period

of November 28, 1963 the White House, through information

made avaiiable by DCI McCone to National Security Council#®
. KNead baon mada '

Director McGeorge Bundy, - aware that the CIA had tele-

phone taps in operation against the Cuban and Soviet Em-

bassy/Consulatesand that through these taps Oswald's pre-

sence in Mexico City prior to the assassination had been

corroborated. { Cl k Me Cong, rilows Yo e Geo 5)'&\"4"*“”"‘;3
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ah‘hn §f' '
*'The CIA's “ to J.nform the Warren Com:m.551on

" of the above described survelllance operatlons

r@ the early stages of b in- /

'&vestigation»t

| Agery
. ‘ofconcern to this Comm1ttee. It is 1nd1cat1ve of an’_aimiserey -

L pPoliey  gesigreatske o in i tsfuvor he
‘_tudnaenuther?@ﬂﬂﬁﬂ?ﬂ?TﬂﬂR;to Il.i-ilﬂliill _

‘ N A Lt unc-«v&i‘f&b,
'substance -i-‘!HHQEHEEEEEG 1nformatlon Il!-e prov1de§3

»Hji_the Warren Commission. (See Scelso deE-T “This process
. might well have hampered the Commission'sWabilityfto pro—'d*“v
ceed in its investigation with all the facts before it,
: L Socts .
_ even those which mlght have meant exp051ng certaln sensi~-
tlve operatlons to the’ Comm1551on

‘As noted prev10usly, on January 31 1964, the CIA -

prov1ded the Warren Comm1551on with a memorandum that
u'chronlcled Lee Harvey Oswald's Mexico Clty v1s1t‘ durlng
September 26, 1963 - October 3, 1963.. That memorandum - S
d Y- O e e
o‘?{nentlon'ﬂb Oswald's various conver- -
satlons with the Cuban and Soygtg Embassy/ConsulateShad 3
. B been tapped and subsequently transcribed. Furthermore,
‘ ','..r that memorandum fk* nd’/énentlonm that the CIA
o had tapped and transcribed conversations between Cuban
uit Embassy enployee Sylv1a Duran and Soviet officials at- |
‘d the Sov1et Embassy/Consulate nor was mention made of the
. conyersatlons between Cuban President Dorticos and Cuban i

L Airmes
AT ‘ Ambassador to Mexico Wthh the CIA had" also ‘tapped and

transcribed.
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On February 1l,; 1964 Helms appeared before the
Commission (see above) and likely discussed the memoran-

dumlof January 5/ , 1964. On Feburary 10, 1964, J. Lee
Rankin wrote Helms in regard to the CIA merorandum of
January 31. A review of gankinfs letter indicates thaf

| Ars writing '
Siegiedd as Of wieemissssssesessesss, the Warren Commission
had no substantive knowledge of the telephonécsurveillance
operation or the production i.e., the tapes and trans-
cripts, from that operation. Rankin inquired in the Feb-
ruary 10, 1964 |2+ter whether Oswald's direct communica-
tion with employees of the Séviet Embassy (as stated in
¢t__;_m_ of the January 31 memorandum) had been facilitated
by telephone or interview. Manifestly, if the Warren Com-
mission had been informed of the telephong surveillance
operation and its success in tapping Oswald this inquiry
by Rankin would not have been made.

Raymond Rocca's testimony tends to support this
conclusion. It was Rocca's recollection that between
the time period of Januar¥*1964 - April 1964, Warren Com-
mission‘s representatives had visited the CIA's headguar-
teré in Langley, Virginia and had been shpwn various trans-
cripts resulﬁing from the CIA's telephon& surveillance
operations in Mexico City. (Rocca dep. p.89) However,
Mr. Rocca did not personélly make this material available
to Commission representatives and was not able to state

under oath precisely the point in time at which the Warren

Commission learned of these operations.
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On February 19, 1964 the CIA responded to‘Rankin's
inquiry of February 10. The Agency response did indi-
cate that Oswald had phoned the Soviet Consulate and was
also interviewed at the Consulate. However, the Agency did
not reveal ﬁhesourceof this information in its response
to the Commissio jbr indicate that it would be revealed

by other means (e.g. by oral briefing).

During the period of March - April 1964, David
Slawson drafted a series of memoranda wﬁich among other
issues concerned Warren Commission knowledge of and access
to the production material derived from the CIA telephoné(
surveillance operations in Mexico City. A review of
these memoranda tendStC)support the Committee's belief
that.the Warren Commission, through Mssrs. Slawson, Coleman,
and Willeys did not obtain access to CIA telephone surveil-
lance materials until April 9, 1964. At that time, Coleman,
_ \lwson and Willens met with Win Scott, the CIA's Chief

Scett
of Station in Mexico City ,w provided them with various
transcfipts and translations derived from CIA telephone
taps of the Cuban and Soviet Embassy/Consulates. (Slawson
memorandum of April 22, 1964, subject: A r)

n .
HS—. ?rior to & it appears doubtful

that the Commission had been given even partial access

to the referenced material. Nevertheless, by March 12,




- 26 -

1964, the record indicates that the Warren Commission

had at.least become aware that the CIA did maintain

telephondt surveillance of the Cuban Embassy/Consulate.

ASSlawson memorandum, March 12, 1964, Subj: meeting with

CIA representatives). Slawson's memorandum reveals

~blp#® the Warren Commission had learned that CIA isseeuryres

possess!ﬂt transcripts of conversations between the Cuban

Ambassador to Mexico, Armas, and the Cuban President Dorticos.
PorFicos - Acmas

Thes® conversations, requested by the Warren Commission

representatives at a meeting with CIA officials, including

Richard Helms, migoewper®» concerned Silvia

DuEﬁh's arrest and interrogation by the Mexican Federal
Mmoo .

Police (cite?). FEEEEENENH>y Helms responded to the Com-

steeds oR

mission's request for access, gtEEwwled that he would

attempt to arrange for the Warren Commission representatives'

‘f"b review @ this material. (Slawson memo, March 12, 1964)

1t should be noted that the records reviewed do not
reveal the manner in which the Commission learned of the
Dorticos-Armas intercepts.- As detailed above, both the FBI
and White House (through McGeorge Bundy) were aware of the
CIA's telephonic surveillance activities in Mexico City.
(CE%ggn-One or the other could well have provided the War-
ren Commission with this information. Nevertheless, Ray-
mond Roqas' testimony as c¢ited herein (Rocca dep. )
lends some support to the position that the Commission haa
been informed of the Dorticos-Armas conversations through
the CIA's initiative.
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Another Slawson memorandum, dated March 25, 1964

concerned Oswald's trip to Mexico. Slawson therein stated

. . LY I X e
that the tentative conclusions -Cm—!& Oswald's

Mexico trip,(that he had reache¢ were derived from CIA

memorandad of January 31, 1964 and February 19, 1964,
andlin additiog a Mexican federal police summary SEEProf
interrogations conducted shortly after the assassination
with certain Cuban Embassy employees. Slawson wrote:

A large part of it (the summary report) is

simply a summation of what the Mexican police

learned when they interrogated Mrs. Silvia

Duran, D an employee of the Cuban Consulate

in Mexico City, and is therefore only as accu--

rate as Mrs. Duran's testimony to the police.

These comments indicate that Sgﬁkson placed limited
reliance upon the Mexican police summary. Moreover, there
is no indication that ngason had been provided the Duran
telephon#& intercept transcripts. In fact, by virtue of
Slawson's comments conerning the Mq&ﬁ%an police report,
it would appear that the Warren Commission,as of March 2?,

/

had been provided little sgbstantive information pertaining
to Sylvia Duran. «.‘* JHM 2 g_%’

The Committee's belief that SiéWéon had not been
given access to the Duran transcripts is further supported
by reference to his memorandum of March 27, 1964 (Cite)
wherein he states his conclusion that Oswald had visited
the Cuban Embassy oh three occasions. This conclusion

Wt Wwef . _ _
he visissmemiss based upon an analysis of Sylvia Duran's testi-

h;s Mtr«nMr\ Jotars
mony before the Mexican police. lnag-g-n-‘huus-ms no




indication that he]mﬁgreviewed any of the Duran

transcripts. Furthermore,een given access

to these transcripts, certainly their substance would have
been incorporated into his analysis and accordingly noted
for this purpose. His analysis ébould havd‘reflecéed
the fact of this reviey either by its corroboration or

abovecil Wrneatpa9
criticism of the Mexican police summary report. -

states that

Bstigaite

fad not be i

’ > en given
T, S Sdadson pu.gaj‘;

=Ss to the Duran transcriﬁ%s. he Commission had been

forced to rely upon the two memoranda that did not make

T P A T 1o g5,
RSRTN fy

susptt Lo,

reference to the surveillance operations,and at summarya. po-
lice report. Thus, the Agency had been successful for
over three months in not exposing the surveillance opera-
tions to the review of the concerned Warren Commission
staff members. As was stated in the CIA cable of Decem-

ber 20, 1964 to its Mexico City Station:

Our present plan in~“passing information to
the Warren Commission is to eliminate mention
of telephone taps, in order to protect your
continuing operations. Will rely instead

on statements of Silvia Duran and on contents
of Soviet consular file which Soviets gave
ODACID here.

(CIA cable, DIR 90466, FOIA 420-757, Dec. 20,

1964 CIA p.2144)

5
-



. X w4 )
times. He statedfhat this conclugj

Has based upon his

review of Silyfa Duran's tes ggy“ O gthe Mexican pofMee.

(Slawson megpforandum, Mar_ﬁj?ff'l96ﬂv'CIA pP. nf£é) Howeyer,

- Slawson gbes not statgs that h3 s:fonclusiovr were als- "drawn

B

e

from r;'iefﬁjﬁxgﬁy_Jf the p ‘uctlon f:,m the Mexf #o City
statigh surfeilldnce ope:-i' RN os—fndicate,

.ar“""'“ T “'!.(':,-" R s e

s regardNgQswald's

howevAr, thag

n i feasonlng

access to. the

‘,_\(,.

telephonlc surveillance production would have clarified some
ambiguities. For example, on September 27, at 4:05 p.m.
Silvia Duran telephoned the Soviet Embassy and stated
that an American was presently at the Cuban Embassy, re-
questing an in-transit visit to Cuba. This American was
determined by CIA analysts to be Oswald. Again on Septem-
ber 28, at 11:51 a.m. Duran telephoned the Soviet Consulate
stating that an American, identified by CIA analysts as

30! He cithr had twice
Oswald #p at the Cuban Embassy. Thus, Oupssin:
Mefinitively established that Oswald had
visited the Cuban Embassy on at least two occasions.
Moreover, the specific dateSand exact times of his presence
in the Cuban Embassy/&gsr:établished as the result of the
telephonic surveillance. Had this information been made
available to Slawsoh, his calcuations of Oswald's activities
in Mexico City would have been more firmly established

than they were as of March 27, 1964. These transcripts
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could hav? been made available to the Warren Commission
at itslﬂlhception but as. the record indicates they were

not then made available.

The record supports the Committee's finding that
as of April 2, 1964 the Warren Commission had still not
been given access to the'above—referenced series of tele-
phonge intercepts. In a memorandum of that date by Coleman
and Slawson,theyarticulateﬂone question to the CIA and
two requests for information from the Agencye (Ambassador
ann file memo April 2, 1964, CIA p. 1975) (my notes?) Q"'Qm‘"\‘\M

Slawssn v fete]
1) What is the information source referred to in
the November 28 telegram that Oswald intended

to settle down in Odessa;

2) We would like to see copies of the transcripts

of the intercepts, translated if possible, in
-all cases where the intercepts !égse{o the
assassination or related subjects;
3) We would especially like to see the intercept
in which the allégation that money was passed
at the Cuban Embassy is discussed
The questio§diﬁzzgglly posed in the above-referenced
memorandum of April 2 concerns the CIA telephon#c intercept
of September 27, 1963 at 10:37 a.m. (Slawson memo, April
22,‘196%$ Caiga&*3223). Necessarily, if Slawsonwlll~4ﬁbuuvtdr'
Nec<ss f'z-o-f

the source of the information, he had not been
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provided that source

The first Coleman-Slawson request (EREEEERDES:
'*C#N*S Shﬂ*ﬁ the AnmniSEian ot
T . that m O~ T T :H_‘ RTrE

concerning the assa551n@tlon (asaw Chearty Top ated -
/ p\(& # CC"’ —(; ““;— ol A 2t = C RS . \l’& w G (RN L8 & S v#,.,»,f:.;.( lﬂ-e ‘ RV S |

The second request,{?tem number threé of the above
listiﬁéz reveals thét the intercept of the Dorticos-Arman
cohversation of November 22, 1964, in which the passing
of monies (&S discussed hadlnot as of April 2 been proVided
to the Commission. The Commission had specifically requested
the Dorticos-Armas transcrlpts. Gﬂfthe March 12, 1964
meeting between Commission representatives and Agency re-

\‘,‘»-a S ERER
presentativesas (Cite.) * 1 c¢.c

On April 3, 1964, Coleman and Slawson articulated
their concern for receiving complete access.to all material®
relevant to Oswald's México City trip. They wrote:

fhe most probable final result of the entire

investigation of Oswald‘s activities in Mexico 1is

a conclusion that he went there for the purpose

of trying to reach Cuba and that no bribes, con-

spiracies, etc. took place.




Upon the group's arrival in Mexico City, they were met
by U.S. Ambassador Freeman, Claire Boonstra of the State
Department, Clarke Anderson of the FBI, and Winston Scott of
the CIA.

That same day during a meeting between the Commission
representatives and Win Scott, Scott made available to the
group actual transcripts of the telephone'( surveillance
operations and English translations of the same. In addition,
he provided the group with reels of photographs for the
time period covered by Oswald's visit that had resulted from
photosurveillance of the Cuban and Soviet Embassy entrances$§
David Slawson wrote:

"...Mr. Scott stated at the beginning of his narrative

that he intended to make a complete disclosure of all

facts, including the sources of his information, and
that he understood that all three of us had been cleared
for TOP SECRET and that we would not disclose beyond

the confines of the Commission and its immediate staff

the information we obtained through him without first
clearing it with his superiors in Washington. We

agreed to this." (Slawson memo, April 22, 1964, p. 22)

Mr. Scott described to the Commission representatives
the CIA's course of action immediapely following the assassinations-

' t el akel -
Scott indicated that his staff cesshwessmssEmnt began to compile
dossiers on Oswald, Duran, and everyone else throughout Mexico
whom the CIA knew had had some contact with Oswald (p.22).
Scott revealed all known Cuban and Russian intelligence agents
had immediately been put under surveillance following the
assassination. uiaison was set up with Mexican officials,
particularly Luis Echevarria, Acting Minister of the

oo
e

Mexican Gobbrnacion (pp. 23-24). Slawson then concluded wem




Thereafter, on February 12, 1964, J. Lee Rankin wrote

Thomas Kaurramesmes A sbudt DHP
1o el TR | oibslssslsnsessnsiame -, regarding the

'-r«é'\v&&\ wesustuind
o ey this photograph by the

circumstances

Central Intelligence Agency. Rankin GEEia

4ol d
the Commission be ¢apiknmmrsiemmnl the identity of the 1nd1v1dual

reques ted that

. . o-$
.depicted in the photograph if that information wgzunavailable.
On that same day, in a separate letter to DCI McCone,
Rankin wrote that the Commission had been informed by the Secret

SINER p..,.mbb'aa, 11¢ 3
Service~ that the CIA had disseminated®several reports or

communications concerning the assassination to the Secret s

Service sfgw,m@ﬂwe"gﬂﬂ“meWw@@u‘. Rank a requested copies of these

reports and other materials. ’f’hree §'m cables bGisgspaerg:

\ ' ) o o(‘t‘)\r\-h—““jté“ o, £t <ok

concerned waepk® the photograph of the individual iagsnfaiasiant

phs (LR Cotg Smdion oo
ey Oswald and subsequently shown to Oswald's mother.

Y

“b%fMMJa
disseminated™®to the Secret Service was a November 26

dissemination (DIR85177), a‘eepyﬁ@émwheehwwaemtfangmrtt€QWto
thewSeeret~Serviece. That cable concerned the Do;::;E—Armas
conversations and disclosed the existence of CIA telephonic
\ surveillance operations in Mexico City™at the time of the
assassination and Oswald's earlier visit. |
Jonn Scelso testified regarding the circumstances

surrounding the eventual explanation given to the Commission

of the origin of the photograph in question. Scelso stated:




"We did not initially disclose to the Warren

Commission all of our technical operations. In other
words, we did not initially disclose to them that we
had photosurveillance because the November photo we had
(of MMM) was not of Oswald. Therefore it did not mean
anything, you see?"

Mr. Goldsmith: ...So the Agency was making a unilateral
decision that this was not relevant to the Warren
Commission.

Scelso: Right, we were not authorized, at first, to reveal
all our technical operations.

(Scelso deposition, p. lSO)
- thruaﬁglzﬂiQQ*f
ey ; i) the Warren

Commission ® access to

O Soul€ ot Caonclin Fo Yelue (A7
telephonic surveillance productlon (as discussed in the
STRS ")“J 7‘1 Gefasu!” 2
preceding section), the #®%®» of the photosurveillance operations,
e ffp imtornd pem COmeiASTian Aﬁd,;&f@“"‘ e
N e T SIS tO cause concern within

the Agency.

On March 5, 1967, Raymond Rocca wrote in an internal
memorandum to Richard Helms that "we have a problem here for
your determination." Rocca QutlineA‘Angleton's desire not to
respond directly to Rankints request of February 12 regarding
CIA material forwarded to the Secret Service since Novemler 23,
1964. Rocca then -stated:

"Unless you feel otherwise, Jim would prefer

to wait out the Commission on the matter covered by
paragraph 2 (of the above-referenced February 12
letter). If they come back on this point he feels

that you, or someone from here, should be prepared to
go over to show the Commission the material rather than
pass them to them in copy. Incidentally, none of these
items are of new substantive interest. We have either
passed the material in substance to the Commission in
response to earlier levies on the items on the 1tems
refer to aborted leads, for example, the famous s@x
photographs which are not of Oswald..."

(Rocca memo 5 March 64, FOIA 579-250)




VIITI.

Luisa Calderon

Approximately five hours after President Kennedy's
assassination, a Cuban government employee in Mexico City named
"Luisa" received a telephone call from aﬂ unidentified man
speaking Spanish. (MEXI 7105, 27 Nov. 63, FOIA 173-615, attach-
ment) This call had been intercepted and recorded by the CIA's
Mexico City Station as the result of its LIENVOY (tel. tap)
operation. (op cit) The Mexico City Station identified the
Luisa of the conversation as Luisa Calderon, who was then
employed in the Commercial Attache's office at the Cuban
Consulate.

During the course of the conversation, the unidentified
caller asked Luisa if she had heard the latest news. Luisa
replied in a joking tone:

"Yes, of course, I knew almost before Kennedy."

The callerwent on to tell Luisa that the person
apprehended for Kennedy's slaying was the "President of one of
the Committees of the Fair Play for Cuba." Lﬁisa replied that
she knew this also. Luisa inquired whether the person being
held for the killing was a gringo. The unidentified caller
replied, "yes." Luisa told her caller that she had learned
nothing else about the assassination; that shé had learned

about the assassination only a little while ago. The

unidentified caller commented:

]
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We think that if it had been or had
seemed...public or had been one of the
segregationists or against intergration
who had killed Kennedy, then there was,
let's say, the possibility that a sort
of civil war would arise in the United
States; that contradictions would be
sharpened...who knows

Luisa responded:

Imagine, ong two, three and now, that makes
.three. (She laughs.)

Raymond Rocca, fomESEEig

f o xRSl in response to

a 1975 Rockefeller Commission request for information on
a possible Cuban conspiracy to assassinate President
Kennedy wrote regarding Calderon's comments:

Latin hyperbole? Boastful ex post facto
suggestion of foreknowledge. This is the
only item in the intercept coverage of the
Cubans and Soviets after the assassination
that contains the suggestion of foreknow-
ledge or expectation. (Rocca memo for DC/OPS,
23 May 1975, p. 15)

Standing by itself, Luisa Calderon's cryptic com-
ments do not merit serious attention. Her words may in-
deed indicate foreknowledgghof the assassination but may
also—eemEsa*; be interpreted without such a sinister impli-
cation. Nevertheless, as will be discussed herein, the
Committee has determined that Luisa Calderon's case did
merit serious attention in the months following the assas-
sination. However, Calderonfs comments were not reported»

to the Warren Commission, apparently an agency oversight.
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Calderon's 201 file reveals that she arrived in
Mexico City from Havana on January 16, 1964, carrying
Cuban Passport E/63/7. Her date of birth was believed
to be 1940 (Dispatch, HMMA216l£) Calderon's presénce in
Mexico City was first reported by the CIA ‘on July 15,
1963 in a dispatch from the CIA's Miami field office to
the CIA's Mexico City éﬁ&tion and to the Chief of the CIA's:
Special Affairs Staff (for Cuban operations). That dis-
patch had attached to it a report containg biographic data
on personnel then assigned to the Cuban Embassy in Mexico
City. At page three of the attached report Luisa Calderon
was listed as Secrétary of the Cuban Embassy's‘gommercial
Office. The notation indicated that a report was pending
on Calderon. The Agency has attempted, without success,
to locate the report.

On September 1, 1963, a dispat

) the CIA on May 5, 1964. At that
time, Zeeoteawwemens::, Chief of Counterintelligence for the
: . Tepe et .
Special Affairs Staff, recessed the results of his de-
briefing of the Cuban defector, AMMUG-1l. The memorandum
stated\that AMMU#(had no direct knowledge of Lee Harvey

Oswald or his activities but was able to provide items

of interest based upon the comments of certain Cuban In-
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. PRL-S
telligence Service officers. Specifically, AMMUG-1 -8

hggh asked if Oswald #was known to the Cuban intelligence
efSc

services before November 23, 1963. AMMUG-1l told SwEwTRre,

f.Ehat "Prior to October
1963, Oswald visited the Cuban Embéssy in Mexico City on
two or three occasions. Before, during and after these
visits, Oswald was in contact with the Direccion General

De Intelligencia (DGI), specifically with Luisa Calderon,

\ - ‘
Manuel Vega Perez, and Rogelio Rodriguez Lopez. (C‘J""Vv‘““’)s s

hangoScA
Swpewres thereafter wrote that Calderon's precise

relationship to the DGI was not clear. As a comment to

this statement he set forth the CIA cable and dispatch (43
o ~ e, TN
traffic which recorded her arrival in Mexico and departure)‘EEZEEEL

muba.s l\of‘"“& af b aSSassinKion Certem “ :\M)

On May 7, 1964, S::;;g;c?écorded additional informa-
fion he had elicited from AMMUG-1 regarding Oswald's
possible contact with the DGI. Paragraph 3 of this memoran-
dum stated in part:

"a. Luisa Calderon, since she returned to
Cuba, has been paid a regular salary
by the DGI even though she has not per-
formed any services. Her home is 1in
the Vedado section where the rents are
v high.

b. Source (AMMUG) has known Calderon for
several years. Before going to Mexico,
she worked in the Ministry of Exterior
Commerce in the department which was
known -as the "Empress Transimport."

Her title was Secretary General of the
Communist Youth in the department named
in the previous sentence.
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On May 8 <Cssmmimame. further disclosed AMMUG's know-

baryo5ch
ledge of the Oswald case. =Sxmawsesme paraphrased AMMUG's

knowledge of Calderon as follows:

I thought that Luisa Calderon might have
had contact with Oswald because I learned. about
17 March 1964, shortly before I made a trip to
Mexico, that she had been involved with an
American in Mexico. The information to which
I refer was told to me by a DGI case officer...
I had commented to (him) that it seemed strange
that Luisa Calderon was receiving a salary from
the DGI althought she apparently did not do any
work for the Service. (The case officer) told
me that hers was a peculiar case and that he
himself believed that she had been recruited in
"Mexico by the Central Intelligence Agency al-
though Manuel Pineiro, the Head of the DGI, did
not agree. As I recall, (the case officer) had
investigated Luisa Calderon. This was because,
during the time she was in Mexico, the DGI had
intercepted a letter to her by an American who
signed his name OWER (phonetic) or something
'similar. As you know, the pronunciation of
Anglo-Saxon names is difficult in Spanish so
I am not sure of how the name mentioned by Hernan-
dez should be spelled. It could have been "Howard"
or something different. As I understand the matter,
the letter from the American was a love letter
but indicated that there was a clandestine-
professional relationship between the writer and
Luisa Calderon. I also understand from (the
case officer) that after the interception of
the letter she had been followed and seen in the
company of an American. I do not know if this
could have been Oswdld...

On May 11, Raymond Rocca wrote a memorandum LA
to Director Richard Helms regarding the information g&%u
had elicited from AMMUG. Rocca proposed that "the DDP
in pefson or via a designee, preferably the former, dis-
cuss the AMMUG/1 siteﬂtion on a very restricted basis

with Mr. Rankin at his earliest convenience either at

the Agency or at the Commission headquarters. Until this
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‘takes‘place, it is not desirable'to put anything in writ-

ing)‘(ll May 64, Rocca memo, FOIA687-295 with/4 attachments).
On May 15, 1964, Helms wrote Rankin regarding

AMMUG's information about the DGI, indicating its sensi-

tivity and operational significance. Attached to Helms' ‘

Laraosc s

communication was a paraphrased accounting of SREEIEEENx

May 5 memorandum. (Helm's memo, May 15, 1964, FOIA 697-294).

In that attachment the intelligence associations of
S
Manuel Vega Perez and Rogelio Rodriguez Lopez are set

et
forth. However, that attachment mekes no reference what-

soever to Luisa Calderon.

Howard Willens of the Warren Commission, requested
eccesS fe
as a follow-up to the May 15 memorandum, vabQQ%WWt the
’ An 9 oSk
questions used in SgEmemE®s's interrogation of AMMUG. (Dooley

memo to Rocca, 19 June 1964 FOIA 739-310). On June 18,

1964 Arthur Dooley of Rocca's éounterintelligence ﬁesearch
andJ%nalysis group took the questions and AMMUG's responses
to the Warren Commission's officers for Willen's review.
W"‘\'$

Willens saw -Semcomms's May 5 memorandum. The only mention
of éalderon was as follows: "The precise relationship of
Luisa Calderon to the DGI is not clear. She spent about

\ six months in Mexico from which she returned to Cuba early

\ Lo ey
in 1964. However, Willens was not shown the memoran-

dum of May 7 and May 8, 1964 which contained much more

detailed information on Luisa Calderon, including her possible
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f“fuuqr779 Aéwf” FaS et
zé@];&& As discussed in an earlier section of this report,.

{ nsd et P S
\15\/ // 4

the Warren Commission did not gain access to the CIA's

production from its telephonic surveillance operations

in Mexico City unﬁil an advancei/stage in its investiga~-

tibn, The record reflects that Mssrs. Willens, Slawson, ' o
.;am¢¢&5ufzgdbw«u£QPRﬁ*(wd

and Coleman did not review the production™until they ’

v151ted Mex1co City on Aprll 9, 1964. At that tlme, they

rev1ewed a number of<i%€2;E;5Ls from the Soviet and Cuban

Embassies. These intercepts tncluded one call to the

Soviet Embassy on September 274 believed to have been e

made_by Oswald; two calls made by Silvia Duran from éigﬂa‘? ?;Z/@%

Cuban Consulate to the Soviet Consulate, and one call from

the Soviet Embassy to the Cuban Embassys made by an uni- J

dentified caller. (Cite sé@yson memo of April 21, 1864.)

On September 28 the intercept operation recorded a 62&/&/5

ca11 by'Silvia Duran at the Cuban Consulate to the Soviet ‘\VQZ;::%%
Consulate. (Cite.) | | - \ Feuls,

‘On October 1 the intercept operation recdr&q'two }/deﬁ7=
calls made by a person later identified as Lee Harvey /

Oswald to the Soviet Embassy. (Cite.) ' /

r The Commission representatives were also supplied

)
! tx%ith the CIA intercepts of 4 two conversations that

Cﬁ“{ (iff%%%fifié—ggkween the Cuban President Dortic@and the

}V ry Cuban Ambassador to Mexico, Armas. These conversations

":“(« L \,

9{%\3

ﬂ}’4 { concerned Silvia Duran's arrest, whether Oswald had been &CV
r/




offered money while at the Cuban Embassy,and'the general.
state of affairs at the Cuban Embassy in Mexico City

following the assassination. (Slawson memo of April 22,

1964, pp. 45-46).

_ _ T—L._C.omml‘f‘kx' .
LJUL & review of CIA files <=iZorses
7
4 _ oMo Fa.ndutrm N msski /g
;ﬁﬂvjwfk borat@sn 9£’Slawson's = a the telephone inter-
‘{0" cepts provided to and rev1ewed by the Comm1551on mbn«ﬁ
e wg?v{h' laadsenls recerd |
'*LA - CIAa document & blin memorandum 5§!ent1tled "Materlal
) v
’ _VU- \U;/ from P-8593 shown to Warren Comm1551on“ (Station Oswald
) r . '
o Y File) and is dated April 10, 1964. (FOIA 653-828). This
/UVJ&/ document records that the Warren Commission was shown calls

ﬁ%JNlV made by Oswald to the Soviet Embassy. These included three oF¥ha
/\LVA P Ak T - ST 4
‘ iowset. September 27 listed above, one call of

September 28, two calls of October 1, and one call of

daeht
. October ? - o B < .
docunrmBn X

Whlle thié does not correspond to the listing of

calls set forth by Slawson, it does independently establish
: V‘*“‘P L p(o 7~

-~ .

{ that no calls —wede—ew November 22, 1963 were shown to

he Warren Commisei_o‘n;__,,ilw————“”*“"'—w

In addition, this document corroborates the showing ~

of the two Dortlcas—Armas conversatloQSOf November 26,

representatives in an effort to determine if a transcript

of the Calderon conversation was ever sh@@n to the Warren

!

P ]



Cold&on
and a second Cuban Intelligence officer believed BEe to

be a CIA'operative.‘ It is possible that this information

v

LA
J
there was no basis in fact for the allegatlon or becaus? f0”

was not provided the Warren Commission either because ]

o

the allegation was in fact true. If the allegation V/X #“Q

'/r~/
7 Jy

were true, the consequences for the CIA would have been
serious,écr:IL woulg demonstratedxhat a CIA operative,
well placed in the Cuban Embassy, may have possessed 1n—pﬂﬁj

formation prior to the assassination regarding Oswald
N _ . cenc SRENCES
and/or his relationship to Cuban Intelligencey and that-

ﬁgervices possible involvement in a conspiracy to assassinate

| President Kennedy.
an's
Regarding ﬁg;bp0551ble association with the CIAa,

~

the—Commrttes—hasexXamined—Caltderonts "'-Je. Wmﬂg‘"?
venad”%

S; 285 reveal# no ostensible connection between Calderon and

the CIA. However, there are indications that such contact
gxyj between Calderon and the Agency was contemplated. A
C)“ _September 1, 1963 CIA disnatch from the Chief of the Spe-

ﬁy\ cial Affairs Staff to the CIA's Chief of Station in Mexico

\?ﬁl City states in part:

Xgpr ...Luisa Calderon has a sister residing in
}0‘ Reynosa, Texas, married to an American of
7 Mexican descent. If (CIA asset) can further
“w identify the sister, our domestic exploita-
\/fg: tion section might be in a position to follow

X 77  up on this lead...Please levy the requirement
on (CIA asset) at the next opportunity.
(HMMW/1935, Sept. 1, 1963)
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An earlier CIA dispatch from the CIA Chief of
Station in Mexico City to the Chief of the CIA's Western
Hemisphere Division records that:

Wilfredo of the Cuban Consulate, Tampico,
reported that Luisa Calderon has a sister
residing in Reynosa, Texas...Luisa may go
up to the border to visit her sister soon—--
or her mother may make the trip--details
not clear. (HMMA 21849, July 31, 1965)

At the very least, the above dispatche&§ evidenceék
an interest_in Calderon's activities and £hOSe of her
family. Whether this interest took the form of a claﬁ-
destine-agent relationship is not revealed by Calderon's
201 file. | |

The Committee has queried the author of the above-
cited dispatch requesting that'Calderoh;s sister be con-
tacted by the CIA's "domestic exploitation section;l:T\

SUPRBUUUIE e

~ David Ronis, the—dispatoir s—=uothor, was a member

of the CIA's Special Affairs staff at the time he wrote
the dispatch. He worked principally at CIA headquarters
and was @nﬁn responsible for recruitment and handling
of agents for collection?igéelligence'data;' Mr. Ronis,
when interviewed by this Committee, stated that part of

t his responsibilitvaas to scour the Westein Hemisphere
division for operational leads related to the work of
the Special Affairs staff. Ronis recalled that he normally

would send requests to CIA field stations for information

or leads on various persons. [-A@gEEes he would receive no
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response to these'requesti;/ It was Ronis' recollection

" that the above-cited domestic exploitation section was
a task force within the Special Affairs Staff. He also

stated that in 1963 the CIA's Domestic Contacts Division

might have been requested to locate Luisa Calderon's sié~
ter. Ronis toid the Commﬁfee that he had no recollection
of recruitiﬁg any person associated with the Cuban Intel-
ligence Service. He dld recall that he had recrulted

women to perform tasks for the Agency. However, he did

not recall ever recruiting any employees of the Cubah
Embassy/Consulate in Mexico City. Finally, Mr. Ronié_
stated that he had no recollection that Luisa Calderon
was associated with the CIA. (HSCA Staff Interview August
31, 1978)

Various present and former CIA representatives

m} . were queried whether Luisa Calderon had ever been asso-
Fy) ~ ciated with the CIA. The uniform answer was that no one
recalled such an association. (Cites: Helms, Hearing, August
- ' ' bartge Sl
df}’ 9, 1978, p. 136; Rocca, Dep. p.148, July 17, 1978; Sesesen,

Interview of August , Piccolo, Interview of )
c.,J Aero—

U" Thus, the Agency}flle and the testlmony of former
YX: CIa enployees reveaE?ﬁo connectlon'ﬁ? Calderon-cg'the
CIA. Yet, as 1nd1cated earlier, this flle 1ncomplete
: ! &bsﬁ,’e‘@’f@ﬂm ‘ no] 'Fw‘lffagﬁ

the most glarlngom1551on belng£fﬁ“> PR » Catdorow's

kﬂﬁ{ﬁryptlc remarks following the assassination of President

Kennedy.
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, AZEMUG/1
P feopely

B cited with Eggiééjto Luisa Calderon, a defec-

tor from the Cuban Intelligence Services provided the

CIA with significant information about Lee Harvey Oswald's

éontacts with the DGI in Mexigo City. This defector

was assigned the CIA cryptonym AMMUG-1 (A-1 hereinafter).*
}CIA files reveal that A-1 defected from the DGI

on April 21, 1964 in Halifax, Nova Scotia, Canada. When

he defeéted; A-1 possessed a number of DGI documéhts which

were subsequently turned over to the CIA. (CTTA IN 68894,

24 April 64) Following his defection, a CIA officer,

Joseph H. Langosch, went to Canada to meet A-1, debrief

him, and arrange for A-1l's travel into the United States.

} (See supré cite.) On May 1, 1964, 22 reels of Langégéh's

debriefing of A-1 were forwarded to the Chief of the CIA's

Special Affairs Staff from the Chief of Station in Ottawa,
Canada. Effective on'May 1, A-1 was'under contract with
the CIA for operational purposes. (Contract Approving Of-
ficer memo, 6 May @4) By June 23, 1964, Lanéosch was
convinced that A-1 would béﬂof great wvalue éo the Agency.
‘He stated:

There is no question in my mind that K AMMUG-1

*It is now known that A-1 did provide significant leads to

the CIA regarding Luisa Calderon. It is further apparent

that little of this information was made available by the

CIA to the Warren Commission. Therefore, the possibility

exists that A-1 had provided other information to the CIA s
that was relevant to the Warren Commission's work bwt~that whteh
was not properly reported to the Commission. :




is a bona fide defector or that he has
furnished us with accurate and valuable
information concerning Cuban intelligence
operations, staffers, and agents. (Langosch
memo to Director of Security, 23 June 1964)

As an officer of the DGI, A-1 from August of 1963

until his defection was assigned to the DGI's Illegal
u‘q/&“ .
Section B (OTTA IN 68894 24 April 64). Phis—section.

was responsibile for training agents for assignment in
Latin America. His specific responsibility pertained to
handling of agent operations in El. Salvador. (Peréonal
Record Questionnaire 4 Juﬁe 1964; Otta In.68894 24 April

64) |
; denkiGed Socube CHA
A-1 knew—who—were the Cubanfzhtelligence officers

assigned to Mexico City. 1In thlS regaxd he 1nt1ally

,,,_\‘,»

osartE T Naﬂﬂ“
1dent1fleiAlfre&3M;;abaf Maiggiﬁxiqgﬁané Rogel;owRodrlguez
and th#MQBHMerc1al q;tache as DGI off;gefs posted at the
Cubanfggg. ¢"in Mexico City. (supra) Langosch described
A-1's knowledge of DGI. operations in Mexico as follows:

In Mexico City, he knows who the intelligence
people are. One is the Cuban Consul Alfredo
Mirabal. He is called the Chief of the Centre.
That is his title but he is actually the
intelligence chief, or at least he was until

the 16th of April at which time a replacement

was sent to Mexico to take over. This fellow's
name is Manuel Vega. The source says that the
Commercial attache whose name is Ricardo Tapia

or Concepcion (he is not sure which is an intel- .
ligence officer) and another one is Rogelio.

(I might - say that some of these names are familiar
to me.) (p. 5 or reel 4, 23 April 1964, debrief-
ing of A-1, 30 April 64) :




Y
T' is a debrleflng report of A-1 entitled “The Oswald Case.
(Dispatch UFGW-5035, 23 March 1965) On March 23, 1965, a

CIA dispatch records the transmittal of the report, along

with eleven other A-1 debriefing reports. (Cite supra;)
Next to the listing of the "Oswald case" debriefing report

is the handwritten ﬁ&ation "SI." A CIA employee who has
' “hﬂtka.canﬂ"'+&ﬁ
worked extensively with the Agency files system
okt ot T eak v % A rwbkafAar jenorn e
- this notation 4% s&and-fer the CIA component* Special In-

: Fﬁh .~ telligence. {kﬁeZ:EEg7fEprgEEE;atfqgg:be&iéfeéythgzgéiéL

LS

/b/“ Other CIA representatives belie?ed_the notation was a re-

{:Aé] ference to the Counterintelligence component CI/SIG. In
fﬂhfﬂyj a CIA mermorandum dated =, it (e stated

Vet Quote Barbara's memo.

kif’ The Agency'has been unable to locate this document
and therefore the Committee cannot paés judgement upon the
substance of the missing materials.

The Committee has queried A-~1's case ofricerSregarding
additional information that A-1 may have supplied f“lya'-
v Oswald. Joseph Lanogsch when interviewed by the_Committee
stated that (HSCA staff interview Joseph LangosCh,_August.
21, 1978) he did not have contact with the Warren Commissioﬁ

H and does not know what information derived from A-1l's de-

"b.b“‘-d

\\\ brleflngs was supplled to the Warren Comm1551on (Clte also

TR R et oo

R aar S N ANT T PR

Hidalgo and Plccolo ) He also stated that he does not
T gt YT AN o
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recall that{##®g provided any other 1nformatlo Oswald‘ s oS
N a 30y
g N""é‘ ¢
contact w1th the DGI other than. thévmemoranda 4
REAA g W
henemnr-(?lte interview.)

In a furtl')er effort to clarify the substance of informa-
H—-
tion that -B-RkdeE prov1ded to the CIA regardlng Oswald, the

w Committee has attempted to locate ﬁ&b/e The CIA has also.

e
¥/

______ [L’th“j but has been unable to determine his present whereabouts. -

attempted to locate.AMMBé (give date of separation from CIA)

A=1

/l/‘/ J,A- Thus, ‘gaps do eXJ.st regardlng information M&MBG -may _
&M . tj

%Lw have supplled the CIA & _ W”“—”ggt_émthe basis of | CD\,.‘\JK

e hbe's 4 em————

the™written Wy, excepttb?@h.' the Caldero

TSI PR 5t BT e s A L AT A el 'vu-«z-ﬂ'd

Ny ({ ' :
episodel, provided the Warren ormation;
- _ - , !
investigative significance.%ZA broader gquestion remains

however. The Agency as noted earller did not reveal to

the Warren Commission that A~1 was present in the Washington,
D.C. area and,under controlled conditions ,accessible to the
/ Le 'f‘l
_— Sjvirydur Considend.on
Commission. Ewxen—eepsidering. the CIA's serious concern
for protecting its sources, the fact that A-1's status was
4~M' R ;

not disclosed ég;eeéesed~the Warren Commission from exercising
Q} a possible option, i.e. to take the sworn testimony of A-1

as it concerned Oswald and the Kennedy assassination. On

SS(‘b 15'.7 s Q“qfasfﬂﬁ

%}/ Jg/n‘ this issue, as the written record tends to show, the Agency
\Y/ yfunllaterally rejected theF _ optlon. ‘

PPN

td--not™ fa&iir*:m ~R=1E T éa‘s“é “tHe

g
: ish¥ng-bera-. s it itH ‘Nw
°<y ¢ 5 = WA v I b
I $Q S 4"
r} .ﬂ light of the establishment of A-1's bone fidzt“

éf ite Langosch's quote supora), his proven rellablllty and

jﬁ v hgs depth of knowledge of Cuban :Lnt{ieéllgcince\L ctivities, ¥A.
;én ,‘,qu i'&ﬁ R, (oS ALt Na ol 3e

m« Zx Whe vy lenadT, MAVJO on"-’ ’7"7&};}:4&'.};?:"50?? -

UIJ
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- Mr. Rocca, as the day to day CIA working level
contact with the Warren Commission stated that on the

average it took less than one week for the CIA to transmit

a\fmﬁ"'fuouj
its information to the Warren Commission, after such in-/ +
formation had been processed by the Agency. (Rocca dep. /;““*“—“"'W;h
' (ro 4
pp.66-67) (Add the opinion of WC staffers.) Y eeese
_ od+irmdd ‘ %Qﬁviﬂa ~
However, TR TR & < | m_ 4 - - -
PR ey S AR p 202D
Cork ; : ~4
PV/ ~SESEI the CIA's sens‘t1ve4 sources and methods, caused ﬂc{wuﬁ
: - i A Pl

the Warren Commission to experience greater difficulty

. C/A 7
o . . releva . = . ’
in getting = information than when the :protection of rmontén

-7
such sources and methods was not at issue. J. Lee Rankin jp.se-- af
o n et e
expressed the opinion that the Agency's wzNE=mmyg to pro- ORI
tect its sensitive sources and methods did e o L
%v‘n , 7
wn 2ffect emgmm the quality of the information to iEzsesr i:‘:c
‘the Warren Commission and i en access. -’;:J:"",r
iy SR ety e
(Rankin at p.23) Js _ o™ |
faa) m \/-‘l. N— ‘ DR 2 cvamer .:«f—v{)‘ 1"\ ho‘*f‘of'l ™m g+
Agency wombdmmEi: unilateral decisions esemtsithisscmeisieeeser] c—
eSS e c/A b ..
ERwwr g nateriald jgmashe &the Commission. (Scekso dep.

op e
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"
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p.158)
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rounding®™photograph now referred to as that
of the "Mexico City Mystery Man"
Each of these concerns will be examined &me

i\erein.

The CIA's concern for revealing the existence -of

sensitive technical operations, as outlined above, was
[ ]
. [A) . ..
evident from the &ceptlon of the Warren Commission.
Mr. Scelso commented that "we were not authorized at first
to reveal all our technical operations.”" (Scelso dep.

i
p.158) Scelso further testified:

? We were going to give them intelligence re-
v ports which derived from all our sources, in-
YIAJ N cluding technical sources, including the tele-
phone intercept and the information gotten
\5 .y> from the interrogation of Silvia Duran, for
d§ example, which corresponded almost exactly
j{ ,~ with the information from the telephone inter-
> cepts. (Ext to Scelso quote, all of p.5)

W Mr. Scelso's characterization is supported by
examination of the background to the first major CIA

report furnished the Warren Commission rggarding Lee Harvey

' 2t dan memo :

Oswald's trip to Mexico City. ¢(Cite.) Much of the informa-
tion provided to the Warren Commission in this report was
based upon sensitive sources and methods, identification

of which had. been deleted completely from the report.

A
Thé%éolicy

ledge of CIA sources and methods was articulated as early

limiting Warren Commission know-

as December 20, 1963, at which time a cable was sent from
CIA headquarters to the Mexico City Station which stated:

Our present plan in passing information to the
Warren Commission is to eliminate mention of tele-
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phone taps, in order to protect your contin-
uing 6p33 . Will rely instead on statements
of Silvia Duran and on contents of Soviet
Consular file which Soviets gave ODACID

(CIA cable DIR 97829 FOlA 498-204, 29Janl964)

5

The basic policy articulated in the December 20,

1963 cable is also set forth in a CIA memorandum of
December 17, 1963. In that memorandum, Bir¢h O'Neal
& peci TavestigeX lons Groap”
of the CIA Counterintelligence/Staff-wrote that he had
been advised by Sam Papich, FBI liaison mem to the CIA,
that the FBI was anticipating a request ftom the Warren
Commission for copies of the FBI's materials which sup-
ported or complimented the FBI's five volume report of
. ‘j—L.J\ (S [.u,uf-
Decmeber 9, 1963/Submitted to the Warren Commission.
Papich provided O'Neal with this report which indicated
that some United States Agency was tapping telephones
LWJ o /‘-M L‘VIM
in Mexico, Papieh—gueried©'"Neat whether the FBI could
wex

supply the Warren Commission withfsource of the telephone

taps. (The FBI had knowledge of CIA's telephone surveil-

lance operations in Mexico City, see CIA gab;—3/779/510)
s OJ :

O'Neal's memorandum ngnmﬂﬂﬁlthat he discussed this matter

with Scelso,who/in turn, afte§.§ discu§§iggwyith Helms,

was directed by Helms to prepare CIA material %i_EE:§EEEE§:::>
// TTT—

to the Warren Commission.f O'Neal wrote:

) { He (Scelso) was quite sure it was not the
ol Agency's desire to make available to the Com-
ﬁyj mission at least .in this manner--via the FBI-
UNJ, sensitive information which could relate to
2 J} telephone taps (Birch 0'Neal, Memo for File,
- ? 20 Dec 63, Subj: Lee Harvey Oswald)
W ,
bs o
N X 2
4_\../- o~ ,‘SJW
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el oo et loe 1n abe cm vl 4
the—form—of—this—presentation R HomanceEesENEs Dro-
" _
tect the CIA's Mexico City Station's sources and techniques.

(CIA Cable Dir. 90466, FOIA 420-757, 20 Dec 63)

| chl.&JQ”° ’ /Qﬁféﬁiﬁb“-cjzzﬂbd‘

Iv.

X A VV}

Telephone Taps and Photo Surveillance

Mr. Helms offered testimony regarding the CIA's
reticence to inform the Warren Commission, at least during
o F e Commi $§ pon's wSIAK / »
the initial stage of the CIA's telephonic and photo sur-

veillance operations in Mexico City:«g-

The reason for the sensitivity of these tele-

phone taps and surveillance was not only be-

cause it was sensitive from the Agency's

standpoint, but the telephone_taps were run- _;

ning in conjunction with‘theﬂﬁgxican authori—grt .
-tie§gand therefore, if this had become public
knoWledge, it would have caused very bad feel-

ings between Mexico and the United States,

and that was the reason. (Helms Exec Session

he aring ’ pp . 5 l_ 5 2 ’ g iz e g s oot s L e o

Q&V . v Nevertheless, the CIA had provided information to
£
4 g
,4Q1X the FBI regarding the Mexico City surveillance operations
¢ :
} prior to the assassination*agci‘du;ing the post-assassination
= 45 9 cs.'cl 37'777/5‘16 ’//_*’/‘?‘/ F*(".‘N(VNN
\QJ\J‘ pPeriod e SrpuE®) .  IeesvpssDezs, oS

X " .
}\ of November 28, 1963 the White House, through information

made available by DCI McCone to National Security Council?®
hod baon meada

Director McGeorge Bundy, " aware that the CIA had tele-

phone taps in operation against the Cuban and Soviet Em-

bassy/Consulatesand that through these taps Oswald's pre-

sence in Mexico City prior to the assassination had been

orroborated. {(‘, | Jﬁ Me Cong (i Lows Yo e Eeo '3?%6'*“‘:4;&

-

[
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L&nulAhnﬁww?Q?
The CIA's wasosxwsmg to inform the Warren Commission A

of the above-described surveillance operations

Svestigationith-

Wlsfis—a—source

Hglrdy

ofconcern to t is Committee. It is indicative of an’ i

pe “‘“‘1 865 LmeatEE oo 1mate bar 4 ke ot S
tudaamW“S‘pﬁ!‘!‘:to B e . -~

Vi  GIA Lel+ ung.m’(ﬁl"fﬁb,Q
substance wimetamTSETISmee information EREN prov1ded0

the Warren Commission. (See Scelso deBTT This process
might well have hampered the Commission's ability to pro-

ceed in its investigation with all the facts before it,
o 1 *fk?hfa b . ot .
tLue_opefatrcng’f_‘fﬁ“CBﬁﬁt351on.Z”Q'Zg Las %p é; T
I'C L./C (v~ /V“"va-(/(/“f -y : .
As noted previously, on January 31, 1964, the CIA comp by
/'w',/‘/"»/ﬂl—«.

provided the Warren Commission with a memorandum that P
ALLS 24,

chronicled Lee Harvey Oswald's Mexico City visitf during /% <#0

‘in M '
‘ September 26, 1963 - October 3, 1963. That memorandum "
Avd ) + hoX . ) /
wede nol/mention wteSwkersrinTeEmmiemy Oswald's various conver- /MC
R , . T
sations with the Cuban and*Sogkti Embassy/ConsulateShad - by
been tapped and subsequently transcribed. Furthermore, e bﬂ
drd . e
\ that memorandum seass nd’ ention exEsRtapstwe® that the CIA ,'b
had tapped and transcribed conversations between Cuban Ab%
T fovEs
Embassy employee Sylvia Duran and Soviet officials at g A{?(Jd
#“ b S
the Soviet Embassy/Consulate nor was mention made of the i~
. . VJ(..-
conversations between Cuban President Dorticos and Cuban B
- 3
 Arme$ | | io -
Ambassador to Mexico which the CIA had also tapped and Lin
P

transcribed.
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- On February 1, 1964 ,Helms appeared before the
Commission (see above) and likely discussed the memoran-
dum of January 3/ , 1964. On Feburary 10, 1964, J. Lee
Rankin wrote Helms in regard to the CIA memorandum of
January 31. A review of gankin's letter indicates that

Ars writing

alimuhaaad aS Of wegsississsssissiewse, the Warren Commission
had no substantive knowledge of the telephonécsurveillance
operation or the production i.e., the tapes and trans-
cripts, from that operation. Rankin inquired in thé Feb-
ruary 10, 1964 f2tter yhether Oswald's direct communica—
tion with employees of the Soviet Embassy (as stated in
#1;___~. of the January 31 memorandum) had been facilitated
by télephone or interview. Manifestly, if the Warren Com-
mission had been informed of the telephong surveillance
operation and its success in tapping Oswald this inquiry
by Rankin would not have been made. 6;993\ &QVé;LjP.

Raymond Rocca's testimony teﬁds to support this
conclusion. It was Rocca's recollection that between
the time period of January 1964 - April 1964, Warren Com-

mission's representatives had visited the CIA's headgquar-

" ters in Langley,; Virginia and had been shown various trans-

cripts resulting from the CIA's telephoné&c surveillance
operations in Mexico City. (Rocca dep. p.89) However,

Mr. Rocca did not personally make this material available
to Commission representatives and was not able to state
under oath precisely the point in time at which the Warren

4

. st
Commission &Eé;ned of these operations.

T
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On February 19, 1964 the CIA responded to Rankin"s
inquiry of February 10. The Agency response did indi-
cate that Oswald had phoned the Soviet Consulate and was

also interviewed at the Consulate. However, the Agency &id {

r\c‘ \\}-

not revealé/}the source of this information in its response

to the Commissiorffpr indicate/that it would be revealed

by other means (e.g. by oral briefing).

L‘_ %(,/&FL*‘L&
" e

9 ] ., - : .
He 7 b o AL e -
T, Tt - (‘Aodu‘\}' [ “ «“ % F= L

During the period of March - April 1964, David
Slawson drafted a séries _of memoranda which among other
issues concerned Warren Commission knowledge of and acﬂcessr
to the production material derived ffom the CIA telephong'c

surveillance operations in Mexico City. A review of

these memoranda tend to support the Committee's belief — (/JL7
———r .

. . ﬁcc"m;)‘\
that the Warren Commission, through Mssrs. Slawson, Coleman, W,
and Willens did not obtain access to CIA telephone surveil- uﬂ‘

lance materials until April 9, 1964. At that time, Coleman, A
£lwson and Willens met with Win Scott, the CIA's Chief W'“‘j'
of Station in Mexico C:Lty/m) provided them with various
transcripts and translations derived from CIA telephone

taps of the Cuban and Soviet Embassy/Consulates. (Slawson

memorandum of.April 22, 1964, subject: r)

Rpri .
. -, Frior to m it appears doubtful

that the Commission had been given even partial access

to the referenced material. Nevertheless, by March 12,
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1964, the record indicates that the Warren Commission

had at least become aware that the CIA did maintain
telephondt surveillance of the Cuban Embassy/Consulate.
(Slawson memorandum, March 12, 1964, Subj: meeting with

CIA representatives). Slawson's memorandum reveals
~bip?® the Warren Commission had learned that CIA e ipememy
possess!dt_transcripts of conversations between the Cuban
Ambassador to Mexico, Armas, and the Cuban President Dorticos.

Porticos - Armag
Thom® conversations, requested by the Warren Commission

representatives at a meeting with CIA officials, including

Richard Helms, isceemmeep concerned Silvia

Du{ﬁb's arrest and interrogation by the Mexican Federal
MmO o

Police (cite?). < ENENIET®y lHelms responded to the Com-

sttty
mission's request for access, girsichswems® that he would

attempt to arrange for the Warren Commission?representativeg*
review @ this material. (Slawson memo, March 12, 1964)

It shouldpe noted that the records reviewed do not
reveal the manner in which the Commission learned of the
Dorticos-Armas intercepts.- As detailed above, both the FBI
and White House (through McGeorge Bundy) were aware of the
CIA's telephonié surveillance activities in Mexico City.
(CE%ggﬁ_One or the other could well have provided the War-
ren Commission with this information. Nevertheless, Ray-
mond Roqas' testimony as cited herein (Rocca dep. )
lends some support to the position that the Commission had
been informed of the Dorticos-Armas conversations through

the CIA's initiative.

ey
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Another Slawson memorandum, dated March 25, 1964

concerned Oswald's trip to Mexico. Slawson therein stated

; »nCelnirg
that the tentative conclusions -:;-ut-u-g-eg-Oswald's

Mexico trip,(that he had reache¢ were derived from CIA

memorandag of January 31, 1964 and February 19, 1964,
andlin additiox} a Mexican federal police summary SXZwof
interrogations conducted shortly after the assassination
with certain Cuban Embassy employees. Slawson wrote:

A large part of it (the summary report) is

simply a summation of what the Mexican police
learned en they interrogated Mrs. Silvia

Duran, D an employee of the Cuban Consulate

in Mexico City, and is therefore only as accu-

rate as Mrs. Duran's testimony to the police.

These comments indicate that Seﬁbson placed limited
reliance upon the Mexican police summary. Moreover, there
is no indication that quason had been provided the Duran
telephon#t intercept transcripts. In fact, by virtue of
Slawson's comments conerning the Mq&ﬁ%an police report,

it would appear that the Warren Commission,as of March 2?,

/

had been provided little sgbstantive information pertaining
to Sylvia Duran. aﬁ th .t 23

The Committee's belief that Slawéon had not been
given access to the Duran transcripts is further supported
by reference to his memorandum of March 27, 1964 (Cite)
wherein he states his conclusion that Oswald had visited
the Cuban Embassy on three occasions. This conclusion

Wwere wes
he visiseeeiss based upon an analysis of Sylvia Duran's testi-

! his mamecandu booars
mony before the Mexican pollce. no
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indication that he haé reviewe.d any of the Duran
transcripts. Furthermore, @ had¥been given access
to these transcripts, certainly their substance would have
been incorporated into his analysis and accordingly noted

for this purpose. His analysis Gdould haver reflected

rhe fact of thiibrev1e ither by its corroboration or
ove -f?:FJNSQ‘*Fﬂ;
‘nk'f‘t ’cr1t1c1sm of the Mexican police summary report. 9

states that

"tlgalte

T g
-

X fﬁad‘not been n
\} @SSMS:N\ ru?ecj‘/- 72
S.

a®5ess to the Duran transc he Commission had begn/ Ly

SR,

forced to rely upon the two memoranda that dld m%%’

» usptE Lo,

reference to the surveillance operations,and SUMMAYr y. po-

lice report. Thus, the Agency had been successful for

over three months in not exposing the surveillance opera-
tions to the review of the concerned Warren Commission

staff members. As was stated in thé CIA cable of Decem-

A S e e ™ o b A < . 1
MR e et e

ber 20, 1964 to its Mexico City Station:

Our present plan in~"passing information to
the Warren Commission is to eliminate mention
of telephone taps, in order to protect your
continuing operations. Will rely instead

on statements of Silvia Duran and on contents
of Soviet consular file which Soviets gave
-ODACID here.

(CIA cable, DIR 90466, FOIA 420-757, Dec. 20,
1964 CIA p.2144)

~ryreepEL S e T
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_ ’ 4 .
times. He statedgthat this cdnclu”}tngwas based upon his
. / '“’:”:, - ,_.,gf‘fﬁ &
review of Silyg#a Duran's tes‘f”quﬁto;-he Mexican poftege.
(Slawson mepfOorandum, Marchf27; 19644 CIA p. 1$72) Howejer,
: L g - 9
S N , . .
hat h%s,‘onclusio;ﬁ were alsqgfdrawn

<3

4

Slawson gbes not stataf

7 #t the prgfiuction fy#n the Mexjo city
by Fawson does—f¥ndicate,

: £ e R iARS fe P RIEN
‘regardingQswald's

from regfiew of ;

statidgh surnfeill}fnce operaftoids

0

howeveg, th-:”ﬂ&sﬁfgesoning ;'—ﬁ,>'

Wie

Cuggnwﬁﬁngsy.%ﬁLogically, access to the

visit tosfﬁg
s
telephonic surveillance production would have clarified some
ambiguities. For example, on September 27, at 4:05 p.m.
, \#5 Silvia Duran telephoned the Soviet Embassy,and stated
“ \ﬁ}X}“ that an American was presently at the Cuban Embassyg're?
- nyfr quesﬁing an in-transit visit to Cuba. This American was [(<¥*
| vff determined by CIA analysts to be Oswald. Again on Septem-
% v \l} Q‘M ber 28, at 11:51 a.m. Duran telephoned the Soviet Consulate

o ‘I v
B} . Lo 14
\\X stating that an American, f{dentified by CIA analysts as

Oswald #p at the Cuban Embassy.

definitively established that Oswald had
visited the Cuban Embassy-en-at—least—two occasions.

Moxeover, the specific dateSand exact—times-of-his—presence
ine$iELihﬂRuLJﬁmiassyiggEEZE%ab&ished~as~the-result_o£”th§“

! tetephonic—surveillanee. Had this iﬁformation been made
available to Slawson, his calcuations of Oswald's activities

in Mexico City would have been more firmly established

than they were as of March 27, 1964. These—transexripts
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& ission

L}
fﬁréﬁﬁ+1‘$xaa&tion.bat—ae—%he—record—indicates—theyzwere

|

naot then-made—available.

The record supports the Committee's finding that
as of April 2, 1964 the Warren Commission had still not

M\VJ}J} been given access to the above-referenced series of tele-

Vnd
AL
4 )fand Slawson, the S

Lf”J} two requests for information from the Agencys (Ambassador

(ﬁiHy%’5%4J~sln w fete

1) What is the information source referred to in

phongc intercepts. 1In a mf}norandum of that date by Coleman

ong question to the CIA and

Uﬂ the November 28 telegram that Oswald intended

H —ph
to settle down in Odessa; -

MO
_ff dﬁ' © 2) We would like to see copies of the transcripts
KX |

of the intercepts, translated if possible, in
' <

all cases where the intercepts wmsim to the

assassination or related subjects;

3) We would especially like to see the intercept

0 in which the allégation that money was passed
o
J ) at ban Emhassy is discussed ’
Vala oy _CriemTyI—=
1 N7 The question y posed in the above-referenced
\ .
~Ae v emorandum of April 2 concerns the CIA telephonéc intercept
r

\f)\y} of September 27, 1963 at 10:37 a.m. (Slawson mémo,'April

{/J) 22, 1964, CIA p. 3223). ecessarily,)if Slawson @M*‘T
(‘P n,mz—}. f‘(wil‘f R

the source of the information, he had not been

2

ann file memo April 2, 1964, CIA p. 1975) (my notes?) C"QMG-I\c\M
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concerning the assassinagion (as;

WS T e

glmﬁﬁ‘waﬁ R Eonuiriectmaterials.

<

Theequest,ELtem number three of the above

listinéz reveals that the intercept of the Dorticos-Arman
conversation of November 22, 1964, ih which the passing

of monies @& discussed ha& not as of Aprii 2 been provided

to the Commission. The Commission had specifically requested
the Dorticos-Armas transcripts. dﬁt'the March 12, 1964

meeting between Commission representatives and Agency re-

%‘M«DE
presentativesas (Cite.) *li%isg

. apﬂbzmﬁrwbj
On April 3, 1964, Coleman and Slawson;a:tieﬁ&ateﬁ
their concern for receiving complete access to all materials
relevant to Oswald's Mexico City trip: Theywrote:-
The most probable final result of the entire
investigation of Oéwaldls activities in Mexico is
a conclusion that he went there for the purpose

of trying to reach Cuba and that no bribes, con-

spiracies, etc. took place.




Upon the group's arrival in Mexico City, they were met

by U.S. Ambassador Freeman, Claire Boonstra of the State

Department, Clarke Anderson of the FBI, and Winston Scott of
the CIA.

That same day during a meeting. between the Commission

~

representatives and Win Scott, Scott made available to the

group actual transcripts of the telephoné&surveillance
Gl ihpmpini A ikl v leganty Fyrm Fapogs

operations and& English translations éf the §é§§;> In addition,

he provided the group with reels of photographs for the

time period covered by Oswald's visit that had resulted from
photosurveillance of the Cuban and Soviet Embassy entrances$S
David Slawson wrote: |

"...Mr. Scott stated at the beginning of his narrative
that he intended to make a complete disclosure of all
facts, including the sources of his information, and
that he understood that all three of us had been cleared
for TOP SECRET and that we would not disclose beyond

the confines of the Commission and its immediate staff
the information we obtained through him without first
clearing it with his superiors in Washington. We

agreed to this." (Slawson memo, April 22, 1964, p. 22)

Mr. Scott described to the Commission representatives
the CIA's course of action immediately following the assassination,
i maediakely '
Scott indicatéﬁ that his staff oowsssowesstwt began to compile
dossiers on Oswald, Duran, and everyone else throughout Mexico
whom the CIA knew had had some contact with Oswald (p.22).

Scott revealed all known Cuban and Russian intelligence agents

v , .
lﬁad immediately been put under surveillance following the

-.\ . e .
R ¥}J assassination.
R S . . |
' %ﬁ?)ky'particularly'Luis Echevarria, Acting Minister of the

3

n

iaison was set up with Mexican officials,

]



"Scott's narrative plus the material we were shown dis-
closed immediately how incorrect our previous
information had been in Oswald's contacts with the
Soviet and Mexican Embassies. Apparently the
distortions and omissions to which our information had
been subjected had entered some place in Washington,
because the CIA information that we were shown by Scott
was unambiguous on almost all the crucial points. We
had previously planned to show Scott, Slawson's
reconstruction of Oswald's probable activities at the
embassies to get Scott's opinion, but once we saw how
badly distorted our information was we realized that
this would be useless. Therefore, instead, we decided
to take as close note as possible from the original
source materials at some later time during our visit."
(p.24) 7

V(th;s%BJuL@if

'Blawson's memorandum of April 21, 1964 records the results

of the notetaking from original source materials that he did

following Scott's disclosures. These notes déar*exclusively

+o

with the telephonic interceptspertaining @&, respectivelyy the
Duran and Oswald conversations*soﬁf&'?emu\-.SQ"‘O"-’&7-0‘:"/)‘qa‘sn

It is evident from Slawson's record that the Agency's

denial of original source materials, in this case the telephonic

surveillance intercepts, seriously impaired the Commission's

acuumkdqrtaéﬂuu~ :
ability to draw“bonclusioggjregarding Oswald's sojourn in Mexico

City ’ SORL e s B TR e A e n ~.-3_-_~, ~re =3 * ___ : I t meant that as

e

\%Mfmrﬂg—;ar_-;e-:v

of April 10, 1964, nearingﬁéhe.ﬁélfway point 6f the Warren
Commission investigat;on, the Commission was forced to retrace
the factual path by which it had structured Oswald's activities
in Mexico City. It furthér revealed that the Agency had
provided ambiguous information to the Commission when, in fact
"on almost all the crucial points" significantly more precise

coutd have hoon madse

materials e available for analysis by the Commission.

sy
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survellones VWUJ,,“N“* e  Ls 4~“ Z"\L""(’“‘“e
Thus, the AgencCy's early policy of not providing. the CommlsSLOn

with % vitally relevant information derived from certain

sensitive sources and methods had seriously undermined the

investigation and possibly foreclosed lines of investigationﬁx
’ 3

that might have been more seriously considered had this _.

. o 4. . A ., [
material been expeditiously provided; (e.g., Cuban involvement:N
’ . s
— ./441-"4/‘\ et é{.&/é’w\ (o v e arhion . i = .

,,ét e A lr oLorol>
VI. Mexico City Mystery Man ‘

On November 23, 1963, Marguerite Oswald was shown by
FBI Special Agent Odum a photograph of a man bearing no
physical resemblance to her sonfgw Tﬂgﬁ photogréph had been
supplied to the FBI on November 22 by the CIA's Mexico City
Station after Agency representatives had searched their files

£
in an effort to locate information on Oswald. This photograph

was one in a series

had been linked by the Mexico City Statio ﬂfior to the
Lo

Lee Harvey Oswald.. Richard Helms, in a sworn

o

assa551natlou,;

affidavit before the Warren Commission, stated that the
photograph shown.to Marguerite Oswald had been taken on October 4,
1963 in Mexico City and mistakenly linked at that tihe to |
Oswald.<ur(&|4ﬂkﬁltb£€i”hﬁ-e§ MAWC-&)

On February 10, 1964, Marguerite Oswald testified before
the Warren Commission and recounted the circumstances under
which she was shown the photograph. Mrs. Oswald testified that

wWeRL T
she believed this photograph to have been of Jack Ruby. (p. 153)



‘rk Thiéeafter, on February 12, 1964, J. Lee Rankin wrote
omas Kourramesmnes  Acs,stnnt PP vatty SodC
t0 HTSRACPTRRDUIEE | -i-i-i-----tfﬂ%egard:ng the A
A rub'\oc&\ (Kt beugsdotnain:

this photograph”by the

e P (17 )

Rank

:wﬁq;/ége identity of the individua

)
'<:§§§£§ted in the photograph %£:;;;;;iﬁfergg;ion—w=z=r§VEII35I€.

On that same-day, in a separate letter to DCI McCone,,

§}Rankin wrote that the Commission had been informed by the Secret

4<:;7n4¢ ove )

' ;y Servicea~ thaq{EEe CIA had disseminated”several reports or
X’wy\Y

communications concerning the assassination to the Secret

w& Servrge B T L ML, L ML ¥ -
Q’y'g Jk}ﬁ w Lo
n v’;, ,,Jreports and other materials. “‘hree a._.- cables tisoywong:

f’,ff:“‘ ‘q(‘ttb\r\&“ql&ﬁ.f\.ﬂ;tﬂf

Coce Rank a requested copies of these

concerned wanpie® the photograph of the individual
b P MLaice oty Swnna(.\;
Q2 fxzepsiomen Oswald anQi:Ebsequently shown to Oswald's mother., ., _
wild ol fv/""“‘v“-’f‘\"*u/‘ L
1—
R M e i A_:-.-AM;'.'-<‘>‘ ——— H el ot - i el s Bt o ,.7._1" J 'é‘/"‘

5, 4&mong the materials

W R bg fucfm
) disseminated®to the Secret Service was a November 26

Lol
R y} qﬁX dissemination (DIR85177), o

, o +icos
u)y:} thewbeeret-Serviee. That cable concerned the Doriesss-Armas

& conversations and disclosed the existence of CIA telephonic

Gﬁéﬂﬂ\ surveillance operations in Mexico Citykat the time of the
n

r - | assassination and Oswald's earlier visit.
John Scelso testified regarding the circumstances
surrounding the eventual explanation given to the Commission

of the origin of the photograph in question. Scelso stated:
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"We did not initially disclose to the Warren

Commission all of our technical operations. In other
words, we did not initially disclose to them that we
had photosurveillance because the November photo we had
(of MMM) was not of Oswald. Therefore it did not mean
anything, you see?"

Mr. Goldsmith: ...So the Agency was making a unilateral
decision that this was not relevant to the Warren
Commission.

Scelso: Right, we were not authorized, at first, to reveal
all our technical operations. -

(Scelso deposition, 150)
T F@bruwﬂy/aq'ﬂﬁ‘*
- the Warren

MA unlﬁr\.amn;/., Myavxw
SRR, USRI O REo® access to

' asourv ot & onctin e Ytee C/ .
telephonic surveillance productlon’(gg_afggggéed in the . 4
Sini1arlyy g tasare wrelem il 0

preceding section), the -iwxss® of the photosurveillance operations,
- ¢4, MA. L af prem umm;«sm- hacd, frrgis rn ¢ oot

al$e . . .
SR to cause concern within

Commission

the Agency.

On March 5, 1967, Raymond Rocca wrote in aﬁ internal
memorandum to Richard Helms that "we have a problem here for
your determinatioh." Rocca outline4<Angleton's desire not to
respond directly to ﬁankin*s request of February 12 regarding
CIA material forwarded to the Secret Service since Novemler 23,
1964. Rocca thén stated:

/’"Unless you feel otherwise, Jim would prefer
\j“ uy« ull to wait out the Commission on the matter covered by
\»paragraph 2 (of the above-referenced February 12
L’ Vy \ letter). 1If they come back on this point he feels
ﬁf that you, or someone from here, should be prepared to
% go over to show the Commission the material rather than
th \ pass them to them in copy. Incidentally, none of these

_' vy \Jy“ items are of new substantive interest. We have either
BT \ﬁg;ﬁ )ﬁ~p¢ssed the material in substance to the Commission in

esponse to earlier levies on the items on the 1tems

refer to aborted leads, for example, the famous Sex
photographs which are not of Oswald..."
\6%ﬁ \\(Rocca memo 5 March 64, FOIA 579-250)

T LRIt cannren i T i
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VIiI. ILuisa Calderon

Approximately five hours after President Kennedy's.

assassination, a Cuban government employee in Mexico City named

"Luisa" received a telephone call from an unidentified man
speaking Spanish. °~ (MEXI 7105, 27 Nov. 63, FOIA 173-615, attach-
ment) This call had been intercepted and recorded by the CIA's
Mexico City Station as the result of its LIENVOY (tel. tap)
operation. (op cit) The Mexico City Station identified the
Luisa of the conversation as Luisa Calderon, who wasrthén
employed in the Commercial Attache's office at the Cuban
Consulate.

During the course of the conversation, the unidentified'
caller asked Luisa if she had heard the latest news. Luisa

replied in a joking tone:

"Yes, of course, I knew almost before Kennedy."

GW:}/ The callerwent on to tell Luisa that the person
mﬁp apprehended for Kennedy's slaying was the "President of one of
the Committees of the Fair Play for Cuba." Luisa replied fhat
she knew this also. Luisaminquired whether‘the person being
held for the killing was a gringo. The unidentified caller
replied, "yes." Luisa told her caller that she had learned
nothing else about the assassination; that she had learned
about the assassination only a little while ago. The

unidentified caller commented:
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We think that if it had been or had
seemed...public or had been one of the
segregationists or against intergration
who had killed Kennedy, then there was,
let's say, the possibility that a sort
of civil war would arise in the United
- States; that contradictions would be
sharpened...who knows h

Luisa responded:

‘Imagine, one two, three and now, that makes
three. (She laughs.) :

Raymond'Rocca, fom

foi mpus e

a 1975 Rockefeller Commission request for information on
a possible Cuban”conspiracy to assassinate President
Kennedy'wrote regarding Calderon's comments:

Latin hyperbole? Boastful ex post facto
suggestion of foreknowledge. This is the
only item in the intercept coverage of the
, Cubans and Soviets after the assassination:
s ‘ that contains the suggestion of foreknow-
o ledge or expectation. (Rocca memo for DC/OPS,
23 May 1975, p. 195)

‘Standing by itself, Luisa Calderon's cryptic com-
ments do not merit serious attention. Her wqrds may  in-
deed indicate}forekhowledggﬂof the assassination but may

'also=cglliiy be intérpreted without such a éinister impli-
cation. Nevertheless, as will be discussed herein, the
Al Committee has determined that Luisa Calderon's case did
merit seriOus attention in the months following the assas-
sination. However} Calderon's comments were not reported

to the Warren Commission, apparently an agency oversight.
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‘calderon's 201 file reveals that she arrived in
Mexico City from Havana on January 16, 1964, carrying
Cuban Passport E/63/7. Her date of birth wés believed

to be 1940 (Dispatch, HMMA2l6l£) Calderon's presence in

Mexico City was first reported by the CIA on July 15,

1963 in a dispatch from the CIA's Miami field office to
the CIA's Mexico City S&&tion and to the Chief of the CIA's
Special Affairs Staff (for Cuban operations). That dis-
patch had attached to it a report.containg biographic data
on personnel then assigned to the Cuban Embassy in Mexico
City. At page three of the attached report Luisa Calderon
wés listed as Secretary of the Cuban Embassy's commercial
office. The notation indicated that a report was pending
on Calderon. The Agency has attempted, withou£ success,

to locate the report.

On September 1, 1963, a dispatch was sent.from
the Chief of the Special Affairs Staff to the Chief of
o 41\&“‘:{
oMé Station in Mexico City (Dispatch HMMW 11935).
Luisa Calderon's association with the Cuban DGI
was first reported by the CIA on May 5, 1964. At thét
time, Harold Swénsdn, Chief of Counterintelligence for the
Special Affairs Staff, recorded the results of his de-
briefing'of the Cuban defector, AMMUG-1l. The memorandum
states that AMMUG had no direct knowledge of Lee Harvey

Oswald or his activities but was able to provide items

of interest based upon the comments of certain Cuban In-

*  TAhs ,ciiﬂ7cc$tflh“_xzfmnf4éﬂ VY ol

—

Coder) ~~
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telligence Service officers. Specifically, AMMUG-1 had
been asked if Oswald was known to the Cuban intelligence
services before November 23, 1963. AMMUG-1 told Swenson,
as recorded in the May 5 memorandum that "Prior to October
1963, Oswald visited the Cuban Embassy in Mexico City on
two or three occasions. Before, during and after these
visits, Oswald was in éontact with the Direccion General
De Intelligencia (DGI), specifically with Luisa Calderon,
Manuel Vega Perez, and Rogelio Rodriguez Lopez.

Swenson thereafter wrote that Caldéron's precise
relationship to the DGI Qas not clear. As a comment to
this statement he set forth the CIA cable and dispatch
traffic which recorded her arrival in Mexico and departure, dw s~y

Lovbir ) 164
(& .
o for Cuba.

On May 7, 1964, Swenson recorded additional informa-
tion he had elicited from AMMUG-1 regarding Oswald's
possible contact with the DGI. Paragraph 3 of this memoran-

dum stated in part:

"a. Luisa Calderon, since she returned to
Cuba, has been paid a regular salary
by the DGI even though she has not per-
formed any services. Her home is in
\ the Vedado section where the rents are
high.

b. Source (AMMUG) has known Calderon for
several years. Before going to Mexico,
she worked in the Ministry of Exterior
Commerce in the department which was
known as the "Empress Transimport."

Her title was Secretary General of the
Communist Youth in the department named
in the previous sentence.

sy
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) On Méy 8 Swenson further disclosed AMMUG's know-
ledge of the Oswald case. Swenson paraphrased AMMUG;s
knowledge of Calderon as follows:

I thought that Luisa Calderon might have
had contact with Oswald because I learned about
17 March 1964, shortly before I made a trip to
Mexico, that she had been involved with an
American in Mexico. The information to which
I refer was told to me by a DGI case officer...
I had commented to (him) that it seemed strange
that Luisa Calderon was receiving a salary from
the DGI althoucght she apparently did not do any
work for the Service. (The case officer) told
me that hers was a peculiar case and that he
himself believed that she had been recruited in
Mexico by the Central Intelligence Agency al-
though Manuel Pineiro, the Head of the DGI, did
not agree. As I recall, (the case officer) had
investigated Luisa Calderon. This was because,
during the time she was in Mexico, the DGI had
intercepted a letter to her by an American who
signed his name OWER (phonetic) or something
similar. As you know, the pronunciation of
Anglo-Saxon names is difficult in Spanish so
I am not sure of how the name mentioned by Hernan-
dez should be spelled. It could have been "Howard"
or something different. As I understand the matter,
the letter from the American was a love letter
but indicated that there was a clandestine-
professional relationship between the writer and
Luisa Calderon. I also understand from (the
case officer) that after the interception of
the letter she had been followed and seen in the
company of an American. I do not know if this
could have been Oswald...

On May ‘11, Raymond Rocca wrote a memorandum
to Director Richard Helms regarding'the information Swenson
had elicited from AMMUG. Rocca proposed that "the DDP
in person or via a designee, preferably the former, dis-
cuss the AMMUG/1l sitaution on a very restricted basis
with Mr. Rankin at his earliest convenience either at

the Agency or at the Commission headquarters. Until this
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takes place, it is not desirable to put anything in writ-
ing. (11 May 64, Rocca memo, FOIA687-295 with/4 attachments).

On May 15, 1964, Helms wrote Rankin regarding
AMMUG's information about the DGI, indicating its sensi-
tivity and operational significance. Attached to Helms'
communication was a paraphrased accounting of Swenson's
May 5 memorandum. (Helm's memo, May 15, 1964, FOIA 697-294).

- In that attachment the intelligence associations of
Manuel Vega Perez and Rogelio Rodriguez Lopez .axe set
Frestt

forth. However, that attachment malkes no reference what-
soever to Luisa Calderon.

Howard Willens of the Warren Commission, requested
. . v 6t 255 3
as a follow-up to the May 15 memorandum, to—}oel—at the

questions used in Swenson's interrogation of AMMUG. (Dooley

memo to Rocca, 19 June 1964 FOIA 739-310). On June 18,

1964 Arthur Dooley of Rocca's counterintelligence research
and analysis group took the questions and AMMUG's responses
to the Warren Commission's officers for WilLen's review.
Willens saw Swenson's May 5 memorandum. The oniy mention

of éalderonfwas és follows: "The precise relationship of
Luisa Célderon to the .DGI is not clear.  She spent about

six months in Mexico from/which she returned to Cuba eariy 
in 1964? However, Willens was not shown the Swenson memoran-

dum of May 7 and May 8, 1964 which contained much more

detailed information on Luisa Calderoh, including her possible
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UJ»\of/&fA-i{:
ZLounding”™photograph now referred to as that

of the "Mexico City Mystery Man"

Each of these concerns will be examined Ywtommresrsme

ﬂ'lerein.

The CIA's concern for revealing the existence -of
sensitive technical operations, as outlined above, was
[ ]
evident from the b!“ception of the Warren Commission.

Mr. Scelso commented that "we were not authorized at first

by d
to reveal all our technical operations.” (Seeig;—ﬁep.
af” AL — :
p.158) Bete1s0 farther testifi@dw .

b We were going to give them intelligence re-
+* - ports which derived from all our sources, in-
‘& ./ .p cluding technical sources, including the tele-

‘< . bhone intercept and the information gotten

) » o from the interrogation of Silvia Duran, for
example, which corresponded almost exactly

7 with the information from the telephone inter-

Y
VY
c, :5 cepts. (Ext~%e—%§ﬁi?j:quetef»aiigeé—pv5)

R Mr. Scelso's characterization is supported by

examination of the background to the first major CIA

report furnished the Warren Commission garding Lee Harvey
‘ ' 9&\“@'{ 1A FoiA Pocumlx # 309~ %03,2

Oswald's trip to Mexico City. ¢‘(Gis&e.) Much of thé?gg?grmalﬁjggg?

3. Lee
Cudtin '?f"

tion provided to the Warren Commission in this report was ejﬁﬁféj
v

based upon sensitive sources and methods, identification
of which had been deleted completely from the report.

A
Thé%éolicy limiting Warren Commission know-

ledge of CIA sources and methods was articulated as early
‘as December 20, 1963, at which time a cable was sent from
CIA headquarters to the Mexico City Station which stated:

Our present plan in passing information to the
Warren Commission is to eliminate mention of tele-
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phone taps, in order to protect your contin-
uing 6p33 . Will rely instead on statements
of Silvia Duran and on contents of Soviet
Consular file which Soviets gave ODACID
(CIA—cableDIR97829 FOIA498=204;,—29Janl964)
CIATE Folh Dec 4 (rammmes| 20 Jo6. |95, puemj
Y26-757
The basic pollcy artlculated{;n the December 20 .
s it speci £icallf concerntd oo C/A
1963 cable is also set fortgklnﬁg CIA memorandum of halshRatl
CcIA Iv]em.o/¢MU,p~i£ Flf zo’D{, *éoz .rJ\DA&Jl—m.cn
December;zm, 1963. In that meﬁ%randum, Birch eal

4y¢<l¢l]’fmes\"3°-‘“°'\>éfoup
of the CIA Counterintelligence/Staff wrote that he had

been adv15ed by Sam Papich, FBI liaison mem to the CIA,
that the FBI was anticipating a request from the Warren
Commission for copies of the FBI's materials which sup-
ported or complimented the FBI's five volume report of

Decmeber 9, 1963

ubm{EEeaﬁzo the Warren Commission.
Papich provided O'Neal with this report which indicated

that some United States Agency was tapping telephones
avd ol Aem
in Mexico, *Pap*eh—quer:ed*O*Neai*whether the FBI could
_ /

supply the Warren Commission w1th“source of the telephone

taps. (The FBI-had knowledge of CIA'S telephone-surveil-

s . . - : ’
i lance—UpéfEtIUnS_tn“MexICU_CItYT‘See—eiﬁ—gaéi-ﬁf7?9fﬁiﬁ7'

| V:n:.“"‘ » ‘f\,\ w33
;7 O0'Neal's memorandum Mthat he discussed this matter

ﬂ;ﬁ}rzé with Scelso wﬁgqmuV¥mmnn,ﬁ§fter a discussion w1th Helms,

\ é:was directed by Helms to prepare CIA materlal to be passed

;to the Warren Commission. O'Neal wrote:

M ' He (Scelso) was quite sure it was not the

I R ) Agency's desire to make available to the Com-
e w7 mission at least in this manner--via the FBI-
,;¢F4“p: sensitive information which could relate to
.~ ;.77 ¢ 1 telephone taps (Rireh=6lNeal, Memo for. File,

;o s .. -7+ 20 Dec 63, Subj+—Eee-Harvey Oswald
I/\."J S _ L“)Blkaé'qw} . U/Sb'('{“(l/tn\de/\n/((j
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- pro—

tect’ the CIA's Mexico City Station's sources and'techniques.

(CIA?Eﬁg&i[B&t-964667—Fe;Ar4%e-?57, 20 Déec 63)
‘ ® .

{"‘;e T s ‘la o - ‘\_‘ L_ s >"\.\ /\,au’L() .
NS = _‘ ¥

Iv. Telephoné'Taps and—Rheto—Suryedddance

Mr. Helms offered testimony regarding the CIA's
reticence to inform the Warren Commission, at least during
of e Commi ss mr's usiAk /
the initial stage of the CIA's telephonic and photo sur-

veillance operations in Mexico Cityzﬂéwﬁa»w«mw»»mez»J»

Belms--testified:

‘ The reason for the sensitivity of/these tele-

phone taps and surveillance was not only be-

cause it was sensitive from the dgency's

standpoint, but the telephone taps were run-

ning in conjunction with thegﬁeklcan author1~9ff

ties] and therefore, if this Had become public

knowledge, it would have caused very bad feel-

. ings between Mexico and t ,,,Eedrér d,felc/\,/z(f}e/mf &[5 /7

.,v and that was the reason. 3 on fyfcv—axa

hearing,—pp+51i=-52,

<3

Nevertheless, the CIA had provided information to
;/.' - [ 'L."'

&47*3/ the FBI regarding the Mexico City survei%} nce operations

!prior to the assassination™ an&bdurlng tﬁg post— sassination

Wé 2 777/ 7> nﬂ*ﬂaw/ 1a~f+hnrh~§ne
.Q"J ""?‘ o ) . oo /4
} Eﬁ'of November 28, 1963 the White Houde, through information h
‘_‘!Q B
e made available by DCI McCone to MNational Security Council?
- L Ned rroadio
., Director McGeorge Bundy, @& Jdware that the CIA had tele-
S
_/ﬁd> f? | phone taps in operation against the Cuban and Soviet Em-
RS TR
A Y

< J?jribassy/Consulateeand that/through these taps Oswald's pre-

@ ;sence in Mexico City prior to the assassination had been
ooy ;"J‘\ ’” ' _' — -
PR / corroborated. {(’,1 M Cong M lyes Yo Meeo ra;’&wmb‘:a \/
i\;\'\" ’/: : / t\l \J\/ -
g\l‘/ " . "

Ve ~ St e
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c&nu&”hﬂgﬁuéi?
The CIA's epshesmmrgt to inform the Warren CommissionJ;

sfis—a—source
Agpmgg
ofconcern to t};is Committee. It is indicative of an’ xixirver

W gesinreatshecd inits £ s~ A\
tu&auﬁn-t-he-z;eﬁwpto —Mau'&-"

o . .4Lkbﬁl}C¢J+«5ng.md§FﬁubL
subs iR —— | i '
ance information ® Provj‘d'e?}do/ﬁ/ PIS 8

. fk}scﬁcl $61 €1eN Do EZB/\f\Scel.(o
}the Warren Commission. (#ﬁ%/%ﬁk&@e/dggfy ‘This process

might well have hampered the Commission's ability to pfo—

ceed in its investigation with all the facts before it,

ey - ~ Py -
) . i L N e b o
s .t A E . Sy RPN FARLN A a7 e Ry
[/ L/ {’:‘ t.,‘ -y o . C'4 e 7 .
. Pl . .
;e 4‘,«/ C s (.G{/(/ 5 D=

As noted previously, on January 31, 1964, the CIA B

P TR s L NI

provided the Warren Commission with a memorandum that

a . s
B P WIR I R

I
chronicled Lee Harvey Oswald's Mexico City visitf during -+ <¢i+7
' P
September 26, 1963 - October 3, 1963. That memorandum . ,
el Dm e
Aaid _ +hoX : ‘o
wemem notlinention wnswkmpegorwoemimmy Oswald‘'s various conver- /-t
o e . . 'f\-‘ R

;

P ‘ i
sations with the Cuban and Sovgti Embassy/ConsulateShadfg ‘2

been tapped and .subsequently transcribed. Furthermore, - e .

\ that memorandum % nd’/é\entionm that the CIA Ea
had tapped and transcribed conversations between Cuban f6+‘i L‘
Embassy employee Sylvia Duran and Soviet officials at < Eft,;;
the Soviet Embassy[Consulate'nor was mention made of the .ij‘fd—

conversations between Cuban President Dorticos and Cuban vz

ArmeS . o
Ambassador to Mexico which the CIA had also tapped and AR

‘transcribed.

2z



_24_

'On Fébruary 1, 1964,Helms appeared before the

Commission (&F==—apove} and likely discussed the memoran-
i([ﬂ fa{lq Dbc¢ qqg-2°7'2ﬁ'&n lcl("/l )F)IQQ7 Xaﬁ)
1964¢

dum of Janﬁary 3/ , On Feburary 10, 1964, J. Lee

Rankin wrote Helms in regard to the CIA memorandum of
£ SFK € D¢ Mo, —

January 31. A review of Rankin's letter indicates that:

Ars weiting :
St 23S Of wiesisssosesesewe, the Warren Commission

had no substantive knowledge of the telephonécsurveillance
operation or the production i.e., the tapes and trans-
cripts, from that operation. Rankin inquired in the Feb-
ruary 10, 1964 [2t¥er yhether Oswald's direct communica—
tion with employees of the Soviet Embassy (as stated in
?41?ﬁ£:zﬁ‘of the January 31 memorandum) had been facilitated
by telephone or interview. Manifestly, if the Warren Com-

mission had been informed of the telephongc surveillance

operation and its success in tapping Oswald this inquiry
e ¢ .
by Rankin would not have been made. <92¢  S-i-

v

—

Raymond Rocca's testimony tends to support this
conclusion. It was Rocca's recollection that between
the time period of January4l964l— April 1964, Warren Com-
mission's representatives had visited the CIA's headquar-
ters in Langley; Virginia and had been shown various trans-
cripts resulting from the CIA's telephon& surveillance

pocrt L35 1€rex dop. of Bemord Pocea 7///7/7 5, PE7
operations in Mexico City. (Rocca—dep+—p-89) However,

Mr. Rocca did not personally make this material available

to Commission representatives and was not able to state

under oath precisely the point in time at which the Warren

. a2
Commission dearned of these operations. i:j}bf):}
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On February 19, 1964 the CIA resPOnQ%dt to, Fan N
- g )

inquiry of February 10. The Agency resoonse did indi- 9“

cate that Oswald had phoned the Soviet Consulate and was

also interviewed at the Consulate. However, the Agency did

wot reveal-‘the source of this information in its response
s Gowre®.

to the Commissiornfpr indicatefthat 4 would be revealed

— .
by other means (e.g. by oral briefing). Z'J/b’d\j

: (w—,t& of “I1A Tef 7/(.»!1/;,
LT 2 (,omnws‘ﬁlo»\ IC{\Q«/»" L )
// ~ '“)r&i/{’—v "\: iaad 0 . e P €<:L/ &f"e{T 7/
ﬂﬁ’ During the period of March - April 1964, David

Slawson drafted a series of memoranda which among other
issues concerned Warren Commission knowledge of and access

to the production material derived from the CIA telephonq'c

CEN
(jl

surveillance operations in Mexico City. A review of
>

these memoranda tend to support the Committee's bellef —_ {“T’

that the Warren Commission, through Mssrs. Slawson, Coleman, R

o K

/o
E S

and Willens did not obtain access to CIA telephone surveil-

lance materials until April 9, 1964. At that time, Coleman,

7 .~
P R

£lwson and Willens met with Win Scott, the CIA's Chief Eaatiagl

cott

of Station in Mexico City/m provided them with various
(SR )

transcripts and translations derived from CIA telephone

taps of the Cuban and Soviet Embassy/Consulates. (Slawson

fMemorandum of.April 22, 1964, %ubject: /)f:f_"?lb Wxﬂboc'*a 3
April.§ . | ,
HowERr, Erior to 'dwﬁﬁ;- it appears doubtful

that the Commission had been given even‘partial access

to the referenced material. Nevertheless, by March 12,
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1964, the recofd indicates that the Warren Commission
had at least become aware that the CIA did maintain
telephondt surveillance of the Cuban Embassy/Consulate.
(Slawson memorandum, March 12, 1964, Subj: meeting with

gA/&/

CIA representatives). Slawson s memorandum” revea
vho

~blp' the Warren Commission had learned that”CIA inws e

posseés!ﬂ*.transcripts of conversations between the Cuban

Ambassador to Mexico, Armas, and the Cuban President Dorticos.
‘vor‘h(oi-' A-rmaj

Thoa® conversations, requested by the Warren Commission

representatives at a meeting with CIA officials, including

Richard Helms, concerned Silvia

Du{ﬁh s arrest and interrogation by the Mexican Federal _
Mﬂwsanw/m /?/o/,/zal /96y 7/73/ /‘7 ‘/>~</6-}
Police (cite?). GEIEH!E!QE!by Helms responded to the Com—
strad g
mission's request for access, gyanhwmtem® that he would

attempt to arrange for the Warren CommissionQrepresentatives‘

. “’_W
fo review &P this material. (Slawson memo, March 12, 1964)2 (a_‘)

It shouldbe noted that the records reviewed do not
reveal the manner in which the Commission ;éé;ned of the
Dorticos~Armas intercepts;”‘As detailed,abéve, both the FBI
and White House'(through McGeorge Bundy) were aware of the
CIA's telephonié surveillance_a¢tivities in Mexico City.
(CE%ggﬁ-One or the other could well'have provided‘the War-
ren Commission with this information. Nevertheless, Ray- .
mond Roq@s'testimony'a$ cited herein (Rocca dep. )
lends some support tbﬁthe position that the Commission had

been informed of the Dorticos-Armas conversations through

the CIA's initiative.
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Another Slawson memorandum, dated March 25, 1964

concerned Oswald's trip to Mexico. Slawson therein stated

. . » <l
that the tentative conclus:mns!% Oswald S

Mexico trip,(that he had reacheg¢ were derived from CIA

memoranda@ of January 31, 1964 and February 19, l964<@;‘ﬁﬁi;ﬁiu4h

rfc.rok?-r,“l@‘{
and/in addition a Mexican federal police summary &&Egrof T=°

~—J

interrogations conducted shortly after the assassination
with certain Cuban Embassy employees. Slawson wrote:

A large part of it (the summary report) is

simply a summation of what the Mexican police

learned when they interrogated Mrs. Silvia

Duran, {sicd an employee' of the Cuban Consulate

in Mexico City, and is therefore only as accu-

rate as Mrs. Duran's testimony to the police. ijjlbldz

These comments indicate that Seﬁkson placed limited
reliance upon the Mexican police summary. Moréover, there
.is no indication that quason had been provided the Duran
telephonu.interéept transcripts. In fact, by virtue of
Slawson's comments conerning the Mgéﬁ%an police report,

it would appear that the Warren Commission/as.of March 2?,'

had been provided little substantive information pertaining

to Sylvia Duran.«'«# lnser‘?' Zi’?

The Committee's belief that Slawson had not been

given access to the Duran transcripts is further supported

' , : i Cp (092>
by reference to his memorandum of{%arch 27, 1964 L(CifeT

wherein he states his conclusion that Oiﬁjld ad visited
1ap2
the Cuban Embassy on three occasions.” This conclusiogK\

W es
he vissestssiss based upon an analy515 of Sylvia Duran's testi-

'! his rmamerandum lotars
mony before the Mexican police. no
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indication that he_ h‘a reviewed any of the Duran

transcripts. Furthermore,® @ had*been given access

to these transcripts, certainly their substance would have

been incorporated into his analysis and accordingly noted

for this purpose. His analysis ehbuld have* reflected

the fact of this rev1e¥afither by its corroboration or
abovei | '1?qﬁh$=’ﬁb=ﬁ?

"ngu47 criticism of the Mexican police summary report.

P4

: Hexico cit{®h: ! 2
a¥eeSs to the Duran transcripts. he Commission had been M{/’V

-

P

] forced to rely upon the two memoranda that did not. make Jﬁw»éx
H reference to the surveillance operatlons,and af\summary.:gEE!~

: | Skl A by ibe M exicanFe Aeral Pol 1 %
j jﬁﬁﬁfreport. Thus, the Agency had been successful for

over three months in not exposing the surveillance opera-
tions to the review of the concerned Warren Commission

As was stated in the CIA cable of Decem-

/

staff members.

ber 20, 1964 to its Mexico Clty Station:

Our present plan in paSSLng 1nformatlon to
the Warren Commission is to eliminate mention
of telephone taps, in order to protect your
continuing operations. Will rely instead

on statements of Silvia Duran and on contents
of Soviet consular file which Soviets gave

/ODACID'here.
(CIa Gabﬂé DIR %V4627 FOIA4MZO -757, Dec. 20,

1964 CIA p.2144)

N > ok oot A 2 s
- ARy g

it
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times. He statedZZhat this cdnclu‘;-- Mas based upon his
y 1 ﬂ‘w’ '
review of Silvgfa Duran's tes e ony“%of he Mexican pof™se.

(. ” .
(Slawson mepOrandum, Mar f’ 'i 196{* 'CIA p. Lg#2) Howefer,
. ‘ y
zs

Slawson voes not statf hat h

gfonclusiop# were alsgfdrawn
1’ g

;.:f the P ~ouctlon fdﬂn the Mex o City

from r: iew of &
| ﬁﬁaf’.

statidn su

eil:ﬁnce operaftods & e s—fndicate,
i 3 P’ 53- wf“f' f "F'/ <R for
however, th-?f;}s easonlng b b ;..3, regardlz- Oswald's

P Rgeticsita 1
visit to~th%dggp§n~Emﬁgssy géLoglcally, access to the CrA 'S

telephonlc surveillance production would have clarified some

ambiguities. For example, on September 27, at 4:05 p. m.iﬁ;lb“s ~

P~k o randy,

Silvia Duran telephoned the Soviet Embassy, and stated éFﬁQ?ﬁiﬁ
. ’ _ Takerde t}/
that an American was presently at the Cuban Embassy;’ re- i?i?;;“e’

ErmbaSliwf s
questing an in-transit visit to Cuba. This American was {<** ,W?Fd
P
determined by CIA analysts to be Oswald. Again on Septem-

ber 28, at 1l1l:51 a.m. Duran telephoned the Soviet Consulate
< “Q‘E‘I
stating that an American, 1dent1f1ed by CIA analysts as

EEELM -+Lcc1n-hwxd.+wdffre
Oswald #) at the Cuban Embassy. sﬁw- v - o

'-ﬂ%?”aefinitively—estabtigﬁéa“EhaE“bé&aia"ﬁad
visited the Cuban Embassy-on -at-least two occasions.
Moreover, the specific dateSand exact times of his presence
in_the. Cuban,Embassy/&gst%%tabllshed as the result of the.
teiephonlc”survelllancé?f-éad this information been made
available to Slawson, his calcuations of Oswald's activities
in Me#ico City would have been more firmly established

than they were as of March 27, 1964. Theee-era -ciitsv




nee—tirermr—made-avaiTable.

The record supports the Committee's finding that

as of April 2, 1964 the Warren Commission had still not

<

K

\A ~ been given access to the above-referenced series of tele-

Lt fo Uphon@tintercepts. In a memorandum of that date by Coleman

’vr,,\,
P

‘ .,and Slawson,theya::;culataﬂone question to the CIA and

MY .7 two requests for information from the Agencys ( meSEsEadoray
/ Slawsotlleman  soh): Queitions Ra/sod by Fe Aty wnn Ful<

s ; mem'cé‘AprJ.'T. 2, 1964, QIA—p+—945) (my-—ne#:es—"ﬂ) Colemanan
U AeSon Wiy

_Jf' 1) Wwhat is the information source referred to in

the November 28 telegram that Oswald intended

to settle down in Odessa;

i 2) We would like to see copies of the transcripts
o ' of the intercepts, translated if possible, in
. refer
all cases where the intercepts wmmém to the
assassination or related subjects;
3) We would especially like to see Ehe intercept

[

in which the allegation that money was'passed

» ssy is dlscussed. Ik A:l
mieia ly pose

P The ques in the above-referenced

\lbk *  femorandum of April 2 concerns the CIA telephoné« intercept

. ;‘L' ¥ ,,_M‘
. v .v Of September 27, 1963 at 10: 37 a.m., (Slawson memo’, April
i Y P Do (._,do'\ 1 lilcevhis oo ﬁ-
28, 1964 SEApT—3223) . Jif Slawsonu-@-'w
3 ngc-cs: Forequest :
W e source of the J.nformatlon, he had not been
AAAAA ‘./.- ‘*\: s ; oL - 45 W
R v 2 .



.
EAEC 2798 2 4 ot proiite = o S o o e ot 3 Y

t,iizém number three of the above
iy reveals that the intercépt of the Dorticos-Arman

conversation of November 22, 1964, in which the passing

of monies @& discussed haA not .as of April 2 been provided

to the Commission. The Commission had specifically requested

the Dorticos-Armas transcripts._ éﬂfthe March 12, 1964

meeting between Comm1551on representatives and Agency re-

. > § ~dtem MM/\ {
presentativesa, (Clﬁ’iﬁ@ f% (o‘f ztm?e['ef\(.e &{J\H\Q{/}'Q»Mﬁfji

On April 3, 1964, Coleman and Slawson~art1culated (ngj
their concern for receiving”complete access’ to all material™
relevant to Oswald's Mexico City trip: -Theywwrote;«

“he most brobable final result of the entire

investigation of Oéwald's activities in Mexico 1is

a conclusion that he went there for the purpose

of trying to reach Cuba and that no bribes, con-

spiracies, etc. took place.
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Upon the group's arrival in Mexico City, they were met

by U.S. Ambassador Freeman, Claire Boonstra of the State

Department, Clarke Anderson of the FBI, and Winston Scott of
the CIA. @ biAppd-i0¢

That same day during a meeting between the Commission
representatives and Win Scott, Scott made available to the

group actual transcripts,of the telephone€ surveillance S
«l w&‘adwt‘\ MA"//WQ W L
operations and English translations: eé::he—same—~ In addition,

he provided the group with reels of photographs for the

time period covered by Oswald's visit that had resulted from
photosurveillance of the Cuban and Soviet Embassy entrances$
David Slawson wrote: |

"...Mr. Scott stated at the beginning of his narrative
that he intended to make a complete disclosure of all
facts, including the sources of his information, and
that he understood that all three of us had been cleared
for TOP SECRET and that we would not disclose beyond

the confines of the Commission and its immediate staff
the information we obtained through him without first
clearing it with his superlors in Washlngton. We

agreed to this." (Sla~~w- e P 6%, p. 23}

Mr. Scott descrlbed to the CommlsSLOn representatives

the CIA's course of action 1mmed1ately following the assassination.
{ o nedhiakel .
\ Scott indicated that his staff semssescemswt’ began to compile

dossiers on Oswald, Duran, and everyone else throughout Mexico

whom the CIA knew had had some contact with Oswald (ﬁ%ééigfd:b Cz?

Scott revealed all known Cuban and Russian intelligence agents

Higa'immediately been put under

surveillance following the



k %

x{'\

"Scott's narrative plus the material we were shown dis-
closed immediately how incorrect our previous
information had been in Oswald's contacts with the
Soviet and Mexican Embassies. Apparently the
distortions and omissions to which our information had
been subjected had entered some place in Washington,
because the CIA information that we were shown by Scott
was unambigquous on almost all the crucial points. We
had previously planned to show Scott, Slawson's
reconstruction of Oswald's probable activities ‘at the
embassies to get Scott's opinion, but once we saw how
badly distorted our information was we realized that
this would be useless. Therefore, instead, we decided
to take as close note as possible from the original

urce m rials at some later time during our visit."
je

J‘VJ;/CJ
(}1!,

Slawson s memorandum of April 21, 1964 records the results

of the notetaking from original source materials that he did

following Scott's disclosures. These notes deal¥exclusively

with the telephonic interceptspertainingﬁﬁBrrespectively?hEhe
ot a7—-Oct/ ) 1963.
: Tv\"«fctfff Lrom

that the Agency's

Durai) and Oswald S versatlonsslwﬁ"ﬂ ﬁﬁu\x
S.Sp’\;\o&z a m.«g—:‘(,{ /“.tks}ng‘! Ce
It is ev1dent from Slawson's recor

denial of original source materials, in this case the telephonic
surveillance intercepts, seriously impaired the Commission's

acariiely rensensd
ablllty to draw*boncluslon§3regard1ng Oswald s sojourn in Mexico

Clty, It meant that as

e S

of April lO,-1554,oheafing'éﬁe}ﬁalfway point of the Warren
Commission invesfigation, the Commission was forced to retrace
the factual path by which it had structufed Oswald's activities
in Mexico City. It further fevealéd that the Agency had
provided ambiguous information to the Commission when, in fact
"on almost all the crucial points" 'significantly more precise

coutd hawe & ocd
materials esessc avallable for analysis by the Commission. IL& '
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Thus, the Agency s early polJ:éy of not provn.dlng the Comm15510n
with %8 vitally relevant information derived from certain
sensitive sources and methods had serioﬁsly undermined the

investigation and possibly foreclosed lines of investigation{\

that might have been more seriously considered had this _..« o

material been expeditiously provided; muban 1nvolve% s

(/,, ,;'- r,«:_:.‘,(-«vc\ ol ,.,,n)-\ et oI

I»f _ e

Mexico City Mystery Man
: T = Fet $p¢,qu A—am\-‘f Odum 5 hort S

On November 23, 1963 Marguerite Oswald M

) a photogra of a man bearing no
U )ar(en Commi §Sian J&‘f.m('p__

l'@ photograph had been

physical resemblance to her son¥p T

‘supplied to the FBI on November 22 by the CIA's Mexico City

Station after Agency representatives had searched their files
sy A Doc PP~ IYS( 2-5’"1‘5'

in an effort to locate information on Oswald. This photograph‘koc

T &

was one in a series

* TR A e i S T L

had been linked by the Mexico City Statio ﬂrior to the

e et

assass:.natlon,, P»P0Lee Harvey Oswal&.’%:.chard Helms, in a sworn

affidavit before the Warren Commission, stated that the
photograph shown to Marguerite Oswald had been taken on October 4,
1963 in Mexico City and mistakenly linked at that time to

Oswald. C \

On February 10, 1964, Marguerite Oswald testified before

‘the Warren Commission and recounted the ci'rcums'tances under
w;_f(.,er\comm:ffna fl,fb/‘f“) —_

which she was shown the photograpH. Mrs. Oswald testified that

Uoc,eﬁt

‘she believed this photograph to have been of Jack Ruby.'s (p. 153)
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Thereafter, on February 12, 1964, J. Lee Rankin wrote s
T’\onw Kmmmrs Assistnnt 'PW : ; .
‘o , L,
mismegwmiy this photograph by the =
. Central Intelligence Agency. Ra‘ﬁ]iinm reques ted that E

+e ld. : — e

he identity of the indivis l ‘:K

o Lo o

if-that-—-information wewee available. 2

- Qb 75: 'T&v TR-%(#——— ? , et}

ay, in a sep dte letter te—beF-MeCone,

+—2"hel e Cant M&W%x /tovcz' s
Rankln wrote t-he—ecnmrrss:mn

B ;‘/J - WW&G <. [ scmc Nodl’ﬂwaa; 193 )
Cootar 0 (Servicean that@e' CIA had dlssemln@wewpom&or
ARTAN - ,

. ~ ,""7 -communigcations- concerningthe assassination—to—the-Secret

e .Serﬂ%e s Rankin requested copies of these
T | e ok g Y SRy Ny

7 FLrre materials.u ree/a?;-u cablesot.m

J,r - .. ’ b’ﬁ.nbi\ a‘(‘l‘)\’\*“’)‘&ﬁ"\"‘{:'«“

B

- concernée wespiss th photograp of the individual e _
P Meaics Cay St oS g i F LR L Lgf""'fo“
L 3 “6'541 ld sequently showrﬁ to Oswald's mo‘azeg 1,&;‘1:

ESbn. , -%mong the materials

.‘"’ | RN :.7.;...--.~:~--“'-»:::'"»*_‘-7.-.-;.--..n.;v;...f EREONG
w,\f by ¥ LI A
..~ | disseminated™to the Secret Service was a ?ovember 26
Jo . CciA DOCTIJQ‘F(IT? 2eA)ov IGLY

*,+7 . dissemination W{W '

; i o)
,: _ $iCoS
. thewbeeret~S8erviee. That cable concerned the Dorimss-Armas

conversations and disclosed the existence of CIA telephonic

v ,* surveillance operations in Mexico Clty‘\at the time of the

= . . AX s Cr 77 =

2 ;}-V assa551%wald s earller visji ?IUQ
o ‘I_‘_A,.i : er ~Y l\_‘—Juyr
Z*@2"—“John Scelso test J.ed r"alng‘ %he’c:.rcumst;nces AM%

, surrounding the eventual explanation given to the Comm:.ss:.on /m—«—»;

of the origin of the photograph in question. Scelso stated:.




- 37 -

"We did not initially disclose to the Warren

Commission all of our technical operations. In other
words, we did not initially disclose to them that we
had photosurveillance because the November photo we had
(of MMM) was not of Oswald. Therefore it did not mean
anything, you see?"

Mr. Goldsmith: ...So the Agency was making a unilateral
decision that this was not relevant to the Warren
Commission.

Scelso: Right, we were not authorized, at first, to reveal
_ all our technical operations.
o 3ohn sflef?$
dxﬂc/a;sféﬁ%(Scelso &pé'éaok, . 150)
= Gty F-&b/‘.d.a"{d /:L,O‘N""'
- R TR siepyy the Warren

Commission e euTe® access to
» d_SQQ_fUQ ot ¢ cr\s(’/fl "" Yt Cff% o
telepho nlc s veillance productlon)(qs—étscusse&‘rn“the> g - L,
50{{/, % )an ,Ha ,,§s"“ lart 7::1.5:.!95«(‘-@ NiLen ST covw
. §", the <mmsm of the photosurveillance operatlons,
- 4-—0 m UJOJNA ummuﬁn- ',f-u?-&“ ~ - SO e,

to cause concern within

the Agency.

On March 5, 1967, Raymond Rocca wrote in an internal
memorandum to Richard Helms that "we have a problem here for
your determination." Rocca outlineA‘Angleton's desire not to
respond directly to Rankin's request of February 12 regarding
CIA material forwarded to the Secret Service since Novemler 23,
1964. Rocca then stated: |

,f’"Unless you feel otherwise, Jim would prefer
y to wait out the Commission on the matter covered by

:;fJ;? \j’ “ paragraph 2 (of the above-referenced February 12
~d 3_” o letter). If they come back on this point he feels
SN oo that you, or someone from here, should be prepared to

go over to show the Commission the material rather than
. !pass them to them in copy. Incidentally, none of these
*[f items are of new substantive interest. We have either
d - passed the material in substa ce to the Commission in
S ,J ,'7xesponse to earlier levies e the items oauthefffgﬁé
i o f _a’refer to aborted leads, for example, the famous sgx
v \\§4photographs which are not of Oswald..." C"’P0¢’5°ﬂ?#-5771ﬂ
\ﬁ* (Reeea—memU—S—ME“CH’GI‘“FOT%-%??-iﬁﬂ) e
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Calderon's 201 file reveals that she arrived in
Mexico City from Havana on January 16, 1963, carrying

Cuban Passport E/63/7. Her date of birth was believed

C¥n166 \ )
to be 194 Dispatch, HMMA21612§ Calderon's presence in
r~e daXe3igen
Mexico City was first reported by the CIA on July 15,
1963 in a dispatch from the CIA's Miami field office to
the CIA's Mexico City Si&tion and to the Chief of the CIA's
Z Cir DoC, D-SM'TCH oFcG-lmf(
Special Affairs Staff (for Cuban operations). That dis- 135Sl I7es
patch had attached to it a report containg biographic data
on personnel then assigned to the Cuban Embassy in Mexico
City. At page three of the attached report Luisa Calderon
was listed as Secretary of the Cuban Embassy's commercial
office. The notation indicated that a report was pending

’ fb'.A'F, f(dw}
on Calderon. The Agency has attempted, without success,

to locate the report.

On September 1, l°63, a dlspatch was sent from
the Chlef of the SpeCLal Affalrs Staff to the Chlef of
bﬂ€’Statlon in® Mexlco City (S:gggtth HMMW\11935 1?;4;5ﬁ::3~}

Lu:.sa Calderon's assoc:.at:.on with the Cuban DGI &l

(‘\/LL\_(_/\\.C/’( fclﬂ M M&I\ti‘-w\
first reported by the CIA on May 5, 1964. At h Sagmdon, |
__ L‘mj\fj’d“‘""‘“’\y ’ Fomlr-21s SRR, e
‘ time, HaEEEEﬂgﬁéasen, Chief of Counterintelligence for the
\ PQ/;Q/ -ﬁ(/

Special Affairs Staff, recorded the results of his de-
briefing of the Cuban defector, AMMUG-l. The memorandum
stateé that AMMUGZhad no dlrect knowledge of Lee Harvey «

Oswald or his activities but was able to provide items

nhE of interest based upon the comments of certain Cuban In-

e
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' [ lD} wa s
telligence Service officers# -8pecifically, AMMUG-1 e

beerf asked if Oswald was known to the Cuban intelligence
aS‘(A
services before November 23, 1963. AMMUG-1 told Sweﬁsen-

as—recorde1PTn‘thé"May—5~memerandum-that "Prior to October

1963, Oswald visited the Cuban Embassy in Mexico City on

indost

two or three occasions. Before, during and after these
visits, Oswald was in contact with the Direccion General
De Intelligencia (DGI), specifically with Luisa Calderon,

Manuel Vega Perez, and Rogelio Rodriguez Lopez ff?'pz

L\a, 6S-w\
&ggpson thereafter wrote that Calderon's precise

relationship to the DGI was not clear. As.a comment to

this statement he set forth the CIA cable and dispatch 66

A TNt
traffic which recorded her arrival in Me 1cd’§;§M6eparture,Aftfﬁﬁr'
; LA OR Mo s 2 Y fie LGS G AR 0

. Lal'sc'fo‘
On May 7, 1964, Swensen recorded additional informa-

tion he had elicited from AMMUG-1 regarding Oswald‘
ctADoC Foid L3 2-29%, '-*’**'J‘ 3 7”“7}

possible contact with the DGI.” Paragraph 3 of this memoran-

dum stated in part:

"a. Luisa Calderon, since.she returned to
Cuba, has been paid a regular salary
by the DGI even though she has not per-
formed any services. Her home is in
the Vedado section where the rents are
high.

b. Source (AMMUG) has known Calderon for
several years. Before going to Mexico,
she worked in the Ministry of Exterior
Commerce in the department which was
known as the "Empress Transimport."

Her title was Secretary General of the
Communist Youth in the department named
in the previous sentence. E’DE ,p?



- 49 -
) : ] L\Ar\, bSd\ .

+ On May 8 Swemson further disclosed AMMUG's know-
ledge of the Oswald case ™ omin araphrased
edge © e Oswa case. on paraphrased AMMUG'
g gwenson parap s

knowledge of Calderon as follows:

I thought that Luisa Calderon might have

had contact with Oswald because I learned about
17 March 1964, shortly before I made a trip to
Mexico, that she had been involved with an
American in Mexico. The information to which
I refer was told to me by a DGI case officer...
I had commented to (him) that it seemed strange
that Luisa Calderon was receiving a salary from
the DGI althought she apparently did not do any
work for the Service. (The case officer) told

. me that hers was a peculiar case and that he
himself believed that she had been recruited in
Mexico by the Central Intelligence Agency al-
though Manuel Pineiro, the Head of the DGI, did
not agree. As I recall, (the case officer) had
investigated Luisa Calderon. This was because,
during the time she was in Mexico, the DGI had
intercepted a letter to her by an American who
signed his name OWER (phonetic) or something
similar. As you know, the pronunciation of
Anglo-Saxon names is difficult in Spanish so
I am not sure of how the name mentioned by Hernan-
dez should be spelled. It could have been "Howard"
or something different. As I understand the matter,
the letter from the American was a love letter
but indicated that there was a clandestine-
professional relationship between the writer and
Luisa Calderon. I also understand from (the
case officer) that after the interception of
the letter she had been followed and seen in the
company of an American. I do not know if this
could have been Oswald...[ECtht

On May 11, Raymond Rocca wrote a memorandum
v to Director Richard Helms regarding the information Swenson
ciP boc FelA 687 - 29y, R occamemorandsam , 1t May (5,
had elicited from AMMUG. Rocca proposed that "the DDP
in person or via a designee, preferably the former, dis-

- cuss the AMMUG/L si;éﬁkion on a very restricted basis

with Mr. Rankin at his earliest convenience either at

the Agency or at the Commission headquarters. Until this
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takes place, it is not desirable to put anything in writ-

o bk p= | ‘

ing. (llMey—647Rocca memor—EOIA687—295—with/4—attachments).
On May 15, 1964, Helms wrote Rankin'regarding‘

AMMUG's information about the DGI, indicating its sensi-

. . o LA Poc Foia 69729 Helos | .
tivity and operational significance. Attached to Helms'’ 1S Mag 116
cl ~ osdf
communication was a paraphrased accounting of Swéné%n
o txd

May 5 memorandum. (H@F%Mrﬂ—nﬁﬁm

In that attachment the intelligence associations of
Manuel Vega Perez and Rogelio Rodriguez Lopez .2xae set
forth. However, that attachment QE;:;-no reference what-
soever to Luisa Calderon.

Howard Willens of the Warren Commission, requested

Gt RESFD
as a follow-up to the May 15 memorandum, to—toek—at the

/\M\ooScA ’ +C 18 Do F ot
questions used in SweanSen's 1nterrogatlon of AMMUG Boetey 739-7.
memor€-Koata, 19 June 1964 FQEA=339—320]. On June 18,
1964 Arthur Dooley of Rocca's counterintelligence research
and-gnalysis group took the questions and AMMUG's responses
to the Warren Commission's officers for Willen's review.
Lorgosd’s )

Willens saw Swensen's May 5 memorandum. The only mention
of éalderon was as follows: "The precise relationship of
Luisa Calderon to the DGI is not clear. She spent about
six months in,  Mexico from which she returned to Cuba early

it - L Ao dAC

in 1964.77 However, Wlllens was not shown the Swemson memoran-
/

dum of May 7 and May 8, 1964 which contained much more

detailed information on Luisa Calderon, including her possible




