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it would clearly be indicated to have been an :lnveat-itatd.on conducted by a
named employee of the Civil Service Commissions In no cese would the name
of any muudm, Spectal lzent of the m, be attributed to axy such b1
document, _ .

Mre JOHNSON made ava:llable the cnplete file relating
as maintgined by the Investigations Division, Ciwil Service Commission, It __
was noted that this file contained neither th statement mor any - P
FBI reports concerning the loyalty investigation It was noted, -
however, that this file did contain the following correspondences

(1) A Bureau letter dated July 26, 1948 received at the
Investigations Division, Civil Service Commission, on July 27, 1948 under
which twelve FBI reports concernin re tranamitted in quadruplicate,

(2) A letter dated August 2, 19h8 directed by Colonel
JAIES ¥. HATCHER to Mr., DONALD L. NICHOLSON, Security Division, State De~ E
partment, transmitting copies of the above mentioned FEI reports in triplicate,
a copy of which letter was directed to the Loyalty Review Board and under
which one copy of each of the lbove mentioned nporto was transmitted to that

Board,

(3) A copy of the sbove mentioned letter by Colonel
HATCHER containing a notation to the orf-ct tho nporta had been received by
Mr, NICHOLSON on August 5, 1548, -

 Mr. JOHNSON sleo advised that medther the originsl of t.he-
statement nor copies thereof have sver been contained in the files of the
Investigations Division of the Civil Service c*&. JOHNSON stated

" be had no information as to the existence of t. tatement wntil
July 25, 1950, when Senstor McCARTHY made his 1t* concerning

publice, On that date Mr SON secured a copy of this "Exhibit" a
that time he noted ctat.ennt as bd.ng contained thereine
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verbatim and it is therefore significant to note that w:utmm
never was contained in the files of the Investigationes Division, Civil Service
Cowmission, although it is noted 1n a document pnrportedly mt.lng from that

agencyo
It 13 turther d.gniﬁ.cmt to note that the

personally to Mr, ALIEN MCRELAND, legal Officer, State Dapar! ! !ity

lppamntly prepared on September 7, 1548 and delivered
n
Vs wmad oy 0--1\;- R 10LR and vat thia Yattar armacsra warhatim in *#
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/ YExhibtit® which purports to have originated in the Investigations Ditlsion,
L Civi)l Service Commission, on September 10, 1548,
e It 1e also noted that 4 eg made at the Security Division,
. State Department reflected that the tatement had not left the :
- posseszion of the State Department Loyalty Board on or prior to September 10,

ot 1548 and that when the statement did leave the State Department it did not go,
3 and never has gone to the Civil Service Coammiasion, but rather to the Loyslty
e Review Board and then not until December 15. 19hL8,e , .

On August 8, 1950, a1l State Departasnt files relating F
—Fboth personnel and security, were reviewed at the offices
ity Division of that agencys As & result thereof it was determined that

none of the files contain a copy of the "Exhibit® refe viously. It
was also determined that the security files relating t:*:mta

and one copy of a statement exscuted on September 9L8 by

It was also noted that these files contained three copies of
statement but there is no indication that these coples were prepared by-

In this connection Mr. ALIEN B. IOREIAJEJ, Iagal Officer, State '
Departaent lﬁiti Board has advised that the State Department security file

relating to ncluding the FEI loyalty reports, was forwarded to the
State Departme 1ty Board by the Security Division of that agency on
Angust 9, 1948, It was received in Mr. MORELAND's office on A .
After reviewing the contents theresf, it was decided that

tes to Special Agent Thomss Conroy of the FBI relating
of pertinent and it was decided that she would be requested to
Y elaborate on her camments concerning which comments we y by her
to Special Agent Ci during the 1a # 1nvestigation of This
she agreed to do, and later delayed her statement personally s MORELARD
J in the latterts office, MNr. does not recall the exact date of her

statement but feels that Septeamber 7, 1948 ie the correct date inasmuch as

this date appears on the original her signature, He slso recails that
at the tize he made the request of she indicated she was quite
busy because of problems attending her gnation from De nt at
about that time, and problems attending her new position a .
Mre MORELAND recalls that at the time versd
her s m she was about ready to terminats at the Departaent,

te Department records indicate tha d, in fact, resign
, m r adv:la upon receipt of the
sta was a part file, for the consideretion of the

members of the State Departmsent then about to consider the
ey He does t coples of the statement were made, nor
8 secretary, Both My, MORELAND au!-m
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prepared to swear under oath that the statement was msde available c" D
only to members of the State bcpart-mt ty Board and to no unauthoriged -
peraons. S U S

Mr. MORELAND stated
-groed that a bearing in the

on September 17, 1948, the Ioyalty Board
case should be set for October 12, but . l

pointed out that the hearing wae finally held on November Lth after the

Dopartlent bad agreed to several postponelanta at the requesta o

counsel,

At this point it is pointed out that the security files concerming

reflect that the mesbers of the State Department Loyalty Board which
considered the -cm on Kovember k, 1948, weres _

Rty
. Mambers: _ ' o

1

resented tto of the

firm of
owing the Hearing it was the majority opinion that

d&m not disloyal to the United States Government aJnd !d not

constitute a security risk to the Department of State®, A dissenting opd.n:i.on
was registered ose rat onale went to the ucur.lty upcct.

of the care and no oyl.lty ot

Mre MOHELAXD has udd.ud that the euplete nlo concem.tng
was returned by the State Department Loyalty Bosrd to the Security Division of
that agency on November 17, 1948 and that this was apparently the first time
that the Security Division was aware of the existence of the statement,

In this connection, Mr. JOSEPH W, AMSHEY, Security Divieiom, State
Department, has advised that the Security Division was not aware of the

existence of statement until this latter date, namely: November 17,

1548, ' . S . I . i
Tt was determined from a review of the file st the Security

Division of the State Department that the file move en the Security :

- Division of the St:te n.pu-tunt snd the Loyalty Bsview Boerd as  followss
() l':lle unt to Loyalty Rﬂicw Board, December 15, 19isBe

{2} December 9, 1949 file returned to loyalty Board of the
State Department by Loyalty Review Board by memcrandum containing rationale
of members of the State Department Loyalty Boarde
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(3) February 2, 1950 file sent back to Loynlty Review
Board by State Depariment Loyaity Board with requesied daias

‘ (4) May 25, 1950, file returned to State Dopart-ent by
Loyalty Review Board; post audit not completed,

{(5) Jupe 9, 1950, xiscellanscus papers, not returned with
file on May 25, 1950, sent to State Departmente 51

Of interest in this latter connection i tter dated June 9,
1950, directed to Mr, DONALD L. NICHCLSON by for Mr, SETH
e

RICHARDSON, Chairman, I.oytlty Review Board, regard, reference is

mde to the Loyalty Review B tter of May 25, 1950, forwarding the State
Department files concerning (NN The letter then goes on to state that

at the time that the above riles were forwarded to the State Departaent, a
boyalt ew Board papel member had not returned a susmary of information in
the case which had been sent to him by the Loyalty Review Board for use

in studying the file in this case, Upon receipt of this summary from the psnel ’
member it was found that six pages in the State Department file on the case
were stapled to such summary and these pages were forwarded by —tor
inclusion in the Stat artaent file in the mattery YThese six pages
incw d (1) the tatement and (2) a digest of information concerning

ot e

d in the files of the Security Division and as prepared by
“m employes of that division. _ |
' Nr. AMSHEY bas advised that it is the custom on occasions where

files relating to a State Department employee are forwarded to the Loyalty \
Review Board for the latter's consideration, that the entire file is sent %o ‘
|

the Loyalty Review Board in one foldere It is thereafter broken down by
personnel at the Loyalty Review Board, and several folders are made up, all
of which contain copies of each piece of corrnpoMencc appea.zing in the main

e e e mbhaen o Ahka Tases ) b T el o wnd

n.l... ‘Inlﬂ is done 80 tha each seaber of ithe ATY R L WY Review Doaxd pPRisc.

eonsidering the case will have access to al) of the information avallable con-
eerning the smployeea,

" This was spparently dome fa the-ease. for the file.
as it now sppears in the Securit;r Division of the State Department, is covnt.ained
~ 4n folders which are so merked that Mr, AMSHEY can state positively that t.hoy
were not made up in the Security Division of the State Departsent,

In this connection the folders of wm.cn thers are four are uscnwn
as manila folders with a tad attached bearing notations respectively:

s R
(R) File No. Two
A

h St 4
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: ‘I‘hr» roldnra are or lagnl du. !ho fourth folder, pe :ln uf
ordinn.ry letterhead sizse, The folder marked "C™ above was noted to contain
copies of certain of the same ca'respondem as appearon in the other xomers
but contained no FEI nportn :
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The fact that the State Departaent fils was broken down snd

i arantlw "n--n-'h'l-ﬂ -+ fh- T.nﬂ]t" Raviaw Raard intn nmnm fnldqr.
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as described above appears to be signiﬁ.cant for the follauing reasons

Of the first three folders referred to, those referred to iu b Y
and *B" contain the FBI reportsy in the same order as they are referred to
1.n the lcCARTHI SExhibi t® (npurt of Special lgent—!.a set out hst).

: In the ] eonnecti.on the folder referred to above as ¥p* coutainl
the FEI reports ina varying order (ruport of Specisl Agent-.- nt

e ks AP e mandle b
UL F0TTWE je

It is pointed out that if in .f.lct an employse of the Ipyllty Rovin
Board wgs the source of Senator McCARTHY's information it could have been the
Loyalty Review Board employee with access to the folders referred to above as
wp" and *B" and less likely the Loyalty Review Board employee hnr.tng sccess
to the told-r referred to as "D" above,

The Bmau is advised that in the foldsrs reforred to l‘bcve as

e Al P e T ln 'I-'h.n Lallmine andavre

L L irfi DT WK EDL “FVIW Y BEv Wy L8 LA GALUNAUG SaTui's o =

Report of Special Lgent Thomas A, conroy, at. l‘uh:l.ngton, DeCe
dated July 6, 19u8,

Report of Speclal Agent C.'l.md E. H1lis, Jr, at Richmond, Virginia,
dated June 28, 1948, :

Report of Special Agent Ihnicl J, NMcCarthy, at Chicago, I1linois,
dated June 2k, 19LB.

Rsport of Special Agent Jouph M, Kelley at New York,

i N | B n

. GaAvsa Juns ¢U, 15ule
Report of Special Agent Richard T. Clancy, et San !‘rmciaco, California,
- dated June 25, 1948, -
port of Special Agent o Po Blandori, at lelr nrnn, COnnoctlcnt
dated June 2 I} 19h8. : .
Report of Special Agent Joseph X. Kelly at ¥ew York, ew Iork,
dated June 11, 19L8,




T aport of dpectad nsent_t n-n. Fioris; %"
S dated June 12, 1948, g
Report of Spacig sgent dimas £ Rbireny, at Detrait, lidﬁ.m,
ted J -
" Report of Special Agent at Philadelphis, Pas. - - -
dated Juns 29, 1540
Baport of Special Agent ‘.w et St. Paul, Mimmesots, -

It 1- pointed out that the 1nfonation contained in the McCARTHY

*Exhibit® which has been taken from FBI loyalty reports conceming-
follows exactly the arder of the FBI reports referred to above, -

- It is turt-her pointed out that the folder referrod to prer.lonn]:
as D" which was also utilized by the Lonlty muﬂr Bou-d ecntn:l.ns the FBI
roporu in the following order: : - -

Report of Special Agent Thomas A, Conroy at luhingtan, D.C.
dated July 6, 19hB,
© = = ., .BHeport of Special Agent Ghud 'i]Jis,Jr. lt Riehond, 'H.rﬁ.nil,
g dated June 28, 1548, - : -
ST Roport ot Special Agent Daniel Je McCarthy lt chicago, Il]:l.und.s, :
- dated June 2, 19L8, - o
L v Beport of Special Agent Arthur J, Norstrom at st. Paul, limnm ’
‘ s dated July 7, 1948e - ..
S . Roport af Special Agent Jossph M. Kelley at lew Iork, lcw Iork,
naport of Special Agent Richard T, Chncy at San !ranciaco, S
~ Californis, dated Jume 25, 1948, :
Report of Special Agent Hugo P, Blandori at New Haven, Comecticnt
- dated June 28, 19lB. '

Report of Special Agent Joseph N, Kelly st New Tork, New Tork,

: dated June 11
leport of Special Agent t Iiall, ﬂoﬂdl,
| dated June .
o : _lopo:'t of Special Agent Jans Je l.u.my At D.trait, l:lelﬂ.gan L e
SR ST " dated Juns 23, 1948, LT
e s Bapert of ‘Bpoctal Axent*t Phihdolphia, P-. o
AEE T dated June 29, - R Gl

The specific change in this order relates to the fact that the
report of Special Agent Norsirom does not appear as the last report in the
folder as was the case in folders "A® and "BY

«20e
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It 1s also noted that in the folder referred to above as "B -
a typewritten copy of the [JF st2tement, apm rently mede st the Loyalty -
Review Board is inserted in the folder immediately adjacent to the FBI -
reports, whereas in er referred to above as "A" sn original type~
written copy of the statement appears in a different place in the
fils not immediately adjacent to the reports, but separated from them
by unrelated documents, :

It is alzo npted that in & statement made om the floor of the
United States Senate, July 25, 1950, Sensator THY referred to the
¥173 page transcript® of the Hearing afforded
Loyalty Board as well as a letter directed by
fo o Mre ALLEN MORELAND, Legal Offices State Departmeni Loyalty
Board concerning the nature of the charges directed agalnst the
State Departasn t would therefore appear that Semator McCARTHY had access
not only to the statement and the FBI reports, but also to the entire
file relating to : N L

i «PENDINGe

p— -
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WASHINGTON FIELD CFFICE - - o o - 2
AT WASHINGTON,D.Cqe3

Will review information furnished by Mr, CLIVE PAINER, Special
Assistant to the Lttomey General concerning his prior investigation in this
matter,

Interview SETH W, RICHARDSON, Chairman, I.oyany Review Board,
and review any pertinent nter.lal appearing in the ﬁlos of ths Loyalty Review
Boarde

Secure information nhting to the purchau of date stnq:s by the
Civil Service cqulild.on.

= ' Cont.ime the review of the State Department ﬁ.les concerning
B POSNIAK for evidence pointing to the fact that the MoCARTHY *Bxhibdi® was
T prepared from any particular section of this file,

o Interview Colonel JAMES E. HATCHER, Chief, Investigations
st Division, Civil Service Commission, wpon his retam to ‘shingtmu

Interview Mr. DONALD L. IICOISOR, Chief, Security Diviaion, St.ate
Dcpurhmt, upon his return to Washington. . : ..

B0l Lahnvatary avast nads an
Report the results of the FB. Laboratory examination

Civil Service Commission date stamped specimens,

il Bl
4 D

Report results of the FBI Laboratory exaxination of comparison
of typewriting specimens on NcCARTEY “Exhibit® as well as his statement with
any typewritten material emanating from McCARTHY's office or from former
Special Agent Don Surine, contained in Purean files,

REFERENCE: Bureau letter to WFQ dated Augnst !, 19SOo _
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‘ Ojﬁce Memomndum e UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

TO e lE, “&J P DATE: August 10, 1950

FROM 3 W \ r—

STANDARD FORM NO. §4

‘ - cmk
SUBJECT: UTXTOT SUBJICT FURNTSHIYG DTFORWATICN TO ~ dlevin
STIATCE .SCARTHY IV COWMTSOTICK ITH LOYALTY Nichols
CASIS €T SUATH DIPARTLIST ZNFLOYZES Roser:
rasy,
Te mencrendum dated Angust 8 5 ich guzzested that :’:
Sare = who g I—

» S & ClOSS  um
p persorE !r!en! ' -aml has previosusly furnished !n!omation in

connection with the leak which ig apparent in the Loyalty Rewlew Board.

\

contacted-on the night of August 8, 1930, and discuss
with him the document which Senator HcCartly introfuced duglee lils recent Senate 1
speech which document refers to the loralty case, believes the b
documcnt 1s & Forgery and still feels tha is the person in the

Loyalty Review Doard who 1s furnishing informatlon to McCarthy.

oy ¢

L [ RN
PO
A T aivised tkat he believes the document is a forgery for the
= folioving reascns:
* o & ,
— 1. The Civil Service Commission date stamp appearing thereon
- T W carries the date Septembter 10, 1948, while on Page two of
_ the Cocument reference is made to the Tnlted American
- ‘C ° Spanish Ald Committee which "(group cited by Attormey
. ~ General) . (- c1 12 attention to the fact thzt this .
o . Sroap was not cited by the Attorney Genersl until April 21,
% ™ 1949, whiclh was some seven monthe after this document
f o supposedly was received in the Investigations Divislon of
\-) the Civil Service Commlsslon,
é Ze -dvised the Investizations Divislon of CS5C could not

y
&

heve received this document grd gtarmeld 1t inasmuich as 1t
contains the statement o#\uhich statement
was not taken until a hearing was held before the State

Departwent Loyalty Board. After action Yy the State De-
partment Loraliy Board tke case would haveg btcen sent to
tLe President'!s Loyalty Review Board and back to the v

Investlcoations Pivision.

o f Ny
Into At Gayr, me

3. Tne Clvil Service Commisslon does not utllize the stamp
tSecret,

4, It was pointed out that in the heading of the document
appears, "Unlted Stetes Civil Service Commlssion Investi- ot

gations Positicn,® Smith noted that this is an_error F- /’
el

;

vy

T Jvrce -

2
RECORDED - 84 [ Lt 57
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ingsauch as 1t would be Investigations "Division,® This, C D
-

stated, woulcl appear to be a typographical error
ade while recopying from another document,

S. DPTistritution is not shown on official documents of the
C5C in the mznner shown on instant document,

€. In preparing an official summary in the CSC references
are made to Bureau reports but not to name of the Agents
writing the reports. The names of the Agents are of no
interest in the officlal summaries of these cases,

7. The CS50 does not use the "copy" paper such as was utilized
in instant document, In thig connectilon advised he
sav enother copr of this document at the Loyalty Review
Board ané had noted the watermarx was of an esgle of the
type used on Senate stationery. He stated that tkis copy

) of the document to the best of his recollection was elther
an excellent mimeogreph or was typed. JP advised that
Le believes thie document was prepared from naper
furrished by an informant inasmuch as it is %der—
stanfing thet a number of copies of instant document have
Yean circulatec"..*pointed out that an informant would
in all probability furnish only ome copy of an official
document whereas licCarthy has passed out z number of these
coples all apparently bearing the stamps referred to adbove,

n
iy
i}
e d
(b
fel
o+
F‘
b
o+
2.

het

i,

o

n eneral the eammary is the

> in general the summary ¢

was prepared on the 8l State Department cases which were sent back to the Loyalty
Review Board by the President for review, He also etated that mch of the
1 e in tke st o the language manner of
Ag you were previously advlsed,
as furnishing information to
previously advised that McCarthy had
case which were apparently taken

een prepared by tat which had not been

v af eirmes v
Jpe o1 suimary

g stated that possidly
certain Republican Congressnen,
issued statements in the
¢irectly from a sumary v
furnished to the State Department.

advised that In connection with the Jobn Stewart Service case
it was to be noted thet McCerthy had made statements in the Senate vhich referred
to a decision hended down by the Loyalty Review Board but which was not trens-—
ritted to the Stzte Department for approximately six hours after Senztor McCarthy
made his speech, stated *z&s extremely nervous and excited on that
day. He advised ¢ hie agaln Inclcated that Senator McCarthy's source of
informetion was within the President's Loyzlty Review Board.




-advised-that it is his opirlon, which he cannot

substantiate, that Senator McCarthy has the same type of information concerning
ezch of the £l State Departnent cases, stated thgt the only person 1in
his opinion whs could be furnishing the dnforumation is* agaln
nointel out that ac far back as 194% sas mixed up In this type of activity
ané that he has before and since thzt

ne made a practice of summarizing
loyalty-type cases for a file which he himself keeps and which has no relation
to his work witk the CS5C. In my previous memorandum I pointed cut that NP
had sdvised tha‘tPspends a great amount of his time abstracting information
fron Buresmi reports, reports from the House Committee on Un-Aucrican Actlvitles
end other sources on 3x5 cards which he cross-references for his ovm personal
file,

-further stated that he had been advised in 1925 that had
in his home eizht or ten file cabinets containing material and documents wkich
ke had obtained through his official position in the Civil Service Commission,
and tict these documents and sutmaries were cross-referenced in the card file
vere asslgned to

yEich nzintzine, JJJPstated that both he andl
and for a number of months thereafter e in charge of the
C5¢ Investigative Divislon wkere he first became accuginted with

Supervisop Prier !o !!e time amily moved to
vss 1iving In a rooming house in

and on one occasion exhivited to
& stack of file summeries whic

prepared and which stack was
epproximately one foot Ligh, stated these summaries were apoparently
considered very lmportant by due to the fact that he ha¢ brought them to

?‘n“ him personally rather than shipping them with the rest of bls
material along +ith his household goods. tated that when?-ras realy
to move back to Washington he obteined a large mumber of Cead-file boxes from

the 380 sapply room and packed his personal papers in theese boxes,

Las previcusly pointed out *that up until a ehort time ago-
made a practice of carrying home with him his dbriefcase fully packed, althoush
his work ¢id not reruire that he do worx at home at night, dvise&‘
vould leave the office five or ten minutes early with the packed brielcase ant

aTr

would return the following morning with the briefcase empty. Fe has furthe
afvised that in many 1nsta.nces*lzs gsert files to the reproduction room in

tlie Comrission en? hal several photostatic coples made, 'hen the files womld

be retarne ould pull off two or three copies stating, "I want these for
oy personal el end woald give tre rest of the conles to the person handling

tte case. In this connection”advised thaqhad full access to the
p1 State Department cases at the time they were returned Wy the President to

the Loyalty Review Board for review, It may be nossitle to check these recuests
through the photostat requisition slips,
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l.as again stressed the fact that ke has no animosity or
professional jealousy toward it stated that he considers# to be
a very sizanch Republican who i1s a fanatic on the question of Comrmnlsm, He
further stated g definitely convinced thst the zdminietration 1s nct
taxing the approprizte steps to remove the Commniets from Government service
end that Seale is the type of pereon vho derives a great smount of pleasure
from being behind the scene in "big dolnge.t

stated that recently Mr, Palmer from the Depcritment of Justice
hed ettemrted to mexe an investigation of the lesk to Senator McCerthy arl had
cuestiionel several of the indivicmals st the Loyalty Hevlew Board, b at
the roouest of an adminietration officlal with vwhom he 1s vell actuainted,
furniched on & confidential basis tc Palmer some general informatlon concerning
Pilner questicred several of the individuels at the Review Board and

wasg a-narenily to cuestlon —bad departed for home late in the

afternoon at the time Pzlmer finighed talking to gther emloyee, -

advised that one of the employees had contacted t his home thet nizht
- : The following day

Le will retire on dlsability, It was pointed out in this connectlion
thet is presently 60 or 6l yeare of age and has only 13 years Govercoment
service, irclucing time spent in the military scrvice, and thet his regular
retirerent would be $100 per month while disabilite reti wouil Dbe
apzroxinately 8230 ner menth, eels tkat
the ficonvenient™ type and trat Le is ieying the groundwors
retirencent,

stai

It wase opinion that as in all probability hel some of
hiis friends clean out Lis cdesk in the Commission Cffice Inasmch as Pelker wac
meking ax investigation, It is personal ovinion, however, tha
undouvbetly kar in liie bome a vest amyuint of information vhich has teen obtained
tl.rougk his official position and that in all probebility the material will
contair lotostatic or actual copiec of reporte ir the Comnission's files,

He pointed out again, however, tuat he hes no proof that- is
tre actusl lealt to Senztor Mclarthy or that kas the materiel in his home,
Ee stated, however, that his close observation ol the entire matter leads him

to belleve that- is furnisbing Zaterial to Mclarthy.
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is & Democrat who has censtantly *
supportsd the administrztiosn he 45 nevertheless an individual who 1s very
securitr conccliewmidous and who very eenly feels that any end all Conminists

in Government service should Ve elirmingtel from service, Thie feeling extends
t> fellow-travelers and syrpathizers, has advised Pthat he will
gssiet in any munner possible in connection with instent Inguiry. He has stated,
Lowevsr, that ke desires that tre information furnished to the Bureau by him
tirouch W ?ee utilized in sach monner as to protect the source, There is

plzced in a report 1f it is properly

Such ecific instences es the occasion
should naturally not be

+vra drnfLarmatian Madwme
Fdie  adbvdid Wi ado Vadial

on 1o operly
covered and worlel to protect
on whicl: towed saunzries to

It is recomuencded that this memorazdum be referred to the Loyalty
Section for information, In tlLe event furtber inform
c t t

can be made by or. short notie

stion 1s desireé fromw

w §

f

_n'
C
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UNENOWH SUBJRCT '

(Source of Senator Joseph 1,

, WeCarthy's Information

Ragarding Government Employees)
NEMOV AL OF QOYERNNMENT PROPERTY

RECOR%W/— 2 = | b , .D
- -n atui€t . , instituting investigation in this matter ia
A% whigh were furnished information from a oonfidential informant indicating that
oze GNP -7+ 7 Forie Sourt, ves porsitly source
from ch Senator Nelarthy seoured the infermation eontained in his "Exhibite,
Yurther refersnce
ormant was $dsntified as
ou were instruotled

contac through Lialson channels
forwarded your office.

N
\|

oS #1' 7

}
%

PRE b
. fh‘#" &

has now been eved oonoerning the possidle source of
Senator Mo Mnt'. lievas the document is a forgery and still
fosls that e the person im the Leyalty Beview Board who {s fwrnish-
ing infornatibh Y0 Mcoarthy. | ~

: advised that he delieves thi document 18 a forgery for the
folloving reasonst : : , . ;

4

1. ‘he Otvil Service o«-iuion date stamp appearing thereon carries
Shs 4ats September 10, 1948, while en Page twvo of the dooument

refarsnce 1s made $0 the United American- d Committes
1l wvhish S{oroun sited By Attorney Gensral).® 1ed attention
$o the fact that this group was not eited by Attorpey Oeneral
until April 21, 1949, which was some seven months after this

docunent supposedly was received in the Imvestigations Division
of the Civil Service Cesmission. o T

ivised the Investigations Divisicn ef CSC eould not have

e 2,
foceived thi and stamped 4% laaswuch as it ocontalns She
% . atatesent ﬁ' which statensat was not faken watil
o 7 & hearing Uas hel¥ Safore the State Department Loyalty Board.
ik After action ¥y %

: pﬁm. Department Loyalty Board the case would

have been seht §0'the President's hgg\ty Reviex Board and not dack

to the Inv 1 vision RH
Teyendiony Pixdelons, ue

L st
-
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3. The Olvil Berviee Cemmission 45es mot utilise the stamp "Secres”,

+ ~It was pointsd eut Shat ln the houunc of the document appears,
*ﬂ States Civil Service Cemmission Investigations Positien.”

noted that shis &is an errer as 1% wuld b
utl;atlonl "Division.? This stated, would appear %o b

™ MC-.‘ a—— -‘A nalnd 9 [y T T --.h- ‘A._‘-‘
- "r'.- kS we mﬁ' SV AL 45WES WMWY L a1 "1 1

-
5, Distrivution s mot shown on efficial dscuments of the Oivil Service
ﬁ Comxinsion in the manner shown on instent Socument,

8. In preparing so officlal swrmry in the Civil Bervice Commission,
references are mads %o Bursau revorts dut pot $¢ the names of the
Agents writing the reports, The nanes of the Agents are of mo fnterest
in the official swwnries of these oases, .

7. The Oivi]l fervice Commiasion dces not use ths “oopy*
was utilised in instant dorumeny, In Sthis eonnection advised
he say another ocopy of thie documant at the Loyalty and
hed noted the watermark was of an eagle of the type used en Senatd
stationery, He stated that this sepy of the documant %6 $he Dest
of his recollection was elthor an sxeellent mimecgreph or was typed.
Smith advised $hat Mo believes this docunart was
another paper hrnhhdbynhfmt fnasmmsh as 4t is
underst s momber of copies of instant dooument hawe Deen

. Sirculated, inted out that an informant would iz all probable

- 14ty farnish one ocopy of ar offiolial document whersas MoCarthy

has passed out a mamber of thesse aoplies all q:pmnuy bearing the
-t-nl rafarred 4o shove

SN WU Ww e v

-tatod shat in general ths summary Ls the typs of summary that
prepar~i &n the 81 Bate Department cases vhich were sent back %0 the loyalty

hﬂ.« Board by the ?mibat for mtw. HEo also stated Shal el gl jhe language

i ) the
3 stated Sha previ
_r : Faspec rmation $o Mdn Semen

previously .dvtud that mcmh,y had iasued statements in the Doroth;r Keynon caAsSe

L whish wans m.-—nl1u talcan lln-.ﬁ.!- Prrnm = Svmumma yow whish had haan nranavsd rad W HRED
- Halis WeIw Bppraded aawve W — o= = -

Yut vhich had not 'booa hnm!.lhd to the Btate D'pm‘-

advised that fn scnnsction with the John Btevart Servise scase &8

was t¢ be noted that Nelarthy had male statsments in the Senate whioch referrad %o »

decision handed dowvn By the Loyalty Review Board but whiah was not tranwmitted to the

State Department for approximately six hours after Senator Nolarthy made his speech,
stated sxtremely nervous snd excited en that &xy. He advised that

] agdn tndicated that Benator MoCarthy’s source of inferma$ion was within tho

Presideni?s Loyaliy Reviev Beard,

h as

I

- -
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advised that 1%t is his opinion, wvhich he sannot subetantiate, Shat
Senaton MoCarthy has sane {ype of information eoncerning each &f the 81 Btate
Department cases. Sated $hat £ha only person in his epinion who sould e
the information is again pointed out that as far deck as

1944 was mixed up in this type of activity and that he has Defore and slaee
that time made a practics of summarizing loyalty-Sype cases for & file wvhich he
1f keepe and which has no relation $o his werk with the Oivil Service Commiseien.
advised that spends & great smount of his §ime absiraciing informsiion
rom Puresu reports, rts from the House Committes on Un-imerican Astivisies and
othor sources on 3x5 cards which he ercss-references fer his swn personal fils.

b

G ¢ ctror statod that he had been sdvised in 1344 i.h-t-lnd ta

& Wb FiiWa WEETWW WY .V —— -— - = h M

ﬁ his home sl INE Or San file cabibets sontaining material and decuments
ik ebtained Shrough his official position in She Civil Service Commission, uﬂ Shat

these documents summaries fo oh DY

maintains, stated that P !.945‘.;

for a numbar of months Shereaft the Civil Service Commissalen
'smily woved

and on eone socasion exhibited %o
ack of file gu vhioh had prepared and which stack was approximat

ene foot Ligh, Sated thase su=smariss vers ssoarantly sonsidared wery {wnnrtant
!E £

ue 40 act that he had drought thes wvith his personally rether
than rring them with ¢ st of his material ng ¥ith his household goods.
qtanc that wvhen was ready %o move back $0 Vashington he ebtained a large
auxiber of dead-file boxes » the Civil Servisce Cosmission supply room and packed
his personal paspers in these dexmes,

LTI

reod

1 il et -+

pointed out that wp until a short %ime ago made & practice of
th him his brief: pukd. although his work 414 not require

osrrying home
that he do vork at hose at aight, NEEEEm»avis u‘-.ﬂ lsave 4hs affiss flve

ol
or ten minutes early with the packed \rhfcno M return the M1l morping
with the briefcase empty. He has further advised that in many instances has
sent files %0 the reproduotion yoom in ths Commission and had several photostatio
sopies made, VWhen the flles would be retur pull off Swo or three
oopies stating, "I want these for wy personal file¥ and ve fhe rest of
sopies $0 the person handling the sase, In this connestica sed tha
had full access $o0 the 81 State Departmant cases at the $ime were returned
ths Prestdent to $he loyalty Review Board for reviev, and that it might be ponlbh

. m AN LY pepey

$o ocheck these requests Shrough the photosist requisitioa alips,

stressed the fact Shat he asnimosity or professional jsalousy
stated Shat he considers m a very Republican who
on the onestion of C sssunism. r stated s definitely

--——-——— -- o W e WS

mﬂuoﬁ that the administration s not ¢ the appropriats steps to remove the
Communists from Govermment service and thal s the type of person vho derives
& great smount of plsasure from deing beh! in "big deings.*

iy -



ttated that recsntly Mr. Palmer from the Department of Justioe hed

uttuptod an investigation of ths leak $0 Senator MeCarthy and had questionsd
several’ of tho fiadividuals at $the Loyalty Review Boaxd, S the reguest of an
adninistration offioial with vhom he is well soquainted, furniched en & mﬁmtul

basis to Palmer some general imformation oonsersi Palmer que
of the individuale at the Reviev B oard and was apparen ‘o qnntion
had upu-hd for home hto th. momon at the Sime Falmer ﬂ.n!

sability, It was pointed sut in this gonnection that
presently or yoars of age and has enly 13 years Government servies,

PSS . and bhot hie wasmlay pativanmant wanld
sy "‘VA“. L PARY ALMF JWELWASRE §WTL s BEroL

{irement would be approximately $250 per month,

of the Ygonvenient® $ype and that he is
y votirement,

It vas

epinfon that has in all probability hed eomo of hie
frisnds clean oud

» desk in the Commission Office lnasmuch as P r wvas saking
an investigation., It is personal epinion, hovever, that undoubtedly
Aas in his home & vast amount e¢f information which has been sbtal his

APPLMaY caclblon cnd Gbobd fo 211 maabahitiée btha matamial wid]l asnd n photostatis
WA & 40404 }N-L'lvﬂ WML WABY AN BAA P“m.*.-, Wi WAV WE LR WS Sea ol Rl

A+
or aotual eopies of reperts tn the Commission®s files,
n-pm.antmm.mhnumrm s the
sctual leak to Senator McCarthy er that the material in his . o

stat or, that his close edssrvation 8Y the eatire matter leads him %o believe
thntw furnishing material $o Nolarthy,

has atvised that he will assist in any manuar possidle in this

ot desires %0 be sontastsl aply throush Idalson ghannals, Shanld wour affMas
‘.--' s WEBATEE WU VB SULeaU va WAy . WAgSL P PEATRMSANN & T rae g e wesmww

desirs any !\u-thcr information from hh. your uqunt should, or sourse, be directed
%o the Mureau,

gy

sxpressed the desire that wnler »e clmutmn 1 hie
fdentity to be made kn ere 1s no ebjection, and in fast it 15 desired that the
information eoming placed in your report, but 14 should be shown as
soming from & confidential informant, This informant should be carefully covered »o
i 2 2 S N T
iafa“-t on such as ths iaforsant an ; which might

She !.d-ntﬂy of the !.nfnmnt

ble.n

B ol - B e e e —
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Oﬁice Memamndum UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

TO : Mr, D. M. ladd Q’r\ paTE: August 10, 1950

FROM :‘ A. H, Bolmon e
SUBJECT: OUNIQGGWN SUBJECT 0‘.’: | - o
(Source of Senatof, Mo art . I
omm.saﬂins”‘@vemt ‘ —
loyees Ty
VAL OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY :‘:——

LOYALTY OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES
PURPOSE}

To recommend that this investigation be contimued inasmuch as
Mr. Clive Palmer of the Department has advised that the Department made
extensive investigation of the alleged ™leak" in the Loyalty Review Board

B in February, 1950, but only made preliminary inquiries of present matter

IR sufficient to enable themselves to decide that it was a matter for the FEI

to _handle. Also to instruct the Was on Field Office not to interview

i in the presaent investigation.(’b
g{‘ BACKGRQUND 2 -

& As you know, the Bureau, at the request of the Department is conduct-

"g: ‘ ing a "Removal of Qovernment Property" case in an effort to ascertain the source

- of the "Exhibit® which accompanied Senator Joseph R. McCarthy's press release 1
and siech on the floor of the Senate on July 25 last concernmg_

Siies By teletype dated August 9, 1950, the Washington Field Office advised

% that it had received information possibly indicating that ths Department had

P conducted ®extensive inquiries” into this matter.

On xy instructions on j;ugust 9, 1950, Supervisor
telephonically made an appointment with Mr. Clive Palmer of the Department
for an interview by Agents of the Washington Field 0ffice on the afternoon

of Jugust 9, 1950.
By telstype dated Auguat 10, 1950, the Washington Field Office /{7 :

—_— _ 1 — = vm s e ol AIna £ PRI —
has now furnished the Bureau the resulis of the interview =ith Mr. Pal=ssr. \\-..

bt

o
/,

Mr. Palmer advised that he had not conducted an "extensive inquiry®
as to the source of Senator McCarthy's "Exhibit.® He stated that when the .
fExhibit" was released by Senator McCarthy on July 25, 1950, he, together with
Messrs, Ford and lcInerney of the Department, Col. James E. Hatcher of the
CSC and Messrs. Boykin and Nicholson of the State Dspartment, held a confarence
concerning the matter. Some preli.nimry inquiries were made regarding the

Attachment ' S 2 I/JAJ-—- / 7 Y4

“ RECORDED -
b’lc,
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A3 ~




blc-D

{nature and source of Semator McCarthy's material, whereupon it was decided that
the matter was properly one for the FBI, The FBI was then requested to conduct
the present investigation. Mr. Palmer stated, however, that after Senator
McCarthy's statements in February, 1950, he had, at Mr. Peyton Ford's instructions,
and in cooperation with Colonel James B, Batcher of the Civil Service Commission,
conducted an extensive investigation as to a possible #leak™ in the Loyalty Review
U Board. -

Y on snformation fuzishes by (IMIINIIEG———

principally on information furnished by

with information indicating

was
who was "leaking"” information to Senator artiy.

possibly the indivi

Mr. Palmer stated that through the cooperation of iir. Seth W. Richard-
scon he went through the effects o at the loyalty Review Board and found
a carbon copy of ths report on the 108 cases prepared by Mr. Bob lLes,

—_—

Mr. Palmer was most cooperative with the Washington Field Office
agents, allowing them access to his file and loaned them copies of pertinent
material in his file as sources of possible leads in the present investigation,

Mr. Palmer also adm i"Ee aﬁents that it would be permissable for
them to contaci his sourcs, and jp ihis regard ihe Wash-
ington Field Office requested advice as Lo w er should be approached

by agents of the Washington Field Office. Reference is made to my memorandum to

ou dated August 1950, concerning this matter. Thls memorandum advised that
“ﬂd previously furnished informs tion to Superviscr SNy
of ¢t eau, on a very confidential basis concerning and recom—
mended that the Bureau's contact with carried out throug pervisor

-or the liaison Section.

- . . . Gy . . . L.
Bupervisor Wa since contacied WENNENNENY *U ¥iich tlme he
e

“the desire not be contacted except through Supervisor

o

‘ (’.‘E STATUS:

-3 Pending.
o1 RECOMMENDATIONS «

' 1., TInasmuch as Mr. Palmer has advised that the Department has con~

ducted only necessary preliminary inquiries, it is recommended that this investi-
gation be carried to its logical conclusion.

, « If you approve, there is attached hereto a telet to the
| (Washington Field Office instructing them not to mtmin%
will be contacted through Liaison

].B“t advising them tha




STANDARD FOmM NO, 84

S 1 £
Oﬁice Memomndum e UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

[ 3
TO * Director, FBI = Attention: FBI LABORATORY DATE: August 13,:1950
/ F;g, *  GUY HOTTEL, SAC, Washington Field
SUB ECT NOWN SUBJECT
SOURCE OF SENATOR R, MCCARTHY'S
ON REGARDI}

REMOVAL OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY
LOYALTY OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES
(BUFLLE 121-23278)

Re FBI Laboratory report August 10, 1950,

With respect to specimens Qcl and Qc2 which are both photostatic
copies and your comments that it was no% possible to resch a conclusion on
comparison of the typewriting or Qcl, Qc2 and K1l becguse detail has been lost
in photostatings There are submitted herewith the Moriginsls® of identical
material to that of which Qecl and Qc2 are photostats. These were passed out
on the Senate floor at the time of McCarthy's speech on July 25, 1950, and
secured by an informant,

It is requested that the typewriting on each of these be compared
with camparable typewriting on one gnother and on each with the typewriting
on Kl to determine if a common typewriter was used in preparing sny of the
material, . [

It is also reguested that full details be provided as to the type
of reproduction process which was used in preparing the “Report of Investigation'
including description of type of machine used, and whether any indication work
done at Government Printing Office.

It is also requested that further examination of date stamp
impression be made, with a view to determining how it was placed on document,
whether from an actual rubber stamp, by tracing, by drafting with a copying
stylus by free-hand drawing or any other such method,

It is also requested that it be determined if possible whether the
imprint "COFY" was rubber-stamped, printed or otherwise placed on the paper,

It is also requested that the paper itself be examined for any
indication as to source axi availabilltye.

Any other examination belleved productive by the Laboratory as to
the origin or manner of preparation of the *Report of Investigation® should be
conducted.

This evidence should be returned to this office upon completion of
the examinatione ,t‘

X cooR0ED - 18 S 2L o6 F- 229,
oS ="K

AN 9- SEP 5 1850 (
?ﬁr‘ < | o $




__.mEESJ. REMOVAL o‘r GOYT, mmn, m
or s+ QISR vio T Lisr, m,m m m.»_

RELATING 70 | m:smm n ross:.ssxon 'or m, m m,%i SR
__I_J:s b so_'mnﬂ A REPLIc_a er rm: m cm mmmn jnogz
. ':“ o SRS s 'vl § “’

“ pip rm comxu m' mo nmxcmvs mmm OF uc ;nm;xs
,“; oy ’\-p&* wﬁ‘*. Tt ."""}.*#P

LRBREGORDSDO!OTBEFIEGTDATEO?BRIGIEILM_

m‘a ™O, rxm nwmmm Mmrmnmmm‘!i’

AL At ie

£ CoL. cmayma ﬁrxs @m OF 185 SPECTION nrns:on, E.B, NTIL

- -
1,{11- ..‘

;nu ‘ro m on' mm m, gww’m 1B, wm b:sm:n*m P
MAKE FILE mumuauz -r iﬁxm aousz ma mms oF #ﬂatﬁﬂs SUB com:tm, o

T



i
4
3
Pa.ge two. 4
"-i‘-;".." PR i‘ﬂ.-»‘.’f"“i

wasum 04 mgsmmﬁn unnm moonnmu, nm RET!

g{ * Q -pv _:’ - -,r ‘A,

mmonmmrm,m DH. mmﬁ

e - . i . ¥ £§r .
. ,OF Q0L mvxsﬁmu TIE ar bnmmL mczm FROM STATE nfm : puz-ecT,
T - SRS L E}’ﬁ?&‘; AT “-‘3?“‘.’%:_ ;

' NRTINIIE 'EHEH 'COOMES PRBPARED HIS SMRI mrx :?EH BEG)RDS IIDIGIIE ;-‘,,{. ‘

."

SU!-!MARI (X)OMBSMAINTAIREDIHEYILEIIHISQHICE,AHEHHICBITHASBETURNED

[

AT

| T0 or?m OF 001. DAVIS, ',i‘b nur mnon oF m on DEC szm: mammm 2 ;‘;.

v"\ \....

UHEN FIIEBETUBIED TOI-RB BISTLTEIHFEB m, ITULSHLIR‘!AIHED,I!{)HIGE

v
""- i‘. . ‘ —h.

OF BOL DAVIS HNTIL ATR SEVE! » FIF'H DURIHG 'I'HIS PERIOD GOL BA_VIS ASSISM

: ’;.,T“_ .t S AR M_‘ X
"W_Haomvmx,m,'nm,m,m:ommm
L I FLORIDA, EXACT ADDRESS UNENOE. ON APR SEVEN, FIFTY, FILE TRANSPERRED D -
: OFFICE or'coams ‘}'aoxmr Bm: 'uxtn-ﬂ!mﬁrm miﬂmm"”'-"’

S E e

¥ “apTneD m S DR,/ S0 KIS WA RO TIFT - AT MATINO,

gﬁ LT B

HE s'rm?.s m'r T ius,!s ABLISHED _mm

. Xz, szcx mmmmmmnmm eoba@
‘ ’7 Pa; % ?&;‘?ﬁg*\,:jﬁu’.&vﬂéﬁr

CASE &¥D ONLY HE, mwz, um ooL ‘mvzs mm n me'rm'rz INTEREST 1§ -
FILE. THERE APPEARS 0 w no nmson 0 QUESTIOH ooouns' mmnxn,

7"... - ‘_-r‘- vy i—l‘:{ 1} N v, o N G el -,
s, e ) ) .
N B em . .
: . ey . . 4
o - R
- L .
gt . - v
~ F : o - + i



Page t.hree,,; v _'_, P

»
[ wt }v w,, Fat iy S

] "'ﬁf%“ %#q}{

mnxss:cmncmro mfsnmmm
. ‘ w“*.:s-f‘xf-‘%f"‘*a Tl
mm:mxmm mm;ﬁmmﬂ “SVATLASLE 70 EVERYPODY. e
WER R v LR T U MR e TIOT g R
omcz, mmma moss mmxom mnotsu, m !'HERE-E-JO#EASOI,!‘O"*:& .
> ) q' @ -' % ,.)

THE WOBKBOX ON m:ﬁx. u,so SIG!IFICMTD mmrumwm,

FIFTI— SHOVED s.(—or ALY omc; 4 TOCTHENT

YHICH WAS MDOUBl‘EHLI m CABTHI QUDTE EIHIBIT WQIDTE 'H'HIGH EE IEDICL;EN?
< P N PR T
‘WAS 'IU BE USED BY HC CARTH!’ ’1‘0 mosn . n',m FACT, THE QﬂQTl CIEiia

Tt o e v -t y
(e u:-.’,,” ;'— it e

EXHIBIT UNQUO‘I‘E HAD BREN mpm Jus'r moa:o Am m'rx, ,n_m n' gl?mas

_b,‘

ARRRVES S AN \vf 'M_m ::"‘
LOGICAL THAT IT WAS OTHERWISE HC CARTﬂ'! WOULD HLVE USED IT BERETOPORE, “"v"?. Lu»
ﬁIE POSSIBILITY EIISTS mﬂ.' THE INFO GONTM mn‘ VAS OBTAHED FROM :; -
i ""7} L m-f‘k‘., {' i Lt \ﬁ-\lag'w

, wiF s LD S "‘-'2‘.' e -l @ "
THE FILEUHILE ITHJSﬁIHG HLIIITAINID Homcg GFCOL DlVIS i‘rHILI. ‘:,ﬁ

R BECALLED T T !Imué\ I THE ¢
“G’-.- \:u“hﬁ: b n%’t )_._.’

FIF‘I’I mrrIL Amsxm FIFYY, JIRIGI

B gt IS R e

wtmquom ma_igm srunm muo'nr. mmnmi m mnlc mmmnm m wk




.
d

- N— - ( B 1 _f%’ ’

- M o

Oﬁice Memomn 172 o UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

TO : MR. A. B. BE DATE: August 11, 1950
. R . Tolson
e~ W. L s TENCTT
FrROM : C. H,ﬂ'rumu( y A
Q. - fi—
SUBJECT: UNKNOWN SUBJECT (S8OURCE gz T
McCARTHY'S INPORMATION RE JMRIGAEE- @q 7T, Eprployees Ed
“REMOVAL OF GOVERNMUNT PROPERTY 1 o ————
LOYALTY OF GQVERNMENT EMPLOYEES g;. 5::.:.3.;_ _—
. e

PURPOSE: To record telephonic instructions given to I’ashingt.oa?ﬁl’c!'__
Office yesterday regarding contact with~lgyality Review Board. i

CKGROUND: Superviso: Washington Field Office, called Mr.
Keay at 1:30 P.M. yesterday and advised him that they were preparing to start
their investigation of the captioned matter at the Loyalty Review Board but had
ascertained that Seth W. Richardson, Chairman of the Loyalty Board, was out of b1

town and that L. V. Meloy, Bxecutive Secretary of the Board, was sick; that R.

Jo Fenn, next in command, was_also gick leave and the person presently in

charge was a minor official, Washington Field wanted to know

whether to conticiumummmy AMr. Keay instrucied ithem ai that time to ascertain

where Seth W. Richardson actually was to determine whether he could be located

for interview and, if so, to have him interviewed; to also ascertain what

Meloy's condition was so0 a determination could be made as to whether he could

possibly be interviewed. Subsequently a teletype was resceived from WFO at

4:39 P.M., advising that they had ascertained Richardson was on leave camped

in the woods somewhere outside of Ellsworth, Maine, out of touch with civilization,

and not expected to return for about #wo weeks; that L. V. Meloy was suffering

from coronary thrombosis and was constantly in bed and not in any condition to

be interviewed and that R. J. Fenn was on sick leave for an indefinite period.

WFO pointed out that it was felt dealingsshould not be had with any inferior

officials at the Loyalty Review Board since they would probably not feel free

to make material fully available in the absence of their superiors and that
“o information was known as to the reliability and authority of?

who was presently in charge of the Board in the absence of Ric
eloy and Fenn. WFO indicated that no investigation at the Loyalty Review Board
was contemplated until Richardson or Meloy became available pending advlce from
the Bureau.

In view of the urgency of this investigation, the fact that there was
evéry indication that neither Meloy nor Richardson would be available for inter-

view for some period of time, and ce of any information raising a
question as to the reliability o t was felt that we . ’
not delay contact with the Loyalty Review Board and should contact e
-to determine whether he could make the necessary files available. N
lccordingly, Ir. Kaay called ASAC Fletcher of the ‘laah:l.ngton Field

s X mn [ Ity sy ey | -

0 IJ'U B D'LU&’W mub:.muu .UUVU, -lvll LB LIUS Vet IJ'U UU ovi— _
Loy'alti Review Board for the purpose of de/tZ-mj.ning whether

s s
]} 6 s c h%BEW“ W . ,*..—
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he could make the necessary files and material available in order that the

investigati proceed. WFO was instructed that the purpose of their b',
contact with ould olely to determine the availability of the
necessary files and if did not have authority to release the files C

40 determine from him whose authority he would have to obtain to do soe

RECOMMENDATION: It is noted that Seth W. Richardson some time ago
communicated with the Bureau desiring an investigation of the so-called "leak"
in the Loyalty Review Board which the Bureau refused to conduct and it 1is
felt hs would be & logical person to interview as to any susplcions he may
have as to the identity of the unknown subject in this case, However, it is
felt that the interview with Richardson should be conducted by the Washington
Field Office since that office is completely famtliar with the background of
this investigation and, accordingly, 1t is recommended that we take no ateps
to try to locate Richardson in Maine and hold in abeyance any interview with
him until he returns to Washington.
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H;hin. .ud W, Weldon B, Nartsfisld-—persons present at time of the
fellowing statenemt:

OATE administered to Mr, Bartsfield by Mr, Emtcher,
QUESTION BY MR, PALMER; Mr, NMartsfield would you give your full name?
ARSWIR 3Y IR, BARTSFIKLD; Ueldon B, Bartafield

Q Mad your preseut position,
As Examiner (Loyalty) Loyslty Review Board, Civil Bervioce Commission.
Qs Pould you state driefly what your duties are in that position?

As ﬁuw.ndwmdmouthmvmolhmumnofw

-;. - . « =t nd T [N ANy I v . OV wuilsa

a8 assigned,
In our preliminary discussion, you indiocated thet you bad, at least

&% the pressut time, eustody of the so-oalled 81 cases of employees in
the State Departamt,

Those parts of the file that have mot been sent to the State Department,
Who bas previously had full custody?

Dootor G, L. Coombe,

Who else has acoess to them?

M. Melay and Br, Fenn 1 would say, Nr, Ofnsburg and I and

Po coe olse has direct adcoess, Anyons else
hﬂn; & logitimate reason and holding a position giving soccess ¢
#uch faformation has to odtain the file from me with Mr, Meas's
peraission,

I understand these files are carefully supervised by this group,

Thay are carsfully supervised,
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with the perxiasion of the one in custody?

We bhave & charge out systex ani we scan tell to whom each case is
obarged if 1t is out of the files,

I understand from our prelixinary disoussion that since Kr, Corombs

is now absent on military leave, you have in the last few cays had
oocasion to review thia ocerd system to determine who has had accoss
% them sinoe they bave bosn in the custody of the Board?

Yeos,

I understand furthermore, that the 1ist who have had sush eocess is

esonfined within certain MBI agents, who have ocome in person froa time
%0 thee, an agent or %o from the Btate Departaent and Mr, Thomas K,

Beals of the Loyalty Review Board, Is that correct?

You,

T wnderstand from our preliminary disocussion that 21 of these cases
were previcusly sent to panel mombers, tut that tiey were recelled
after the Tydings Comnittee got to working on them and that they are
all now back exospt 9 of them, whioh are vow in sustody of Board
Neamder Clark in New York City and were to have been mailed Registered

-Mail %o the Loywlty Review Board today,

That is right,

1 underetand that these files whon sent toc pansl members wers a000m
panied by a memorandum analysing the files and that these mecoranda

were prepared by Mr, Coombe, Nr, Cinadurg and yourself, ls that

sorrest?




Qe

You bave stated that mooording to the charge-out of cards, at least
parts of the Jeasup and lLattimore files have been cheoksd out by

let me ask you this question, ¥r, Nartsfisld, Do you
reoall ever haviag voiced %o your immediate superviscr any apprehsusion
regarding bolng given any perts of any one or more of these

files?

Yos, 1 4o recell having expressed apprehension in the matter, Mt
without conorete evidencs upon which to base suoh apprehensicn,

Was this appredension expressed before or after materials hgd demn

givea to
It was after I had observed him cheoking material out of the filing

cabinets. e possitly got other material after that time,
Do You remszber Mr., Coombs r«.uponu to your suggestions?
I don't recall the exaot response, but his reaponse was t the eoffect

that was workingz under instructions n-u-' Nr, Neloy ch some

reasarch matter conneoted with the case or cases,

Do you know exsotly what mterials were ssoured by

. time? ' .

I 40 not,

And 1s there any way of deternining, in your opinion, from your records
whiekh m nov have what information he took at that time,?
ﬂ:n records 40 not refleet t.ho exast putc of the files ohocbd out by
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cooubl went on liuhry loave on Juns 1.

" Yes, that is correct,




Qs You Jave had oms or more telephone conversstion with hia sinoe he
left for military leave,
Ay 1 lave,

Q1 Do you recall exsotly how many you have had,

A1 Two or three,
Qs Did Mr. Coomds during any ons of these tplephons conversations ask

you to secure any information regarding any one of the 8] ocases,
Ne has not,
Did he indicate in smy of these conversations that snyone Imd

expressed to him any interest in any of these cases?

Yo, Exoept in a disoussion of Nr, NMeloy's illness, Dr. Coonds stated
that Mrs. Wsloy had advised him that Mr, Meloy had apparently improved
%0 the exbtent that he was wondering about wiat was happeming in some

of the cases, Nowever, no specific cases were mentioned in that

eonnection and my complete reaction to the mattsr was ia relatiom
%o Mr. Neloy's apparent improvement in his {llness rather than to

anythinz else,
Did you at the time that this statoment was made to you have in mind

any partisular ceses that Ny, Neloy might have been interssted u»
B, ¥ Mo partioular case or cases,

Are you poutin, Er, Bartafield, tiat in conneotion With this state-
moat of Mr, Coombe he 4id not rotor %o apeoifioc ocases or ask yrm to
seoure any information regarding any of them?

Yes,
v

‘Weldon B, Nartsfield
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Juns T, 1960

I have today rechesolnd the obarge-gut oards in =y of MMoe end
find et uy fifth statensnt on pege § derein is incorreet, The charge.
out oards show that checked out the State Departmsut file in
e Lattisore cese on My 5, 1950, The oharge-out eards further show
that M sheoked out FBI reports of {nvestigation, the State Department
£11e end the Civil Pervios Commission confidential file in the Jessups
.i..uwe,mo.
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June 7, 1950

Persons pressut om this date at the time the following affidavit of Dr. Coombe was

mde: W, Clive ¥, Malmcr, Department of Justice; Mr. James K. Batoher, Chief,

Investigations Division, U, 8, Civi] Bervice Commission and Mr, Cyril L. Coombs,

Loyalty Review Board, U. 8. Civil Berviee Commission.

The following cath was administer to Mr. Coombs by Mr. Eatoher:

Q: Do you solemnly swear to tell the t:;uth. the whole truth and nothing dut the
truth, so help you God?

A, I o,

QUESYION MY MR. PALMER: Dr. Coombs the Department of Justioe, whish I represent is
intersated in this mtter from tho standpoint of the seourity of oconfidential
yoports of the FBI, as I have already deseribed to you., Colonel Hatoher lms
told you the eondition that the Civil Servioe is intsrested in the mtter from
the standpoint of the ;oeurity of the Civil Bervice Commission's recérds as
well as the security of reocords of other agencies which are in custody of the
Commission, You have agreed to nns;or questions under oath and have been
sworn im socordance with that agreemsnt, I would like first, Dr. Coomds, if
you are willing to prooeed to glve your full name, your present position and a
brief statement of your present duties,

"Oyril L. Coombs. Position, Rxaminer (Inspector) Loyslty Review BDoard., PFor the
last several months, I have engaged in the post-audit function whioch is under
the I‘nipotlbn Mﬂlipn of the Loyalty Review Board., I suppose I might as well
€0 on and add that at the time of Senator NoCarthy's charges before the Sub-
somuittes, M. Meloy placed me in charge of & speoial project of going to the
State Department, getting thelr files, signing for them and bringing them over
to the Loyalty Review Board ‘and having oustody and supervisioa of the preparation
of those files to be sent out to our panel members for review in aceordance with
the President's Vroquut. As & part of that project, we arrunzed with the
‘.Contul Ofﬂoe; Investigations Diviuonlto furnish the eonfidential 'ﬂiel of

’ the Civil Bervios Commission records on th_o'f ciwr_indiﬂdunll. ¥o also
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ool Wr. Fartafisld wp to the Committes and he dealt with some assistant of

Nr. Norgan to gat eertain exhibita that had been used is Semater NeCartiy's

statements before the Committes, I had ocustody of all those files and then

as the FEI prepared summaries of informatiom which we received in additiem

to reports of inmvestigations, we set up & separate file for maintaining those

in the same dlock of filea,

Ir this connsotiom, you state you had the respomsidility ef assemdling all

mterial from al)l places to forward through ehannsl for the use «f yowr

Loyslty Board,

The President requested that the Loyalty Beview Board review these files and

my shargs was to gt the files together into ome somplete file of State '

Department matters, Civil Servios and whatever additional reports there might

be to send to sach panel member for his etuly,

| Is there an additiom) funotion you have that you have not desoribed?

1 had two wen assigned to me at first, then later another, ¥irst, Wr. Martsfield

and | - and them for & time before he weat em active

duty, The originmal three of us were preparing these filss to

sond to pans) membders and I worked wi th thex in propnring sgme of the files, We

Mkuutorﬁoolhnuulm;dﬁn-nwﬁntmnutthoum'huo

w were waiting for VB3I to furnish their zm-ttpﬁm on othor oases to pt

our prosedure porfnhd for the pansl members.

. In order to elarify the record, these £iles started to soms to you om agp-roti-h

what date? - = R
I wort over to the Btate D;part-out to their S8eourity Division ocarrying with we
s lotter from the Chalrman requesting thu‘ to turn over tﬁo' £iles of the 'pb“Oplc
1isted on the MoCarthy 1ist, some 81 cases, I Judge 1t was Tju-‘iy in April |

perhaps the latter part of Narch, I julge that from the fact that »o vt have

S hgd ‘them in owr pououion [ utth over 30 dnyl.
i _ e




As T wnderstand it you received them in the early part of Marech of latbter part
of April and in the begimning immediately following reoceipt, youwr job was one
primarily of supplemsnting material from the State Department with material
from other places, such as what?! Could you desoribe this material?
State Department files wers made up by the State Department from their leyalty
seourity flles, plus, I was told, a oareful check over their personnsl files on
the same Individumls bringing out all of the material in the persomnel file
that would relats to loyalty,morals or charseter, leaving in the persomnel files
a])l mterial referring to purely personnel matters—-things entirely separate
- from loyalty, In those ﬁ}n wers, of eourse, many FBRI reports already, many
State Department sgent rop;m going baek mo.ﬂli-’;%a a 8 page letter
nport;n; on all of the oases on the 1ist telling the status of them in commeo-
tion with the handing of luch ocasesy Very shortly after w tock custedy of the
files, tho ¥BI in response to & request from the Chairman pointed out that they
had previously furnished the Volee of Ameries investigation on soms 30 or 40
nd they had been frnished to the Comdssion. Going through the emtire 1ist
_they pointed ocut what they were going % do.' such as reopening inveatigation,
additional fnvestigation and stating generally that they were going te furnish
summries of informtion from their files in all these sases, whers the persem
~was still employed and the information was avsiladle., Very shortly crur e
ot sustody of State Department files and Investigations Division files eans
1, we began getting extra eopiss. Voles of America oopies first, then cams
aleng summaries of informtion. The Chairman had requestsd any informtion in
their files, so they r&nubd suomaries, . page or two or thres depending and

they started ooming in in groups of 3, & mybe 10 from day to day and I jJudge

‘ there were 30 or 40 of those.




Q: Do you mind if I interrupt? uunyu-;pin.
Ay They were passed to me. They first oin,\m office through Mr, Eeloy's
Sesretary, sfter we lost our regular mail and file olerk and after she left,

took over and when the reports oame in from Investigations Division

they would eoms through Mr, Neloy's secretary and ghe would lay them physieally

on my desk. I XepS rather close tabs on them to see in oertaln cases what was
going through and what was going into the files. Then ~who is a
leng-time employees of the Civil Bervice Commission having been to my knowledge
at hut 10 years im personnel and Servioce Reeord Divisions, was loaned te us

another £iling system, so we set wp folders wnder each subject ocase name to
take ocare of the additioma)] reports from FBI, breaking them down into 3 or 4
eategories as to Yoiee of Americs, ad to oases of outside agencies--ocutside the
State Departmsnt, esses that were ;oin;‘:%r had come from panel members so that

we wouldn't get eaught with a report in the office when the case file was out
for study with & panel member. |

In other words now, at that time as these files eame in and wers being brought
together, would you name again the people who had any contaet with them whatever?
Within owr Board?

After they arrived at your offies, how did they ooms in,
By n;uonpr from Mr. Matoher's division, Fe turned them over first to
~ When she left to ' » M. Moloy's uoroury. Either one
of those two would bring them to ap desk throu;h no 1ntorudhto channel., Then

I looked them over, notioced what oase they pertalined tos what If enything waas
new, lo- I had reviewsd myvelf as lxudmr.' I then turned the csse over
- to Wr, Mlﬂol‘ or to make sure that the case they had sent hmd
. Ancluded the first oépy__thnt oams before the other three or that the repart

.onhinod no substantially sow informtion. If their sumary was complets

T . . B e St PR




{inswer oontinued)
without 1t, or if it had to be forwarded out, I wrote a letter of transmittsl

sending it out to the respective panel member,

Who selected the panel members to send thess to?

Mr, Moloy, We agreed on a selection largely because of geographical oonsideru-

tions, We only had one file for each of thres panel membera to study, so we

agreed that we had to send three ocases to each panel of three, ons of whom
would be the Chairman and he would get one cass, 3 would get one oase, C would

L . . ™, - ] . . DTA U n Ml O a4dah - Ra¥ &

-

the panel member was told to whom to send the file when he completed his study,

oither to 4 or B as the onse wizght be. M. Neloy hardly mede any selection.

It was largely dus to where they lived, For instanoe, In Chicago, it was
Dr. White of the University of Chioage; Professor MacChesney of the l.ort}sostern

law 8¢ho00l and as Chairman of that panel Dr. French of Mami, Chio, When
Professor MaeChesney disquaiified himself from further sonsideration of State

AT CED T oy RO ) Orm MDD OYVIReD L4 Oy ST T

Department, s Nr, Nurray Seasongood of Cineinnati, Ohlo was substituted te

oomplete the working peansl of three, FNow there were psnels similarly set up
at Boston, New York and Los Angelee and looally Washington with one member

from Virginis,

I understand those files thnt wore sext out you say were the oldest files amd

in most’.oases, 4f not all, they were psople who were no longer with the State

Department,

In order t> speed up the oonsideration by the Loyslty Review Board members of

+Fa

instructed us to take the oldest ocases first, meaning cases involving persons
_ ’_,Iho.hul boen out of the government service for the longest period of time and




(lali-r eontinued)
whieh presented least difficulties by way of study and preparatiom. Up to the
date the President offered the files for study by the Tydings Sudbeommittes,
21 such ocases had been prepared and forwarded to pansl mesbers.
1 wnderstand that those files bave now been returned and nons of them are any
longer in your susbody?
Mlid.?‘t Truma first informsd Senator Tydings that he would study the prodlems
and perhaps later mke the files available to him and his committes. This was

after he had requested the Layalty Review Board to review sush files, Accordingly
when the President armouneed that he decided to turm them over to the Tydings
Suboommitties, it was the Chalrman's deeision that the Loyalty Review Board had
mo further funotion under the President’s request since the Chairmn believed
that originally as part of the resson for the President's request that the
Loyslty Review Board study such files, the President had mid as s result of
sueh stuly he would decide whether or Bot to turn such files over to the Sub-
soxmittes. Accordingly, whem he bad turnsd the files over to the Subtwonmittee
for stody 1t mast that the Loyslty Review Board hed no funotion at thet time.
At sny rate, the Chairman instructed all available files dbe de turned to State
Department. .

And were they in fact returned?

Yos, in & letter which I prepared under date of May 8, 1950, we listed 57
seses whish were being returned intact to State Department files, They had |

furaished f1ling oases with the locks and we left them in their oabinets and

" returned that growp intact. We pointad out for bookkeeping purpoion that 21
~of these files were out for ‘lt‘udy by panel members, that we had previously
" peturned 10 such files for adjudication under the loyslty order, thus making

57, 21 and 10=< 88 and one that they had sent over--John Stewart Service, 8.

N




Fave you ever had the John Servies file?

Fot after we returned it to them for further action.

But you did have it at the beginning?

¥o, not in the bLeginning.

At what point did you have it?

In studying for post-audit purposes the oases of . in August, 1’4’.‘
I moticed constant references te and the Amersis cese. I,
therefore, inquired of Colonsl Daris, Chief of Inspeotion Division in whieh I
«lao work, where was the oase, sinee our practioe is to
“eonsider ceses by one exaxiner where they involve related matters. Our records
showsd that the ease had mever been sent to us dy the Btate Department far
post—audit, I then ealled , who 13 secretary I believe to the
Loyslty Soourity Board in the State Department, to inquire as to the status

of the oase. Fhe informed me that it was still in the process of
sdjudication, Later, in October I belleve 1949, a Fora 98 was sent in by the
State Department showing favorable sotion on the Serpics oase, Nowsver,
accarding to oxr system I would have had no knowledge of such Porm #8, whioh is
& Loyulty Review Board form reporting the proocessing of the case in the sgenoy,
until such oase would be ocalled to my attention for post-audit vhich is mmde
after the complete file had been sent in by the agency at which time -our elerk
prepares the twe together and tﬁ-u it over to the inspesotor for poct-'-mdit.
In Decenber, while acting as Chief of the Examining Division, I had a phome

" oall from Beory Roberson, Investgations Division Central Orﬂgo inqni;-ing as

to the oase stating the State Department had not completed certain
fuvesti ations required in China and would prodably be umable to complote such
investigation becsuse of the influx of Communist troopu and the 1ou or oonirol
by the Tatiomslists which foroed out our ropronnutinn cnd mdorin; Mt Ii
. should do. 4 wgguhd to Mr, loborcon that he inform the Suu Dopurhont thn.t .

P
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(Answer eomtinued)
they should mke an offieial statement to the FBI or our Investigations Division

stating what points were not eovered and why and showing what action thelr
"lq‘ltyucritybnrdhd taken or would take or was going to take on the sase

. -y LIDH al. ) ) ., .. Y » - W Ol e T.] " sle T4 DOU

sase until I was working out at the Javy Department in February 1960, 1
rossived a eall from W, Meloy asking me about the oass saying that

he wished it $0 be presented to a pansl of loyalty board members which was
ghigg in, in & day or two. I told Mr, Meloy there wesntt any file in

the office to my Inowledze, The mext morning, I immediatsly ehecked to fimd
ta‘:-ﬂ"i;chmtho ounse had come into my office while I had been at
the Tavy end found that the oase had not been sent in, Mr, Meloy then, in
sonversation with Wr. Micholsom, ssid something irn substanoe to the effest that

) BPOP iy L - - ¥ RN N don? + Py + >

ca 1%, W, Wieholsom replied, “No that 1s right, it is stil) here and we will
ot 5t over there right away.® The panel was set for Mareh 2 and 3, On Apeai™’Y
a I believe was a Priday, tu osse appeared. DPecause of Wr, Meloy's
 gread interest in the ocase and the faot that I had reviewed two related oRses-eee

Q: Wiat hﬂ. the ranss of those?

as ‘ _ and I folded together these 022es and took them

hu- over the wesk-end to study, sinoe I didn't feel I could propare a Summary
d‘ e thm Ouu and present ‘them to the panel by the next Thursday, This

Vit i A v S 5 b A

7 T @14, A1 ‘such files were 1o wy brief case, or on the table before me during
7 the ontire‘weer-end of S o vy vl
A‘lo Yeos . _
| Qn Wbo 1 in your familyf?
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Just my wife and youngster and I belisve my mother-in-lsw was there, but she is
bodridde=,
8o on from there.
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of the other two Briefly., 1 notioced at omoe that the date of adjudication of
Janvary 16 or 28, 1949; that the Fora U8 was dated in October 1949 and referred
te "Favorable action taken Jammry 18, 1949." I at once noted that at the time
the loyalty security board of the State Departwent had made its favorsble

sdjudioation the file had not cantained at least 10 reports of investigation im
Chine and Japan which had oame in during the summer 1949 up until as lats as
September 11, 1948, which obviously oould not have been oconsidered by any board
mking adjudication as of Janmvary 16, 1949. I, therefore, stopped ful:thtr study
exoept £o read the emtire file, bundled 1% up and wemt to bed. The first thing

the next morning I Sook 4t up with M, Meloy. I said, “Look somsoms s trying
%0 work somsthing. Wiy this adjudioaticn is not proper. It obviously doss not
oover sl of this mterial.” I prepared a letter sending it taock to the State
w ﬂilh‘ for the case to be sulmitted to its loyalty security board

— %

What vas the date of that letter,

It mut have been February 26 that the oase first oams in, because the Friday
befers, Jhrch 8, I took the oase homs that week-end. Monday we sent it back.
™he case was rphmd to the Btate Departmsnt by lotter dated February 28 as I

| stated with & letber of requst for re-edjudioation MsHINE RN of the reports

which they had nob omsidereds State Departwent set up & new Board replesing
ons formey wesber, returned the oase to us on Thursday, March 2 at 2130 p.me

Qs Thern what happened? This period from February 24 to Pobruary 28, 4id you say

Aw?

W —




o® on

As Yes,

QU And it vas retawned because the State Department agency board had not given
sonsideration to a number of reports that had been mads in Chima and Japan
and as & oonsequensd you did not mmke the ammlyses that you took the fils howe
to mXe. Instuﬁ. you prepaured a letter to the State Dopgrtnnt which was |
dated February 28 asking that the ngcncy board give it further oonsideratiom,
!htlottornntm-nd thea it eame bask by speelal messenger on Mareh 3.
It was dsliversd to them Pebruary 28, It was returned to w by ipoom
‘msssenger on darsh 2 at 3130,

Ead the oase in the interim been eonsidered by the Departamt of State loynlty
board?
Yes, |
Tt had been scnsidered. What was thetr deeision?
Ih-vfrnqwm”mu‘dthouhmt 1t had been re-worked into
three separste files, one forouhpunl momber and & new deocision on e

daciacrn g uae. Ynenlle
mdu‘b‘u which I had prepared for State Departusnt covered the file
with three sigmtures by the board that resonsidered 18,
You mentioned just now that you eould tell when the file esams dack that it
had been restudied by the board of the State Department beoause of the re=
arrangemsnt of the file and you mentioned in that oommestion s memorandum
whish you had previously prepared was attached as a oover,

Fovm VWHrvee

I prepared the fom for M. Moholson and he had the mworandum and they u

that to ke their rew deolalon,

Wes the form ia the wording g s decision Cmiiety taken wnier the executive
That is right, I had found proof that the file had been actually studied when |




(m eontimed)
«t 3130 by special messenger in cams another file which apparently had beer in
the hands of one of the Stats loyslty board msmbers for study and not included
with the first main file.
Now, Dr, Soombs, you have bask in your hands the Ber-ioe vass as of 3130 Nareh
8. What then trenspired with respset to it?
Due to Mr. Neloy's wishes X had presented first the  ease, then the

_ sase and the csse was to be the third for sbvious reasons,
analysis, diffioulty of the sase, ote., and I wanted the panel members to bave
the most tims to study the oasp. Therefore, I dictated s Sumeary

‘memorandum before 4130 attasching to it & eopy of the ratiomale by the State
Department loyalty board meubers supporting their lest deecision and at 4:30
thereabouts I prosented the sase to the penel celling their attention to the
d4ifference in the oase as compared to the other two and nphniung

ortaln points, giving sach of the pans)l members as is our ecustom as complets

e £1le as possible for stuly. The .punl mombers deocided that they 'ould take
the case and study it overnight, |
Would you mention the psnel msubers' names?

The panel members weres Nr. John K, Clark,lewyer, New York City; I delieve

s Wr. Alger, ulso s lawyer of New York City, and T beliewe M, Shattud
attorney from Boston, Mass, The files were turned over to the pansl menbers
for their stufy. I secured the dalance of the files which would consist ef our
offies file, memorandum, motes ﬁrw desk over night, The next mﬁil_n; the
two pui msabers, 1 velieve, Mr, Alger and ¥r, Shattuck met, Nr. Clark being

absente Whem he did not appear by 10130, M, Meloy cslled his hotel end
"I'. Clark informed Mr, Meloy that he had been up all night studying the files
in the Servioe case and they were such & dasn mess that he bad ever seen, eto.




® o

.(hnurmumd)
I don't Xmow shat he said in detail, but Mr, Meloy turned around fram the phone
and said somsthing 1ike, Mr, Clark was steamsd up over the oase,
" Apparently he was excited and would be down as soon &z he oould, At about 11:00
he appeared and all down the Mallway lraadoast his resction to the oo

passing through seversl rooms enroute to the hearing room, then proceeding to
9011 the panel members what he thought of i in rather live Bnglish, Mr, Alger
told¢ him in view of what he had heard previocusly from Mr, Meloy that they had

the ease all setiled, memorandum diotated and that they should take up the
L)

¥ ¢ 4 R - - Voo Tay 03 ¥y L ]

Lecrve I. a’ 4{:«/
Fﬁuol;‘hbq's opinion in the -MM&”MMMM-.:-:&

favor of 1t or mots I lof%t the pame] at that point sinoe they were in oon-
ference on another ase.

Q  They had refused to take up the ocese?

At Yes, W, Clark was arguing why he was against it so they did.

Qs Mﬂ-mm—humni;ingfwmmdadﬂndhhtmmw
' deolslon and that the memorandum had been prepared.

A Mhhrcninthocfhmcnﬂnmmﬂmnuﬂthammhitbﬂtohh
for conside on at which time he inserted a paragraph which was ineorrsot and

\Vards,

Ub "'
e gt L
R R

Ihdtoh_ﬂ.ltuwithnnndthtpanmphhkmm-ndthonmnﬂmm
finally ugﬂ at about 5118 March 3.

Qs Did he conowr in the aotion of the other two?

As bl.bmultbun.

'QJ Wmh-kium.miusbwtiﬂ

!ht is Mc natures
Q Mhommrrlngmthomorsorﬂuf
A1 To, He was loudly stating that he had never seen such a mess in all his 1ife

andththomgoin;tourﬂt&mtunuok-
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Put your point is that he made no bones about his feeling in the case and

stated his point of view in the hearing of--

Bo stated it over the ‘phone to Mr, Meloy because Nr. Neloy turned around and
sald, "Clark is steamed up over ths osse.”

Vas there any amalytical msworandum prepared by you or anyone else?

X diotated one three or four pages long, pointing out the mmin things and adding
on the rationale with the pansl members' decislon.

What was your recommendation?

I don't believe I made ome. T simply said somsthing to the effect, I don’tw

know tut I often say, "Should the agency's sotlon be approved.”

Bid they prepare a .urt_lndm and what was their recommendation?

Thay pnptroft momorandum of deolsion recounting. what they consider derogatory
{nformation and direeting that the 3tate Department reconsider the ocase perticularl

securing more information regarding sctivities after he went beck to

And did4 they recommend that e new board be appointed?
%o, We Mave no such suthority. Somstimes an agenoy board has disqualified a
momber 1f he has expressed in an interview with FBI & derogatory opinion regarding
a subject,.
Po you.hiw of any case in whioh any recommendation was wade in any memorandum
that s3m & new board be appointed to consider the omse?
Bo, I don't by any stretch of the imagination. That is not in our provinoe.
- I would suggest that the oase be reconsidered and that the following steps be
: taken, exoept in s oase where 'l. oan 1s obviously disqualified but that is very

TAIr'es

T would gather from the previous questions and answers that ary anmlytiocal

 memorandum prepared in the Service case was prepared by you and no one elsel:

Yos, thet ie right.
S S




The file was in your possesalon and yours slome?

I 1ad asked for i¢.

Was there any recommsndation mde either in the amalytiocal msmorandum prepared
by you, in the Imndm of decision prepared by the parel mesbers, or in the

letter that was transmitted to the Sb.tq Departmsnt, was there any recommsnda~
tion made that the previous board that had considered the cese be disqualiffed
and & new board appointed?

There was not.

The letter as I understand it in that case was delayed in transmission to the
State Department. '

!wmmn:uu file was sent baok?

';ln't that letter delayed in transmission?

Yeos.

Tasn't it indicated that the informatiom had gotten out as to the decision

of the Loyalty Neview Board had beon befors the letter got to the State Departe
went? ‘ '

That is ﬁ#o
Do you recall informing anyone sither vith.ln the Loyalty Review Board or outside

the loyalty Review Board what the deoision of the panel m?

N, Meloy and I think perhaps Colonel Davis. It is ouwr practioe to refer the

cAse when We coms out of the panel eession s to whether-—~ '
o 1s eolon-l Davis?

Grover Qoﬁluﬂ Davis?
Grover C, Davis,
1 have heard the manme, Orover Cleveland Davis, is that the one?

I assume S0,




A; In mentioning it to either one of those psople it would have been possidle for
Nr. Purysar to hear beoause his offioce between Col. Davia' and mine and it is

even possible although I don't recall whether I mentioned it in the {mmediate
group there working right arcund Mr, Neloy's office. We are all interested 1in

the same matters we talk as any group would. I am not pretending that I did
or 414 not mention it 4o him, but he oould have heard it if for no other reason
an insight as to vhat was going to happen.

Did you mention §t to amyons outside the Loyalty Review Baard?

1 dcn't think so, 1 an sure I didan't,
Are you willing to make & categorioal’ W that?

So-She—best—of wy Teccllvetion, yeg. I thought this mtter over, in feot,
Wr. Neloy offered to have ms mXke an investigation of this mtter at the time,

Y thiok that indioated his regard of ms in the matters

If you had mentioned it to anyone outside, would it bave been only somsoDs

g

oryn -5 ROV L PN at '

Onder no olroumstances would it have been amyone other than en employee of owr
groupe 1 have never been in ¢ommmiostion with anyoms on the Mill in any

R S

panner. I have never called the Stats Department in fhm regard to the outooms

of the Service case. My oalls wore as to previous matters getting the status

of the oase months before and after that, Nothing sbout declelons. That is
not my MW. )
U ying " '

if you vould be willing to make an investigation?

l‘c -.h ‘an investigation right then while it was hot 1if we oould uoomia




"-'I' .'f-'moﬂmmwmhaul-. Meloy?

" B3 %o, Wb expressed it to me. Ns had & different yiewpoint om it than I did,

Qs Asd you f3lt that the thing might reflect bask om you sines you alonee——

As” 'Prenkly, I said, "larry, I an a prims suspect. I don't suppose that I should
"do an fuvestigation,® Or words to that effest. Beoauss, maturslly, by prooess
of elimimtien thinking ever what happened I would have to ecmsider -yun'ml
.uﬂmﬁrﬁddl-

A mempwh ia asking you & questien I want to shange the word "outsids” and to
ut’ﬂtm@.itiﬂ. Eave you ever mentionsd the deocision in the

‘. ouse %o axyens not expleyed by, or in any way eonnsotdbd with the Loyalty Review
I om swre aok, It 18 sametime age, but it wes very important at the tims and
__ﬂﬁlhllﬁmpnﬂmuﬁIﬁﬂmﬂowryﬂun‘thtlhﬂdoulttb'
'H.-nllm'tmntmlumm&o-tbn!hnou;gubd.
 And of sowrse dear in xind there are two reporters who write those msmorands up.
Wo sonsidored that peesibility, %o used Nr, Pemn's stenographer to re-write
e soeond page, Wut I was Shere shen she Surned that second page ever, I

" toek gustody of that and explainmed it to pansl members and Nr. Clark why the
~_parsgraph was imeouwrate. N ¢ipned the new ons and I took them dack and tore .
Qﬁu stier ssoond sheot whieh had this extra parsgraph o 1t that I objected

e M-tb I--ﬁnl and stapled them together and the panel signed 4.

“_T,"}Atibu;xﬂmub. Clark be was Zot in with the panel. &-ﬂ.‘umu

"'-"‘i,‘un off1iee set out far & Witing Fecm in between the reporters and Gol, Davis®

" ,’oﬂ,‘_in; No was sngaged in eonversation with some stranger, & unptpw reporter,
X telieve aod Mo Toloy, X moved in between the visitor and Mro Clark and
' oxpldnd vory quietly what it was I objected ¢o in the pnra;riph. ‘but there

" was no mantion, I an sure of the decisiom, Ituu Just why this pcngnphiu

1

) ow-pluap and imsoourate,




2% you ever found ho t¥% sitor =Y
Wr. lolay sald he was positive at the time he couldn’t hear what I said himself
wre the other man oouldn't } P4 3 omeone eonnwoted with

sowspaper busimess, X recalled at the time we went over every poesidility, dut
we discoumted it,

Before we leave that, I just have one question. It is not a question and you

don?t need to answer it I don't think, Apparently, you have been oc.ocerned

adout this bdecanse of the feet, in & sense, suspieion may have pointed towsrd
youe JTaw you fermed any eonclusion of your own with regard to how the leak

N3 T wa T e '\ o RO . e SeF 3 -y SRy - O Y 84

a0t & proper question far an affidavit.

e to s y firm opinion and I 41d say to Ne, Neloy €hat I
thought 1t wes plesed together frop seversl thinga. They knew the pansl wes
weting. The State Departwsnt knew it. I hed called them and told them.

Thooe effiee 8id you w11t
It would do oither or Wr. WMoholaon, to make srrangementa in the

begimning for those eases to be eonsidered. I had ancther opinion to be signed
00 I salled two or three times prior to the panel meeting. They Xnew definitely

physieaily l‘n.tb offise. It came in at 2:30, They Imew the panel was
_meeting the sesond and third. They wers told so. It eculd have been conoluded

protadly the question of these ocases would be decided those two days. Nost
anyone would have known that who had anything to do with the cases,

Do you have any other t}'nary'l‘ )
Bot other than to say that it was pleced together from information. If anyone

“would make & statement to Semtor MoCartky, I am positive it cams from the
Btate Departmert becauss they had been & oconstant source of information to hiwm,




] (Lnn-r sontinued)

himself and furmished informtien.

Tou don't Jave any 1dea who 1t oould be?

Be. I reenll ho stated that he had an infarmard in the Stats Department and
that be eouldn’t reveal any more because maturally then he would be in danger
of losing his jeb, but he produced photostats of State Department records, se
o mut have ud scusone, hnthwthc&y-fltﬂmi-npoltmc!‘rn
ny huk;ronal in intelligence decause ﬁnt iz the my stories are mies wp, &
11ttle pioqhuttnlnlltth plece there. !lu'i&iﬂkmiﬁl find anyone
ealled Senater NoGerthy's effies and said, Senator on such and such s date,
somsthing was deeided em such and such & ease, I think you w1l find somscoe B
had socees Lo part of the informtion and surmised the rest. numm
hoiﬂuuﬂthamﬂvctﬂ?lotbrfcr recomsideration, Ny letter wms
pretiy stiff. |

What would have bteen the date of that letter?
 Pebruary-—=it sould have been the ZTth or theresbouts. They asted very quiskly
thn.lot-p_apuihﬂwthan;’hrpnh. _
hat wae the letter you spoke af that you wrote after you had it homws ever the
woskw-ord ?

" That 10 righte hnquntlonraron at on;o beoause d’%amt t a now
'jwuwmnumu@wm-m-my shesked wy letter.
-1_,Itwhnwnmﬂwﬂmmumhomhhlmamdnm

_ and 1t 414 mot eomtaln sush & requiremsnt,
_Duh_c_ry-mndu ocontaln snahu-hhuntt
?or;mbouﬂ Yoo .
'mc'youm.un case or who 4147
X md outw!y when 4t oame from the Stats Department, It had proﬂ.m‘ly
bnu ‘Wiere for post-audit and T had mothing to do with §t at that u-mw
only eormeoticn with 1% sinoe thez has been inm the bulk mtodyorsntht |

| ﬁlu -hlah nmludod thnt onee u.-on; othorto




Po you know who wrots the analytiocal memorsndum on that ease?

Yeos.

Who 41d write it? |
| It was an sbortive effort, howsver. It was learned aftef the
msmoraniua was ’ropu-ol_. sither dietatsd or transoribed, at any rate before
it was completed, that the persom was mo longer an employse in any department
and therefore we would not preceed further with the sase, The msmorandum was

scrapped dut I am not sure at what pointe-—esither it was diotated and trans-
arided in rough o whether simply in notes,

<
Do you remember what his recomssndation wast

I know what his eonclusions were. Simply that I heard him say something to the
that vhat his reccmmesdation was. I never sew the memorandum,
As the head of that unit whish you are supervising, I suppose you have been
fairly security eonscious. Weat eteps have you taken? ]
The State Department, at tho time I took sustody af the files, furnished them

i & fourdrewsr single seotice Bg case with a bar for the uwse of padlos!
in eontrust to the usuwal government file ease which may have & ehain loeok or
mothing. Thereafter ve sesured them every might. Thea the Civil Servies Com-
miesion furnished 2 tiers of speelially prepared filing cabinets on whish there
was & very substantiall fastanerar® heavy steel bar, Thess eabinets are |

uttm;hwurnt vision 8]l Ow tinuﬂdinctly bohind wy ssoretary. We
mmrmlm period so that thaynnnctn.lou. tnuqeuolnlhioh
axyons is to be eut of my offioce, I nsk onc ofthcm-mauhtln;-hth

pext room to step in, At Gtﬂ(ﬂay bave instructions to turs in ul reports and
poked cedinmet and and I lock them together, A%

$:18 they are looked up and we check each padlock,

.”-




Qs Do you have some recard shile the file is out?

As We have a charge sheet that goes inte each vacancy indicating who has the £1le

__"and then it is marked off when the file 1s returned and no one has any acoess

to those files exoept the three of us and on oooasion one other man. He was

reading them before he unt on aotive duty, he turned one back to me md im

preparation of a lonpr m on the Institute of Pacifiec Relations

sas had oceasion to use two or three of those files only.

Q 8o that in sddition to you and the men working with you, what we !
A3 Wr, Hartafield and and for & very few days,
Qs _Wimt eares 414 he havet

As ¥o only had one oase which he turned back when he went on active duty.

Qs Do you remsmber what case that was?

As To, It was s Russian or Bungarian mems though.
Qs The only other psrson would be What were his oases?

Ay 5o bad only eases ninuuuwmwmﬂhﬂtﬁm;—kbﬂm
on , and I think he worked At the office file and scme of the

%Ithltu-throu@m jnmtnlnurrult“thm;h.b
sat at my desk and looked at it and I believe that 1s all. I don't think he

loocked at ths 1 o any of the others.

Qs e looked at the file at your desk?
m -
As 4Bs sat at xy dosk and 1ooked at the PBI reports that came 1n coossiomlly om

the .

Qs TWhat was the date of that?

‘A3 That would have been on 2 or 3 occasions up to & week prior to'm‘hou'xn‘)
PINELH ¥
which 'bogu’thnt' would have been roughly a period of two weeks prioe to June 1.
Qs But he had the file in his own office. Do you reocall did that

file sontain the FBI reports at alll _ 29 .




I am quite positive that it did not. I think it contained only reports by

depertwent agen nd State Department file, that is what they salled

their ssourity investigation and they were old in the sense of having been

i tu s Va A Lh - Darvice -

end that was alsc an 0ld file dated 1943 and oontaining no PBI reports. 1

don't beliswe I have ever seen an FBI reportfon

Q: Do you recsll the approximmte dates when he had the rile?
A1 Roughly, in the seecond or third weeks preceeding June 1, HBe worked on this

long resume on the Institute of Pacifio Relations right at the beginning of -
Semator NoCarthy's statemsnts and continusd along up to-perhaps he is still

> L] 7 14 L1

Q3 Do you recall whether that oase oontained your own investigative
f3lee. I take 1t you mean the Civil Servics file would have included the

aotion taken dy the old Rating board action on oertain Chinsse ocases?t
As Nos, Om - only, HNis file would show only the sotion taken by

the Rating Board in his ease which simply gave the agenoy the notios of
sligidle rating in 1948,

Pid 1t oontain snything with regard to ratings made in which he presumably was
" ealled in ,a: baock in 1943 or 1943 by the Civil Servios Commission when they

WHM(_OQM:MMQAMJH

fih o
M ﬁ'No It would have sontained the results of thd: rating whioh is eligitle or

lullgibio and & statemsnt o that effects

= Q’i‘ _Did this f1le which you have contain an 3nsligible ratins which had been made

yry- 8
_with rnpoot to one or Wore Chiness when ; was howi 4f ONI?

ll ! twn not studied the file extremely carefully. I glanced throuzh, but I
wuld say that it does not oontain any suoh reference.




Dr. Coombs, you have mentioned that md ane ease that

bhad two eases out of that group. To your Imowledge, bave either of them ever
requested photostat eopies of any documents in those files?

Bo. Not ¢to my knowledgs. The only photostats mads with wy knowledge end
suthority were the ones seocured by Nr, Nartefield with the approwal ef

¥r. Morgan from the Committes and those were taken down with & representative
from the Kill, taksn to Temporary B and the photostats were made st the time
and given to me for custody. has had the study ef those exhidits
that would involve the photostats mde at Texporary B of mtters furnished

before the Committes,

Do you know whether or not he requested that they be re-phokostated?

Pot ;o my kmowledge. Be didn't ask me beoause that is an Offioce Bervices
mtter. JNe would go to Nr, Neloy,.

Pid it ever eoms to your Imowledge that he had requested any photostats of

hose exhibite? _

Yo. We had, after discussiom with M, Neloy, approved making four oopies se
that we oould have four eopies of thess exhibits availsble to furnish to ouwr
panel and scms for use in the office. S0 every one of thoss exhibits were made

[

Do you have axy information as te the suxber of osses that nrim pooj’lo"_uhd..

prepared memorandum on? _
Bo. I have had charge of the examining seotion for months. They run-—ea total
would run up into the hundreds. Our post-audit sectiom prepared 26 to 30 for

a panel,.
Is there anyons in the group who hnn't ntod any or many oases?
Purynr. I think all the rest of us hu. oxceapt the ouporvioon ihioh

are ¥r. Penn, Dr. l‘rodcrlek end W, I-loy. would h-.n pnpuod luﬂriu st ou ‘

» or another




How do you assign those oases to various individuals, on the bdasis of adilities,

or what?

¥hen I was in eharge of Examining Seotion, I had wvery few, if any private

restrictions in my own xind as to assigning any emse to any examiner, They wre
all, to wmy knowledge, entirely trustworthy, been investigators with the Comxis-

O ‘I' " Ney, Y e Ired 0 aDYeY r . ™ . .*_.'l 14T¢] LT 53O0 a
-4

Af I knew one exsminer had previously handled a ecase. Take the Cleveland Post

Office ocase if one examiner mew the facts surrounding i¢t, informants statements

out there and the gereraul set up, I would if T oould assign him another one af‘fi

clovrland I fotfice Cooty Ksnnrlsin #-
h-hi.oh another examiner would havenor something of that sort which to my mind

gave a 1ittle preference to oms man over another, Perhaps there was ¢ hurry-wp
choice then I would assign it to one persca who was fast and would avold

assigning it to & slower person.
You never had ‘-ny restrictions on the premise of trustworthiness?

- & ' + - R . ™

of that sort,
You have been on sctive duty since Juns 1 and Nr, Hartsfield 1s in charge in

your abeence?
That 1s right.

Eave you had any eontast with your office since you have been on active duty? |
Yostorday., I wrt to pot wy oheck and mqulrod about the work of the o_fﬂoi ';ui

enter in here, olussifioation casos in which the opinion was expressed that we

didn’t handle right, btut none of these oases at all, although they are ones oa

the progras of 61,
There 15 one other item that I want to take up, bdut I don't have tho hror-tun

it would nnd to base it. Mayde v oould call you sometime tomorrow. ‘lhut time

. 4o you get off?




As A% 4130,

Q Nybs we sould do it after that. Col. Ba toher do you have any questions?

As Be. T thimk yeu have mentionsd everything.
" MR, COOMMSs I would 11w to check this statement over bafore I sign it.




June 15, 1960
The foilowing OLTE was administered to Dr. Cyril L. Coombs, Examiner, lLoyalty Review
Board by Mr, Jaans B. Matcher, Chief, Investigations Division, U. 5. Civil Barvice
Commission:
Q Do you solemly swear to t8ll the TRUTH, the whole TRUTH and nothing but the
TRUTH, o0 help you GOD?
Ay I do.

The fellowing questions, unless otherwise indicated, were asked by M, Clive Falmer,
Speeial Assistant to the Attorney General, U. §. Department of Jhustioe:s

Q Sow, Dr, Coomds, when we conoluded our interview on Jume 7, 1960, it was indicated
that theres were several other iftems that I should like to go into, dut I d4id not
Mave the informtion availadble at the time on which to base my questions, ¥e,
sccordingly, adjourned the hearing at that point with the understanding that we
would weet at & latter date., Wo have been for & time reviewing the transoript
of the prior hearing and I believe that it would be well to disouss first some
of the mtters vhich were covered in that hearing. I have particularly in mind
for first oonsideration the guestion whieh I asked towmrd tha eonclusion of the
prior hearing shieh reads: "Mave you had any oontaet with your offioe sinoce
you have been on aotive duty?” I understand it ia your desire to emlarge upan
the answer which is glven in the transcript, not because you wish partioulsrly te
844 anything to what was said, but becsuse the transoript doss not mocurately

HM your previous answer. Would you now give us your answer to that question

in such Cohi_l a8 you wight

My previous answer in response to your question referred rather to ny physical
sontast with the offios at the time I went to get my oheok and did not imply or
lnhid to yluply that I had not had other oomtacts with the offies by telephone,
In fuct, as I recall the previocus disoussion, there was A mention of a telenhone
oall to Nr, Martefield at which time we disoussed the several olassification cases
in pnrtiouinr sinoe I gathered from v!nt ho told ms we hed not handled that quite




h1C

sorrectly, before I left to go on aotive duty. This oouversation is not referred
to in =y previous statement., However, I think the first answer referred to ay
aotm] sortact with the offioce rather than the telephone conversation, T am
quite ocertain that af'ter thinking the watter ower ocmrefully in the light af this
question that I ealled Mr, Fartafield three times and Nr, Yern onoce during the

firet fow days I was on actiwe dutys My ohief ecuoern with Mr, Hartafield was
to learn whether ar not the files had been returned by panel members and were

going forward to the Stats Departmert. In oalling Mr, Penn I related to hima
Selephone somversatiocn by Nes, Neloy in which she said that Mr. Meloy had expre

ahv . . . aath > . - - O Ay g - B . 27 %

reason for his scnosrn I told her to tell him sinoce no one slse has scoess to them
that nothing further had developed in that ocuse since we had been in ¢onference em
it with the State Department, Acoordingly, I called Nr, Ferm to ask him in ease
anything did develop om it, the oane, and in case be got to see M, Meloy

to inform him of any developments in that ouse, I don't recall any other wgse
being mentioned to him, W, Form, with the exception of the oase and
I am not positive as to the names of the other oases ooncerning whioh My, ﬁlq
asked Nre, Meloy to inquire, If I%p‘llod names, it would possitly be ‘from
uuom..nntim of the osses in which we were both interes‘sd rather than an

__ acourats recollection of which cases she referred to. I thought of the mtter
~at the time and ocarefully worded my statement to her and to M, Yonn realising
the matter was being discussed over the telephoms, I don't recell whether this
 conversation wes fromwy residence or from the offioce, the one with Mrs, Iaicy,

N DAL

. Wy residence, it may have been in the course of the oonversation over the tele-

", phone from our residence, I don't resall. I am almost positive it was, but I - .

. _oan't say 80

- -




Qs

Do you have any way of fixing the date of that telephome conversation with
Nrs, ﬁlq?
I would fix it as about May 31 beocsuse I had gone on motiw duty June 1. If the

scnversation hed ocoouwrred while I was still in the offios, I would, of courmm,
have taken the matter up with NMr, Penn persomally, In that way I eculd fix the
date as having been just prior to wmy having gons on sotive duty with the Javy
and, epparently, after I had any contact with him because that would have been
the firet tim., MNr. Porun does not kmow adout some of these cases and for that

reason I have to dring him up to date so to speak on what these case omtain,
and this case in partioular s the one on which he knew nothing prior to

¥r, Moloy's 111ness and taking over as Aoting Secretary. The eall to M, Fenn
was from the Yavy Intelligence effics, possibly 1t ws Thursday Juns 1 which

would msen Wy conversation with Mrs. Neloy might have besn the svening befors
GI; My 31,

Have you any way of desigmting or being clearer soncerning the eases invelwed}
Could 1t have besn , » + and ' Could those have
been the files? |

That she inguired adbout for Mr, Meloy? osse might well have been one of
them because it logieally would have besn. =-Yo; ~5p Mven't wmd

any partioular interest in that onse, unlese there had been sows newspaper item
“about i%. I understand he has followsd the newspapers, |

b7 - nealfio infs tion of y sort or on Y ﬂlz

Bothing specifisc. Just as to gerwral developments. Lnyﬂain; new ou them to wy

recollection,

I would 1ike to oontimuwe ay statement, At the previous questioning I was asked

P




.. MMle and indieated that I had 1ittle

%0 €0 with it and had not stwdled the file in detall, Nowever, there is ooe

od samw,

“ﬂn £11s was requested by Mr, laloy from the Central Office Iavesti-

gatiens Divisiem of the Civil lqi- Commission en the day that the newspapers
earried the story that Senator NoCarthy had mamed as the top agent of
the Amsriean polisy en Far Eastern Affuirs. I requested the file from Central

Qffiee Investigations and found it had alresdy been requested and sent out and
when I inforeed M. Neloy that the file was being sent over said,
"I%'s hore” and turmed the file over to Xr, Melay, Eo opened the file and
losked at 1% and I losked at the file over his shoulder at his dedk and he
noted that the Sop psper in the file showed an eligible rating by the Civil

‘ Service Commiesion in 1943 of .n oonmeetion, I believe, with his

applisation for ONI, Mo merely thumbed through the sucosssive pages quiekly and
then ealled the Centrul Office stated that he had the file in his possession and
would Wing it wp vhioh he 414, It ws & mtter of ever & week perhape 10 days

handud me the eonfidential file, Civil Berviee file, or This was

. after the bultnzf:. requested from the Central Office Investigations Divisiom

T 1isted on Sevatar MeCarthy's 1ist bad been placed in my custody so that I morely

WWMMphuduuiupropornp}-bo}iul order among the other

@

onses nrudy there.
-lo that as I uﬂoﬂhnl it, the mse did not come into your possession
‘ nﬂ.l the plnt you Just muumr

Ny custody, Yes.
e ?
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It was & intter of u wook or ten days I Judge. That is jJust wy Jjudpmnt.
Another matter I wish to stats is that thess files have beern the subject of

At svw tvime four 7RI agents were studying various files at the same tims.

of which were onses listed by Bemmtor MoCarthy. The records will ghow whieh
agent studied whioch oase and the date,

%ive from the Oriximel Pivieiom has reviewsd soms of these files,

Dr. Cecabs, dose that oover the waribus points that you wish to add?

I bolteve u:im-gb others, but that 1s all T thought of for this times

¥ would 1ike ¢o then turn to the oase agnin and ask you & question with'
regard to Shat, Dwring owr previous questioning I asked you for ymn*'theory .S
s how 1% happemed that information had been obtained by sources outside the
Loyslty Review Board of the sotion which had beon talen in the oase, ¢

Do you have any further informtion not ecvered in owr previous questicning
regarding this sitwmtion?

In Benmtor MeCarthy's reference to the decision in regard to the onse,
he stated among other things that the decision required the formation of a new

board %0 hear the case, I argusd with Mr. Meloy that this meant his informtiom
‘ . mst have eome fraom the State Departmernt because as I have pointed out above

thers was no requiremsnt in our letter of Felruary 28 requiring s bow board to
be formed to hear the oase, nor at that time did we know that cre menter of the
board Nnd.riﬁg the first favorable desision ir the Service oase, omne

was 1o longer with the State Department, tut had beon with soms Corrrittes, I beli

. the Semte Midtry comittu on the 3111. that sinoe who ever informed Senator
‘Icccrt.hy had rororrod to tho formmtion of' & new board, & fact unknewn to usj that

the informant must have been one oonnocted with the State Department sinoe qnly
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be reeonsidersd would imvolwve the appointment of o new pansl of meubers,
Knowledge that s no longer a mnder of the Loyalty Sequrity
Board eame to mé in sonmsetion with ancther sase and was not sondtemporansous with

the preparation er presentation of the sase to the Leyalty Review Board

L

pansl,”

Btil} in connsotion with the + oase in your testimony on Juns 7, you'
dosorided in soms detai]) how the case firat eams to you following severnl tele-
phone discussions with the Btate Department requesting action sa the part of the
Loyslty Review Board and fimal statemsnts from you or Mr, Thloy that you didu's

Ll -

WY wboemeisc: 1. b

bave the ease and you desorited how you recelved it on Felruary 24; how in view
of&oumqotomidmtmwﬂnuumtwtltmmh'-w.
how you reviewed the ease at your hows and {immsdistely found that esrtain investie.

- gatiwe reports of inwstigations mde in Ohim and Japan dad obvicusly mot besn

Subsequent to the previeus ugiin of the panel; how yeu returned the follewing
Monday to the effiee and prepared a letter dated February 28, salling the State
Dopartment's attention to this omission; how the two 60ples of the file eame
back aimost 1smediately, that 1s on Wereh 2 at 2130, the third oopy following

Smmsdiately therealter; how you prepared a trief summry of the uthrfa'ﬁu-_
sideration by the loyalty Review panel, prior te 4:30 the dame date; how the
panel of the Loyalty Review Board tock 1t wnder advisenwnt for the night and
how the decielon was nn.ohed the following day et whioch time & memorandum ef
decision was prepered, I would like to somplete this story to ask you to

desoribe the steps following the preparation of that mmorandum of decieion

_ referred to,




At As I stated before, it was neocessary to mke a ocorrection in the seoond dreft of
t2» mamorandum of decision in arder to eliminate a paragraph that was imoourate
which had been inserted by M. Clark. I lmd the new copy of the seoond sheet p
by Nr. Penn's secretary, took the new seoond page with the one to be disoarded
: tack to the pane]l mambders and attached the new seoond page to the origiml first
ﬁ page and turned the memorandum over to the Chalrman of the pansl for his sigmature.
Y W, Shattuck, I belisve, had to oatoh & trein so that we were hurrying eperations,
. I then, after the board members had signed the pansl decision, took the eatire
file, chwoked all desks in the hearing room for extre papers, destroysd the
“extra sheet, the sescnd shest, which had been rewritten by bearing same imte small
pleces and depositing them in two separate taskets and took the file Weock to ay
effies together with files in the case of and whioch
had been with the pamel. I put all of those files into wmy lower right hand drewer
putting sootch tape over the .‘11oodao.loob¢q“0k.Wth |
. drewers earefully and left the offios. On Nonday, following Yarch 6 & Nr. Sells,
Attoroey with the Oriminal Divieion, Departmsnt of Justiocs, appeared to take over
the file in the oass #inoe he had previously arranged with Mr, Nelay to
mYe & review of the onse. INr, Meloy stood with M, Zellr and myself in wy offiee

I
4

%

when I turned the esse ever to *: Be¢ils and there was some 1little disoussion in
which Nr, Neloy stated that the onse was going back to the State Departasnt and
~ that he wanted Nr. Selle S0 get the ease dack to him as quickly as pessidble, I

ST v
.ﬁi.’xmwa

pointed out to M, .. 1. that there was an exoellent summary mde by a State
~ Department employee which was cntinl.y acourate and would serve to emsdle him
to get the faots of the oase wery quioklys I returned to the Tavy Department
Offfos of Industriel Relations, Pentagon, I believe, on the following Wednesday,
March 8-;--1t my have been the 7, to continue xy post-eaudit of cases fud returning
S0 wy offioe at the Loyalty loﬂnaoirl on Priday, I believe, Jarch 10, at which

A dy

Tl ™



time I asked Nr. Meloy or rather said, "I suppose the case has zone back,"
Do partmen 0 [ . 1
have had it on the tip of my tongue oalling *-_ Sells two or three times, but

deoided Dot to,” BNothing more was sald regarding the oase at thet time, However,

en the following Monday, March 13, in our offioce caxe to ms and
sald, "Bere is something for you Doc. It oame in late the other night and

asked =9 to stow it over night for her and 1

fergot about it until now,® The file was secaled with scotch tape, was in an

c o= . - adtsa duda il I3 L& A 4§ 4% 4 L) ULl + ud 10 alelr . B AT

mothing to indicate the mame of the oase, nor its urgency, For that reason
, vho was then our mail and file clerk, saw nothing urusual about

the oanse to warrant its deing turned over that night, since I was at the Favy
and 414 pot return to the offioce at closing time, T oalled ¥r, Meloy's attentiom

to the file by saying, "Here it {s, Here's what you are looking for,and he came
over and was very much upset when §s learnsd that the file had been returned by

f31ls, I believe on Wednesday, "erch 8, and had been in our offioce for 3 or
4 days over the week-end, Aoccordingly, he instruoted me at onoce to prepare a

letted transmitting the oass back to the State Department, informing them of the

decision in the onse, which wvas done ard the latter was dated Warch 14,

1 believe, Upon turning the file over to ¥r. Sells, the wemorandum of declsion

by the Board was extracted from the file together with ouwr summar ries in the oase,

Q: I uxderstand then, Dr. Coomds, thet the file was dack in your offios by Merech 8,

although it didn't ooms to your attention, that it was there until the morning

of March 13,
Ay That is ooi'rcbto

Q1 That you understand was dus to the faoct that you were out of the office and working

. in the Iuy Department at the tine?




Yes. seeing it addressed tc me would hLave held it over night

to turn over to we the following morning sinos it cam in very late in the after-
noon, but elnce I was not there, s>e turned it over to to t:orn over

to me and he forget it.

Bo you have any reason for believing thai it wasz not in perfectly secure hands all

the time?

Bos The seals were not brokens The package wes addressed to Dr. Cocm's and there
was nothirg to iIndicate its contlents ir any way or its urgeney. 8Sirce we often
have files eonming in from variocus de-partmnts for post-audit,

no doubt, 4id not recogznize its urgency, Bo stated to Mr, Neloy that the f'ile

Just one more question on that, During your teetimony the other day you described
as I have already indiocated in the previous question a rather drametic series of
events whioch transpired with respent to the Service case which you kave now added

to and completed and in that oconne-tion I just want to read a stolemsat which

appesred in the Congressional Record on April 27, Page 5974
"As T sald, I should like %o give the Senate some more detailed
information in the casze of Wr. Service. The Seaats will rasoell that
.!'- Servioe is ¢ marn who has taker such an active pert in shaping our
China poliaye During the emtire year of 1949 %e. Service was uwnder

intensive investization by the FPI, Reports were forwarded to the

Loynlty Review Doard which reflected adversely upon his dosimbility

ts & State Dopartnent employoo, On Decarber 23, 1943, the Loyalty Review
Board received a eopy of such report, and azain on Februﬁry' 18, 1949,
¥arch 10, 1949, April &, 1949, M 5, August 9, 194

T» 1545, and Beptember 21, 1949, the loyalty Bourd received reporta

from the PBI containing informtion whioh would strongly indicafeeceto




put it mildl yeeethe wisdom of terzinating his employment immsdiately.

Those reports have besn subsequently piocked up by the Justioce Department.
Incidentally, three sepies of sach report were forwarded to the State

Dopartment, Service's file was requested by the Loyalty Review Bosrd froem
the State Department repeatedly until the year 1949, but was not received

stated, the Review Bourd referred his file back to the State Department,
with the request that further hearing de held and that & new board be

appointed. On Narch 8, 1950, the Justice Departmsnt pleked wp Serviee's
entire file,*

There are & mmber ef things in there that are quits interesting. In your off-
the-record statemsnt the ether day, you indicated that no one knew, so far as

Obviously, it was known wasn't i¢?
I 41dn*t see that April 2Tth Ngoerd bDefore. That statemsnt s taken from the

ihrmlog which was furnished by Rr. Neloy., I prepared a chronclogy of the
ease right about that time, I should say about the middle of Merch for Nr. Neloy

ghowing just the chromology of the handling of the file., It appears as a part
- of our Loyalty Review Board f{inutes which oame out at the time of the meeting

In other words, the meeting of April 3 which has been referred to as a “secret

u'iting.' Are you positive then that the ehronology may have been the basis of
this statemsnt and was made & part of the minutes of April § to which attentiom

has also been drawn?t




Ay

Yos. The minutes of the mseting of the Loyalty Review Board have attached to
it a copy of the President’s letter to the Chairman of the Board requesting

& review of the files and a copy of the President's letter te Bemator YTydings'
Subocommittees and I am posit h hy achment one paze ehronolop

of the Service osse, because in the interim we had had a very sharp letter from
Sem tor MoCarthy inquiring about the delay in the case from the time the
declsion was rendered on March 3 until it reached the State Department and was

requesting an explamation of Mr. Meloy's statemsnts that he had never heard of

the 3ervice osse,

In other wards, this could have been given in reply to a letter from Sematery
NoCarthy, but you 4id prepare them a ehronology of the case?

Yos, W1 sat at Wr. Meloy's desk and took the files and gave him the dates and
from it he proptrul- the ohronoclogy in fima) form because I gave him greater

detail than he wanted, As to the so-oalled seoret meeting, I made part af the
telephons calls to the panel members all over the eountry advising them of the

meeting and the purpose of the meeting and I believe that Mr. Neloy made similar
vells, I was 80 instructeds There could have been reasonadly no deseriptien

that would aocourately have used the word 'uorﬁ,‘

I want to turn to another subjeot and that is the matter of the work you have
besn doing over at the Bavy Doptﬂ:u::t. I understood you to mention from time
to time during your testimony that you have reviewed rn.i in the Yavy Depart-
ment, 1 voul‘d liko to ui u' you ean indlcats the appraximate dates when yom

] have been roﬂoﬂn; those cases?

I must have bun at the JNavy Bepartment during the week of robrm.n 20 because
it s durlu; the week of Tebruary 20 on 'l'hru_uhy. as I recall it that Nrme

Meloy asked me regarding the whereabouts of the files. Bince I had

160 cesexs to review roughly, I was thers a matter of several days and roturntd‘




¥ 18 after the pans]l meeting en March 3, I believe on March 7, 8, 9 and 10,
Although I my have scms ok to wy offioce o the 10, I know I d1d retwn on

- I3

San you f1x any more definitely the earliest date on whish you engaged on that?
W, Sreenfisld and I haw been working om a post-audit of Eavy ceses sinoe late

sumser af 1949 and had made severnl trips for & day or two &t a time reviewing
such enses, therefore, I am umbdle to.

o you recall whether or not you reviewed the oase of
T an pesitive I 814 not,

Yo LT %) LT wl. ¥

¥o, I recall reviewing the sase of Stor 1t oame in with the files

from the Btate Departwext,
Pe you mow whe did the post-audit on If it wmsn't you would

1t baw doex N, Eartsfield?

o, ot ncsessarily, At various times we bave supplemented the cues entirely
assiged to post-audit by heving night sessions in whioh all the examiners work

‘ot posteaniit enved, vhich would have besn oc three or four oooasions during the
sumbr of 1940,

oase, Do you make axy memorandum or summry?

'nmn'_r. you, on those ocases that are presented to a panel and on the postesudit

: form ocoonsiomally there are notes, Bowsver, owr practloe is generally and
‘Wriefly thiss %o review the file and motios that it has been decided by an

" setivity loyalty board of the Nevy BUNSE. Then seeing that the decisicn ledN:
proper forms signed by the aotivity board of which there are 800 roughly in the

Javy Departmsnt. T then look in the case to #ee whother thers has been & letier

. of charges given to the employee or an interrogatory and if any, what the reply




48 a separate heading in the report foar the basis of ocomversion to a full field

investigation, If the basis for investigation is eeriows we look further into

the file to see wat the investigation developed, mainly to see that the
derogatory informtion in the flle has been ovvered by a letter of charpes or

an interrozatory given by the activity loyslty board, since our primary purcose
in post-auditing is to make oertain that the rules and regulations and procedures

’_ el B OWD 7Y - ¢ +h oA 2, Ry LU b 3 .} 4 Yo ldt .oy ’ RO L1 UNY L TLv b .

have been followed substentially or olosely,

Xou are positive then that you never analysed the - onse?
Reasonadbly 80, eonsidering that 1 have nvimd:tho\m or more Sases,

You are fairly positiw in your owm mind that you have never had anything to deo

with the “ease. Do you know of anyone slse on the Loyalty Xeview
Board who made any review or analysis of this oase?

Noe I have no such kmowledge. Ny recent recolleotion of this ocase is due %o
the fuo that & lengtly report of investipation on s l‘ar;ardod
to the Loyalty Review Board in eonmsotion with the ease of his wife who is an
employee of the State Departmenmt, At first oonsidefation, I decided that the
case moed not go forwardf¥f to the State Department since it was not o the list
and 414 not involwe ons of their formr or present employses, but Mr, Lartefield

and mydelf discussed the mtter and decided that since the repart was obviously
M&;M%Mﬂtmmm%w th

4t should ge forward for whatever sotion the State Department cared to mke of it.
Q: 8o that eo far as you know, no action wes taken bty the Loyalty Review Bourd st any,

point on Uw 0290,
As 4 A cheok of the records would show that he had been terminated as an employee of

the Favy Departasnt prior to the loyslty program which is Octoler 21, 1547.




But thers was mterial with respect to in an FBI report which
oans to the Leyalty Review Board firam PBI after the President requested the

Loyslty Review Board to review sertain eases menticned by Semator MeCarthys

Yos.

mis mberial of the PEI was not spalyssd in the Loya]
%o sir, mor read. I glanced at it.

Bowever, 1t €14 go with " ease back to the State Departusnt after
the Tydings Comxittes was formed. '

~ Noe The photostat eopies furnished by FBI in the oase recently were
eopies of an ¢ld report of inwstigation dating tack eomsideradly as I reeall
and they were furnished afber the files had been returned to the State Department
miny days and 414 mot go baok with the State Departwsmi's files and

use, but were seut sudesquently perhape as late as the latter part of My,

The FEI saterial then in tie onse wad in the hands of the Loyalt,
Review Board from approximately shen %o appreximtely when,

I believe 1t went out the same day that it eame im. I dom’t delisve that it wus
{n the f1le Wit - T s

The only materisl the Loynlty Revisw Board has had on Bteven Brumwer eame ia

the ‘u_.u Department and oan you sstimate what date, approximately when?
At The latter part or last week in May.
L1 -&n we oovered everything Colomel?
41 1 have a fow questions. |
QUESTION BY COLOMEL BATCNER: Did you whils you were on astive duty with the Mavy
" on or subsequent to Jume 1, 1980 have any telephone comversatien with Me, artafi
Ay I lave g0 mud.

Sror10wing questions to BXD vhwe esked by Colonel Mateher)

- 14 -'




o L
In thoes soumversations, 4id you discuss with him the .

- casen?

ot to my re00) e
Did you say anmything %0 him sbout & conversation which you had with Nrs. Meloy
with reference to any one ar all «f those easea?

I my have expressed %o him the fuot tiat Nrs, Meloy was interested. W, Bartsfield
knows nothing about the osse, I didu't discuss that with hims As to the -

others my only interest was to see that the files lmd gons forward to the State
Department prowptly.

With reference to the files in the and cases and any other of
th_o»-nnd'u"mhtun-hlnihbhto » 4id W, Bartafield
diseuss that mtter with you at any tlme?

lqttownoonoﬂ;ln. Over the telephone?

Be, st the effice. |

1 san't say that =

tvﬁlbmopodruo'Duh-hwng;atiuutomd&nbmh
bioAbor cos or ary of these files should be mde svailsble to
B, Neloy Just eimply sald that fs working om the IFR and be will lave
socasicn to use some of your material, Previously be Iad indicated that no oxe
was to have acesss to these filss er know about thew except wyeelf, Nr, Fartsfield

and W, Oinstwrg and

Did Wr, quw you any instructions with referente to mking axny of these
"ﬁin nnih‘bh'to M, Beale other than what you have just 'subﬂ h

ot S0 wy rnonouin. Nr. Neloy told me specifioally that '-uto
hn acoess to the exhidits which we had photostated and to the transeript ef
moummwwmunmo-nm. In faoct, prepared
miﬂmdhcntinlﬂmdmoﬂpthrmﬂuwmswtbo

. ww

. liamtwu '
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The fellowing OAYE was administered to Secrstary, Loyslty Revisw
M ” . James .Q ‘m. G!.l.f. lm'ticldm D’lﬂlio\n, U. 8, €ivi)
Servies Commlssiems

@ Do you selemaly swear that the statemsnts you will make here will be the TRUTH

Juns 18, 1980

the whele TRUTH and nothing but the THUENY
As I deo
QUESTION by M. Malmer, U.. 8. Dept of Justioe: Will you state yowr full name?
As
Q@ Also state where you are presently employed,

A: At the present time? I was detalled on April 10 of this year to the Loyslty
Review Poard amd prior to thet time I had been detailed to Bervioe Record Divie
sion from Novenber 1 to April 10, the date that I went te Loyalty Review Board

and prior to that time T worked in Personnel Divisiom of the Commission from
April 24, 1939,

Q@  Is that when you entered the Government?

Ar I bad been in the Uovermment prior to that time under temporary appointments,
the ijwlty of whieh lad deen in the Census Bureau., I had ni:proﬂnhly 8

yoars with the Census and six months with Veterans Administraution and 6 months
with Intermal Revenue when I first cams to the Government,

Q: Deseribe triefly your present dutiles,

‘Ay Ny present duties are more less of & seoretarial mature., I have taken dictationm

e 1 Coomb h L - . S 34 e b A /OoONNeation ry

B ju;l_ol that you reforred te and then I have kept oard index on all mterial

eoming into the nit and out of the unit in conmeotion with the cases and just

the typo of -brili that we had referred and the dates tlut_:rvn referred the cases
| to the pane} members. Yesterday we received the last of'tho cases back from the

~ panel and they were referred over to the 3tate Department yesterday,




+
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loth&tthh1tnwtnofthnm'hnnbnnrotumdtothl3tahDopn.-t-mti
wree of th mave Leen returned to the State Department as

of yesterday., They were returnsd persomlly by the panel member yesterday
morning apd were returned around noon time to State,

As I understand 1t, you were detailed to these present duties as of April 10.
That is eerrect, April 10,
Ead the eases then arrived,

Yos sir. ﬂvwmﬂmdomdt&iﬁ.xcmmamnpﬂm
Yefore I entered the wnlts
Do you know whe prepared thea?
I really dom't,

Of ewares you have had acoess to the files?
Phat {s sorrect at all times from April 10 right on to the present tiwe I have

nad asoess to the files and all mterial in the files.
W11 you 11st the other persons who hmd nooess to thoss on & daily basist

. oD . Y V@T I ) O Hh Fouta ~ Ravis

Board in certain sases that he was working or for other purposes and T don't

kXnow the mature of that,

¥ould you 1list in the group of those who had the saws sort of aocess
to the files? '

Yo restriotion was placed on to go into the filess
As T wnderstand 1% the files were im & room oocupied by Dr. Coorbs and youruu'.

Yoz sir, Our two dosks are in the room.

ho had the keys to the files?
L] ,ee.gc

Whe sould ge in and get the wy?
I was the first pereom in in the morming at the Loyalty Review Bosrd, I ride s




kg ) L1 o3 Ay hieh puts »» & .S, o [} YOI bely € *
gt up there adeut 8:06 or 8110, I was the first person in that effies and I
know where the key was and then I would unloock the files, Dut they were net

1eft mnlocked while I was not there. The same was true at lunch time, I
was 1 the room wnti) Dy, Coomds or Wr, Nartsfield returned from their lunche
W, Nartefield oould see the door to Room 788 from his desk.

W, Bartsfield then, of ocourse, Xoew where the keys were if you happened not

to be there? _
Bo, W, Bartefield did not know, to my Imowledge where the keys were wntil
recently when Dr, Coombs went on military furlough sbout 15 days age. We told

%, Barteftield vhere they were in the event that I wouldn’t be there.

8o that wp until the time that Dr, Coombs went inte active military serviee
whioh is I understand about June 1, there were only the two of you who had
the keys and three vho had free access Lo the file.

¥, Oinsburg also oums in ococasiomallys
Put he would ave hnwmwbr. Coombat

No. o went directly to the files while they were unlecked,

But the point is that there were only two af you who had aotual access to the
files?’

Dr. Coosbs and I and wntil he went irto military servies, I 'don't think

N, Bartafild oww wvhare they were,.

3 )
then frecly.
At any time up to the present time,

Was there snybody else other than those two who had free aoccess?
as I said, went to the file himeelf. I know Dr. Coombs told him
that 1t would be &1l right for him to look at the ouses that he wag working ene

O
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«oJes
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8o that during working hours at loast had the same sort of aoocess to

the mt mrteslield,

s as Ginsburg

Ar Yes sir. That is wy understanding,

Was thers anyons slse who had the same free aoocess to the files vhensver they

wishod?

Bo sir, No one else went into the files in any way. Fot while I was in the

offloe agymy,
Q: Would you always maintain & sharge out reoord any tims anmy of those three

montions 1
Az Bvery time a flle was removed from the file cabinet a eharge was placed ia for
the material that was removed, the entire file wsually, and we had a doudbls

oheck because we had a 1list of these eases as they were assigned to the exaniners
and initials were placed on the list to indicate which of the sxaminers was

_pnpnrin;tlmrytcrthopml mubeT,
Q: But as 7 understand it anyons of the thres mentioned, mnom.'amw; and

= LS . O LErS0 - =

porhpstortodntuduichbloﬂdch-.yh;ubuniuibomaﬁnduod
any of these files witheut making a charge out notation?

A1 That 15 oorrects They eould lawe stood at the file cabinet and reviewsd any of
 the mberial at the file cabimet, It was svailable there, ’

Qn 'oﬂﬁithnbmwnimmuwhwmlmnmf

. As Iohsntrhdtobopth-dmum.rnonp.

At !'htt is pouibh.
Qs are you satisfied with the security provicioal ‘enforced?

L8 X thought thq were of.t‘cotin md to my knowledge I domn't bw of anyons removing
+ " papers that thoy shoulda't hlm. L¢ for as T an porlcmlly ocnoerne, T have




®

sover disousesd any material or fitem of material that is in those eases with
ARy Be.

Bave you su any sscasien heard axyons else discuss the eases with pecple shom
they were Dot suthorised to diseuss them with?

Hee I have mot,
Tave you had any reason to believe that amy photostats or other ooples of reports’

Ay Be, I ave not. OF eourss, it is understood that F3I supplemertal summries
that were sulmitted ¢o the panel msmbers so that they would have & sowplete
chvdhnwhunﬁﬂdunmiﬂmmm Ve would
sond & supplemsmtal lettsr to the pane]l transmitting sush materisl for their

use and there would be three eopies sent and we would retain the oms sopy iz
the offios in those enses,

expression “your w’ghtlunctmuntu‘tbn!.mlutnm-
sentative of the Department of Justiocs.

hnmmrmuodtowmmdoubhnbutwinﬂddulhﬂn;m
to these files?

Bo. I have note i

Are tha wizutes of the Yarious meetings alsc plased in thoss files--mimutes
of the Loysl iy Review Board? |
Fo. Mmmtinﬂnﬂlutoqbahdp.
nndmtotﬂunrloumﬂnp ermwntyhdnlouimpam

freely to the mesbers of the staff?

That 18 something I can't answer, I}nnmrmn.-lmtocfﬂanntyloﬂn

Board sinee April 10,




