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RAMPART DETECTIV: DIVISION
INTERVIEWS ~ JUNE , 1968 KENMNEDRDY SHCOTING DR B8B-521 466
INTERVIEW OF RAAEGEP, Elizabeth  INTERVIEWED 6-6-68 -~ 12:05 p.m.
2896 Olive Ave. BY Offcrs Lopez, 11874 and Singhause,
Altadena 12075, Metro

Ph: SY-83712
Bus: Security at Nash's Dept. Store, 141 E. Colorado Bivd.

Pasadena

“Approximately six to eight weeks ago, Joe (Sirhan, Muir) stated he

was so lucky and was showing me a wallet which appeared to have

several $100 bills: in fact, it was full of $100 bills. I would

He said he had good information about

guess several thousand dollars.

horses and if I wanted any tips. He said his brother was a jockey,

but didn't say it was his brother who gave him the tips.

Approximately five weeks ago, Joe (Siran, Munir) said he could kill

himself that he had $5000 a year ago and then he didn't have any.

when Joe had all that morney, he offered money to me and several

people here in the store. 1In talking about his trouble (arrested

for possession of marijuana). He said he was delivering a package

for a friend and was arrested. He was very much afraid of being

deportead,

On June 1. 1968, Joe asked me for the phune numbers to the Dept. of

Immigration which he attempted to call. They were closed, and he

He said he went to the Immigration Dept. on

became very upset.

Monday, June 3, 1968. He called by phone and said he was there.

(Immigration Dept.) and they had lost his papers and he couldn’t come
to work. ©On 6~-4-68, while in Mr. Most's vehicle and Mr. Most was
present, were discussing gun laws, (I have~son3*wh0=oﬁn rifle§ and  {

was telling Joe about hand gun laws that 1 had heard about.) Joe

Mr. Halapeter was

said, "Boy, I shouldn’'t have bought that gun.”

possibly Joe's lawyer at the time he wes arrested.
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MEMORANDUM

JOHN E. HOWARD -
Chief Deputy District Attorney

FROM: SIDNEY D. TRAPP, JR.
Deputy District Attorney

SUBJECT: DESCRIPTION OF SIRHAN CASE EXHIBITS
DATE: JUNE 7, 1971

On June @, 1971, the undersigned accompanied by John Howard
vigited the Supreme Court Clerk's Office, 0ld State Building,

Los Angeles, California, for the purpose of viewing several
Sirhan exhibits which had been delivered to that office.from

D2 iiall . il
San Francisco at the request of attorney George Shible_y.L ﬁw;,\zg P

The following exhibits were present and were examined 1in
the presence of the Supreme Court clerk:

( ) Exhibit 6
Iver-Johnson .22 caliber revolver, serial number H-53725.

This was contained within one large manila envelope which
bore the inscription on the outside "Number 6 and 7." It

is pregumed that since the transcript indicates that tThe
gun was numbered "6" that thls is its present number. No

Mlp oxhibit 7 appeared within the envelope,

Exhibit 47

A bullet, .22 caliber long rifle. This was old Grand Jury
axhibit number 5-A. Tho envelopae in which the bullet was
found bears Coroner's remarks and DeWayne VWolfer's initlals

HDWI \X
Exhibit 48

Contains SUS items number 20 and 27. There waz an envelope
within an envelcpe., Contained therein was onec vial with a
two gram ftem (belioved to be the same as in the photograph
number 24), one vial whth a black top containing gauze and

X b Topndipnacribed TH 3 | o Suse y K- it bulley oo 7
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bullet fragments. This vial was numbered 24 and is believed

to contain the same fragments as were exhibited in the photo-
graph number 24,

Exhibit 49

This was SUS item number 24 and is a picture of a 25.5 grain
pbullet fragment and a small 2 grain bullet fragment.

Note: This is believed to be a photographic reproduction
of the items contained within exhibit 48.

Exhibit 50

This was item number 57 in the SUS series. Contained within

were two bullet fragments. The envelope indicates the bullet
fragments were taken from victim Schrade. Within the envelope
18 a vial containing two fragments. Dr. Fuchs' name appears
and DeWayne Wolfer's initials "DW" also appear.

Bxhibit 51

1s item number 109 in the SUS series. Believed to be the
Stroll bullet. Stroll's name appears on the outside of the
envelope. There are two evidence envelopes and within the
two evidence envelopes is one coin envelope containing one
expended bullet. The initials "DVW" appear on the bullet.

Fxhibit 52

This containsg items number 113, 114 and 115 from the SUS
serlies. These are one bullet expended, .22 caliber; one
medical treatment slip bearing the name "Goldstein": and

one ambulance receipt, There are two evidence enveiopes ;
one within the other. The inside envelope contains a Jjar
bearing the name "Goldstein', "Dr. Finkel!", the initials

"pyr, Within the Jar was one bullet bearing the initials
D

Exhibit 53
This was item 45 in the SUS serles. Contained two envelopes.

Within the envelopes were two bullet fragments believed to
be the Fvans fragmentn., The envelope bears the name "Evans'.

-




Exhibit 54

This is item 56 in the SUS series. It's the Weisel expended
bullet. Also contained therein is a Kaiser tissue examina-
tion. The bullet contains the initials "DW".

Exniblt 55

Contains three expended .22 caliber slugs and two expended
casings. The envelope bears the inscription "I and J .22,

serial number H-18602, Cadet model." The initials "DW"
appear on each slug.

- e S il i R W
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This appears to be the extent of the evidence in the custody
of the Supreme Court Clerk's Office of Los Angeles on

June g, 197.1.
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bullet fragments. This vial was numbered 24 and is believed

to contain The same fragments as were exhibited in the photo-
- .graph number 24,

Exhibit 49

This was SUS item number 24 and is a picture of a 25.5 grain
bullet fragment and a small 2 grain bullet fragment.

Note: This is believed to be a photographic reproduction
of the items contained within exhibit 48.

Exhibit 50

This was item number 57 in the SUS series. Contained within

were two bullet fragments. The envelope indicates the bullet
fragments were taken from victim Schrade. Within the envelope
18 a vial containing two fragments. Dr. Fuchs' name appears
and DeWayne Wolfer's initials "DW" also appear.

Exnibit 51

Is item number 105 in the SUS series. Believed to be the

Stroll bullet. Stroll's name appears on the outside of the
envelope. There are two evidence envelopes and within the

two evidence envelopes is one coin envelope containing one
expended bullet. The initials "DVW" appear on the bullet.

Ixhibit 52

This contains items number 113, 114 and 115 from the SUS
serles., These are one bullet expended, .22 caliber; one
medlical treatment slip bearing the name "Goldstein'": and
one ambulance receipt. There are two evidence envelopes,
one within the other. The inside envelope contains a Jar
bearing the name "Goldstein', "Dr., Finkel!", the initials

HDWH, Within the Jar was one bullet bearing the initials
IIDWH \

FExhibit 53
This was item 49 in the SUS series. Contained two envelopes.

Within the envelopes were two bullet fragments believed to
be the Fvans fragmentn., The envelope bears the name "Evans'.
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Exhibit 54

This is item 56 in the SUS series. It's the Welsel exXpended
bullet. Also contained therein is a Kaiser tissue examina-
tion. The bullet contains the initials "DWY,

ExRiblt 55

Contains three expended .22 caliber slugs and two eXxpended
casings. The envelope bears the inscription "1 and J .22,

serial number H-18602, Cadet model." The initials "DW"
appear on each slug.
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This appears to be the extent of the evidence in the custody
of the Supreme Court Clerk's Office of Los Angeles on

June &, 1971.
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The Attorney General
February 19, 1969
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To . The Attorney General
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From 1 GCfiico of the Aftorney General

Ssubiects The Involvement of Certain iembers of the Los Anzeles County
l ]
District Attorney's Office in the Friars' Trilal

Durine tne trial of the five defendants 1n the Frilars
club "veexnole' case it became a matter of public record that
certain members of the Los Angeles County District Attorney's
Office had involved themselves with two of the defendants, |
Renjamin Teitelbaum and Maurice Priedman¥ This was done behind
e ‘facade of an alleged narcotics investigation ol the Govern-
ment's principal informer, Beldon Katelman.

This involvement was, and is, a matter of grave concern
to the Government prosecutors and the federal agencles which
developed the Friars case, namely the FBIL, IRS Intelligzence, and
the Organized Crime Unit of the U.S. Justice Department.

Tn addition to what became public record, tnere are
cther asnects of the relationship between the D.A,'s investigative
~ersonnel and the Defendants which troubles the federal agenclies,
Tnese aspects will be discussed later 1n this memo.

Most revealinz in tne
»re Y. "Red" Murphy, the sups
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Enveétigation Division of the Los Anceles County District Attorney's
Office. This division, appointed by the District Attorney and
answerable only to him, is headed by George Stoner, with Murpny
ceinzg the No. 2 man.

On October 15, 1968, Murpny was called as a defense
w?tness on behalf of defendant Teitelbaum. At this stage ol the
trial, it should ove pointed out, the Government had made an ovVer -
whelming case agalnst Friedman and Teitelbaum, and 1T was obvious
“hat the sole defense stratezy was to try and muddy tTne prose-
cution's case rather than to refute 1T,

ol iont
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Page 4

To help refresh Gotch's memory of this meeting,
Nissen had present in court the Iour members of the FBI
who were in attendance. They reportedly sat In tne f'ront
row and fixed their eyes on Gotch as he sat 1n the witness

chalr.

In attached Zxnhibit D, page 12,237, line 18,

Defense Counsel Hunt asked Gotcih whether the Government
had objected to his investigation of Katelman. Persons

in the courtroom stated that Gotch hesitated for about
ten seconds -- a n0p1ceaoly long time -- before gilving
'

his answer, "There was no objection, which appears 1n
line 23.

Thereafter, Hunt was able only to establlish the

fact that the District Attorney's investigation had been
suspended. The Court upheld the Government's motion to

strike Gotch's testimony as opeing irrelevant.

On a motion of the defense, counsel approached

the Bench for a discussion on the Distrlct Attorney's
investigation and the circumstances surrounding 1TsS

suspension, (See Exhibit D, 0age 12,289.) The Court
aczain sustained the Government's obJectlon to further

defense excursions into the Katelman matter.

During this conference at the Bench, tne def'ense

stated that it intended to call George Stoner, Chlef oI
the District Attorney's Bureau of Investigation when he
returned to the city. This will be noted in ExXhiblt D on
pages 12,294 and 1z,295.

The Government awaited the appearance of Stoner,

but he was never called by the defense, There was no
further mention of his appearance by Defense Counsel and
no explanation as to why he had not been called.

The Government feels that his fallure to be
called was attributable to one of two things, or perhaps
a combination of them.

Murphy and Gotch had proved tTo D€ harmful witnesses

for the defense. Their appearance on the stand was shaobdy
and the Government on cross-examination had obviously made
their toes curl. It is possible the defense simply decided

that Stoner might also be unfavorable. |
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1s also possible that the District Attorney
€t the deiense not to call Stoner and that
S

T
requested Tn
e Lt oblizated To acquiesce.

—

che Deiens

Prosecutor Nissen points out that earlier in the
trial, around tne iirst of July, the District Attorney's
Office had '"assisted" the defense with an unofficial ruling
recarcing the applicability of state law To certaln tape
recoraings made by Delendants Teitelbaum of rriedman.

Lxhiblit = covers tne cdeifense issue raised with
the trial courc.

The tapes were made by the defendants, with the
assistcance of unidentified technicians, after the new State
law on unauthorized recordings became effective November 3,
1967. The recordings commenced December 26, 1967, and con-

tinued through June 1, 1968.

On the same day that Defense Counsel Cooper
raisec the matter in Court, U.S. Attorney Matthew Byrne
and Nissen phoned the District Attorney to advise him of
the matter and to make the Government's positlion clear.

It was the position oi Byrne and Nissen that
there was no reason why local immunity should be granted;
it was not necessary to the Government's case.

Nissen says that it was his and Byrne's feeling
that Younger and Comnton wanted the Government to request
the granting of local immunity. Younger 1s quoted as saying,
'But, wouldn't it help vou to have this (local issue) cleared

uD‘? [

Nissen states that he and Byrne made 1t imminently
clear that, in their opinion, immunity should not be granted.

Nothing further was heard from the District At-
torney's Office. But, on August 9, 19063, Cooper again
raised the matter in Court and stated that the Chieil Deputy
District Attorney (Compton) had advised Defense Counsel Hunt
that the D.A. wasn't too interested in the matter,.

A

This will be found in Exhibit F, page 5, Lg.l, at
line 4, -
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The Attorney General
"ebruary 19, 1969
Page 2

T'o Tnhat end rurphy was called by the defense to
ralse questions about the character of Beldon Katelman.

The deilense also considered 1t necessary to call
durpny for the purpose of explaining how one of its key

tape recordings had vecome "altered." The recording was
e conversation betwveen Teitelbaum and Al Mathes, a key
Government wltness. During cross-examination of Mathes,

the defense had set out to discredlt hls testimony with
a purported transcriptc ol his conversation with Teitelbaum.
lathes testified the "transcript' was faulty.,

T'rial Judge William Gray ordered tne. recording
oroduced and when it was played it became obvious there
were alterations in it.

Accordingly, Murphy testiflied that he had made
that recording around September 7th, of 1967, and that he
inadvertently nhad erased portions of the recording during
a playback.

In considering the fact that Murphy, a law
enforcement oflficer, was assisting Teitelbaum in the
recording of a telephone conversation on September 7, 1967,
1T 1s important to remember that the Friars Grand Jury
investigation nhad, by that time, been the subject of wilde-
spread newspaper publicity for six weeks,

Atctachea as sxhibit A are examples 0l news
coverare, which obviously had made the Los Angeles County
District Afttorney's Office aware of the Government investil-
Zatlon,

AtTachec as Zxhiblt B 1s Murphy's testimony on
direct examlnation,

The Government was somewhat surprised tiaat Murphy
and his superiors would permit him to be used in such a
way by The deiense., Prosecutor David Nissen concluded
there was no alternative but to go fully into the matter
of "why" a member ol the Los Angeles District Attorney's
O1ri1ice would have been assisting Teltelbaum in the making
01 sucn a telephone recording. ‘
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I'nis became subject of interesting discussions
at The bench when Coover moved to recall Richard corenson,

the Government's witness. (See Exhiblt F beginning on
page 5446, 1line 22.)

ilso, District Attorney Younger had himself been
embarrassed earllier in the trial in an incident unreported
Dy the press. This emoarrascment nad developed as the
result of his pgood [riend Attorney Paul Caruso being called
aS a wltness on pehalf of defendant Friedman.

The defense considered 1t necessary to call
Carusco to clear up the matter of a curlous $z,000 fee
xrich prledman had paid Caruso. The '"fee," which in-
volved a letter written by Younger, had been testified
Cto by George Seach, a Government witness, and had been
cont'irmed in substance by Friedman.

In essence, Seach had testlfied that Friedman
paid $2,000 to Paul Ca“aso to have the latter determine
hether there was any 1ocal investigatlion paralleling the
U.S5., Government's., This "fee' had been paid at the time
Ol the federal Grand Jury investigation. Caruso not only
made a determination, he obtained a letter from Younger
tnat stated there was no investigation of Friedman.

Thls incident, which 1s better read from the
record than restated, is found in Exhibit . The letier
wnich Younger wrote is included as Exhibit H.

ouring the cross-examination of Caruso, 1t
developed that he and the District Attorney had during
the time of the "fee" episode traveled together to Tas
vegas to attend a legal meeting and had initially registered

as complimentary guests at rriedman's hotel, the Frontier.

rhey checxed out rather hastily -- one hour after
replatering -- and transrferred to the Thunderpird, a change
which was left unexplained on the Court record. Ca”uso

prlvately told Prosecutor Nissen and BI agents that they
adeclded to leave the rrontier abruptly when thevy discovered

tnelr sumptuous suite came equipped with young women.

in spilte of the fact that U.S. Attorney Byrne
and Prosecutor Nissen kept most of this incident out of
the publlc record, Younger was furious that his name had
in any way become a part of thée Friars trial. He registered
a sctrong personal protest with Byrne.
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February 19, 1969
Page 7

Given Younger's reaction to that episode it is
easy €O see that he likewise would have been upset over

the testimony of Murphy and Gotch and could have made a

personal plea to the defense counsel to keep Stoner off
Che stand.

IT 1s quite probable that 1f Stoner had testified
Che Government would have taken the opportunlity to have
ralsed stlll other questions about the role of the District
Attorney's Bureau of Investigation in the Friars' trial.

Thlis would have included questions regarding
the Bureau's alleged preparation of derogatory backzround
material on the Government witnesses. Defense counsel had
completed dossiers of a law enforcement nature on all
Government witnesses. It is rumored that in connection
with this material the FBI had at least partial documenta-

tion on a transfer of money from the Defense to a member of
the Bureau of Investiration.

It seems quite certaln that Stoner would have
peen asked about the use of space in his office by Virgil
Crabtree, chief defense 1investigator and long-time private
lnvestigator for the law firm of Ball, Hunt, Hart & Brown.

Crabtree, a one time IRS Intelligence agent,
freely uses the offices of the Los Angeles County Bureau
of Investigation. He has been observa by persons from

our office and members of the Los Angeles Police Devartment
to come into the Bureau and talte a desk and start making
pnone calls and otherwise conductingz business. One of his
techniques is to phone persons he wishes to intimidate and
leave the Bureau's phone number as a place he can be reached.

Wnen he visits the Bureau, which is frequently,
ne can be seen huddling with Stoner, Murphyv and Gotch.

Reports apvear to ve passed back and forth among them
during these meetings.

Crabtree was permitted to take "early retirement”
from the IRS after a series of compromising incidents. He
1s persona non grata with all federal enforcement agzencles

and most local agencies. His sole mutually-beneficial

contact with law enforcement i1is the District Attorney's
Of'fice.
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The Government, particularly at the investigatilve
level, 1s extremely upset over the activities of the DistrictT
Attorney's Office, In addition to what came out 1in tThe
trial, there is apvarently federal knowledge of still deeper

“nvolvements.

The Government also feels that the District AT-
torney has permitted nimsel? to oe used, 1In addition tO
the instances heretofore cited, Younser's staff permitted,
1 not encouraged, the County Grand Jury to get in the act.
Thilis has never ovecorne pubiic,

The Los Anzeles County Grand Jury orficially wrote
to the Federal Grand Jury in the Friars matter and asked
that Beldon Katelman bpe investizated. The Government con-
sidered this to be another instance of undercutting.

Knowledre of these various activitles has spread
to the workinz intellizence levels of the Los Angeles

Sheriff's Office and the LAPD and has served to reinforce
their own suspiclons about the D.A.'s personnel,

The Caruso matter has disturbed the legal staffl
of the District Attorney's O0ffice because of the very close
friendship which exists between Younger and (Caruso.

A1l in all, the situation is at least concuclive
to a breakdown in law enforcement cooperation, 1f notT To a
breakdovwn in law enforcemenc.

“COENTL CRAEORD

cc: Charles A, O'Brien
O. J. Hawkins
Marion Phillips




