
XIII. THE CIA’S INTERNAL COXTROLS : THE IXSPECTOR 
GENERAL AND THE OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL 

Both the General Counsel and the Inspector General have played, 
and will continue to play, vital roles in the internal management of 
the Central Intelligence Agency. Both report directly to, and provide 
guidance to, the Director of the Central Intelligence Agency. As the 
principal legal officer of the Agency, the Geueral Counsel provides 
legal advice to the Director of Central Intelligence; he also provides 
counsel and guidance to employees at all levels within the Agency on 
legal issues connected with the conduct of the CIA’s mission. The In- 
spector General serves as the investigative arm of the Director and, 
when necessary, of the General Counsel, as well as assisting the Director 
and Deputy Directors in improving the performance of CIA offices 
and personnel. 

Under the mandate of Senate Resolution 21, the Senate Select Com- 
mittee studied both offices with particular attention given to the role of 
each in assuring that CIA activities are consistent with the Con- 
stitution and laws of the United States.’ A number of current and 
former officials of the Central Intelligence Agency were interviewed or 
deposed. A far greater number were asked to, and did, respond in writ- 
ing to a detailed questionnaire on the work of these offices.* On the 
basis of this investigation, the Committee is convinced of the im- 
portance of these offices and the need to maintain and strengthen them. 

’ Several provisions in the Resolution seem particularly applicable to a review 
of the Of&es of the General Counsel and the Inspector General. Among them are : 
1) Section Four which mandates examination of the extent to which Federal law 
enforcement or intelligence agencies coordinate their activities and the extent 
to which a lack of coordination has contributed to illegal, improper, or ineffi- 
cient actions; 2) Section Five which mandates examination of the extent to 
which the operation of any activities in the United States by the Central Intelli- 
gence Aeencv conforms to the leeislatire charter of that aeencv and to the 
intent OF Congress; 3) Section L%x which mandates an elimination of the 
relationship between the Director of Central Intelligence’s responsibility to pro- 
tect “intelligence sources and methods” and the nrohibition on the Aeencv’s 
exercise of solice, subpoena, law enforcement powers, or internal security f&c- 
tions; 4) Section Eight which mandates an examination of the nature and extent 
to which Federal agencies cooperate in exchanging intelligence information and 
the, adequacy of any regulations or statutes which govern such cooperation ; 5) 
Section Nine which mandates an examination of the extent to which the 
intelligence agencies are governed by executive orders, rules or regulations, and 
the extent to which these regulations contradiet the intent of Congress: 6) 
Section Ten which mandates an examination of the violation or suspected rinla- 
tinn of state or Federal statutes ; 7) Section Eleven which mandates an esamina- 
tinn of the need for impraved, strengthened or consolidated oversight nf the 
United States intelligence activities by the Congress; and 8) Section Twelve 
which mandates an examination of whether any of the existing laws of the 
United States are inadequate either in their provisions or in enforcement to 
safeguard the rights of American citizens. 

* Some 24 questionnaires were sent out. There were 15 responses ranging from 
3 pages to 14 pages. 
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A. THE GEN~L COUNSEL 

The General Counsel’s work and responsibilities hnve changed over 
time, r&&ing changes in CIA activities and the needs and desires of 
different Directors. The Genrral Counsel’s O&cc had originally. a staff 
of ten to twelve attorneys which was concerned with enactment of the 
Agency charter and enabling legislation, and with creation of regula- 
tions and administrative and financial procedures untler which the 
hgency would operate. In the ~Q.ios and lQ60s, the Office was largely 
directed toward assisting clandestine activities OVPIW~S. Currently the 
Office of the Grneral (‘o~msrl, with a staff of rolighlv 3) attorneys, is 
primarily concerned with “p~qosals for lrpislntlon. executive orders 
and other directives governing ,1gency activities; legal input into 
planning and approval of operations, stricter managemt3t and finan- 
cial controls: litigation, Freedom of Information Act and Privacy ,4ct 
matters; and response to recluircments of Sclcct am1 standing com- 
mittees of the Congress.“2a 

1. The Oyymization of the Ofice of’ General Counsel 

Between January 10, 1051, and April 1, 1962, the General Counsel 
was technically a part of the Directorate of Administration, but 
in fact the General Counsel reported directly to the Director of Central 
Intelligence on most matters. In 1062 the Office was moved to the 
Office of the Director.3 

The organization of the Office of General Counsel remained basically 
unchanged from the inception of the agency until October 1973. 
The Office was then reorganized internally int.o four specialized divi- 
sions in order to permit more effective handling of the legal problems 
of the Age’ncy. The four divisions are: General Law division, Opera- 
tions and Management. Law division, Freedom of Information and 
Privacy Law division, ancl Procurement and Contracts Law division. 

Two attorneys are presently assigned as Special Assistants to the 
General Counsel. One of these has been assigned to the Deputy Direc- 
tor for Operations to provide more timely and effective counsel in 
the earliest stages of sensitive operational matters. The other has been 
nssjgnetl to the Office of Logistics, which requires continuous legal 
assistance in its responsibility for managing most CIA contracts. 
The ,4gency is considering assigning attorneys to the other direc- 
torates and mdependent offices. 

Until this year most of the lawyers in the Office of General Counsel 
had been recruited from within the Agency. Although some of these 
attorneys had had legal experience outside the CIA, the Rockefeller 
Commi&ion recommended, and the CIA has swnt considerable effort 
in recruiting lawyers from out?ide the Agencv.5 

Lawrence Houston, the General Counsel of the Central Intelli- 

““The Role and Functions of the General Counsel,” CIA paper prepared for 
the Senate Select Committee, 12/S& p. 2. 

‘lbirl. 12/75. p. 2. With the exception of one pear in the I9ROs, the General 
Connsel was also reswnsible for sunerrision of the CIA’s liaison with Conpress. 
In I!%%, a separate i)ffice of Leieslatire Counsel was created. The Leigslative 
Counsel is resnonsible for the CIA’s liaison with Congress, and reports to the 
Director of Central Tntellieence. 

‘According to the CIA, as of April 1976, river half of the attorneys employed in 
the Office of General Counsel wilI have come from outside the CIA. 



gence Agency from 1’347 until 1974, agreed with the Rockefeller Com- 
mission recoiilnlendatiol, noting that legal experience, particularly in 
private practice, would help Agency attorneys exercise independent 
Judgment. 

Mr. Houston also recommended that attorneys be rotated from the 
Oflice of General Counsel to other government agencies.6 Such rota- 
tion would lessen the possibility that these attorneys would become 
part of a culture which assumes that, for reasons of national security, 
the CIA is not governed by the normal processes of the law. 

Just prior to his leaving the CIA, then Director Colby elevated the 
Inspector General to an executive rank equal to that of the Deputy 
Directors of the Clh. He agreed that the General Counsel should be 
similarly promoted but no action was taken, leaving the General Coun- 
sel below the Deputy Directors and the Inspector General in rank. 

2. The J’wzctioris of the Office of Gerwrd Counsel 
The General Counsel has a wide range of responsibilities. As noted 

above, his primary responsibility is to advise the Director of the 
Central Intelligence Agency, although he also provides legal advice 
and guidance to employees at all levels. Under CIA reguln- 
tions, he is also responsible for reviewing all new projects and activi- 
ties mlless they are clearly established as legal ; insuring the lrgality 
of the expenditure of confidential funds;’ reported possible violat,ions 
of the U.S. criminal code by CIA employees to the Department of JUS: 
tice; passing upon all regulatory issuances; coordinating legal issues 
involved in CIA relations with non-Agency individuals- and institu- 
tions; determining legal standards for all requests made to the CIA by, 
or made by the (‘I,4 to, other government agencies; and rstablishing 
proprietaries and cover mechanisms for operations. Under Executive 
Order 11905 he is also required to report to the Intelligence Oversight 
Board any activities which raise questions of legality or propriety. 

3. The General Couvsel’.~ RoZe in. Determining the Lega7ity or Pro- 
priety of CIA Acti?:ities 

As the Director’s chief legal adviser, the General Counsel is respon- 
sible for determining the legality or propriety of CIA activities. CIA 
r.e,aulntions recognize this and provide that ;‘to ensure that CIA ac- 
tivities are in compliance with the law, Deputy Directors and Heads of 

“The CIA has endorsed the idea hut has told the Committee that organiza- 
tionally it would he difficult to implement. (Letter from William Colhy to the 
Select Committee, l/27/76. p. 7.) 

‘Section 8(b) of the CIA Act of 1!?49. as amended, Fio TJ.8.C. 403j(b) pro- 
vides : “The sums made availabIe to the Agency may be expended without regard 
to the nrovisions of law and regulations relating to the expenditure of Gorern- 
ment funds: and for objects of a confidential, extraordinary, or emergency na- 
ture, such expenditures to be accounted for solely on the certificate of the Dl- 
rector and every such certificate shall he deemed a sufficient voucher for the 
amount therein certified.” Normally the General Counsel of the General AC- 
counting Office would rule on the legality of the expenditure of government 
funds, hut given 50 U.S.C. 4035(b) and the decision hv the General Accounting 
OfiCe to cease eren the partial audits of CIA exmnditures Which he haA con- 
d11CtPd 11~ nntil the early 1960s. the CIA’s Genera1 Counsel has the responsibility 
for determining the IWalitv of nnvnuchwed expenditures. “The Role and Func- 
tions of the General Counsel,” 12/75, pp. 3-4. 

207.932 0 - 76 19 



282 

Independent OlXces shall consult with the Office of General Counsel 
on all activities whose legality is not clearly established.” 8 

While responsible for making determinations about the legality or 
propriety of CIA activities, the General Counsel also has an obliga- 
tion to assist in the accomplishment of the Agency’s missions. As the 
Rockefeller Commission Report put it, “he is subject to pressures to 
find legal techniques to facilitate proposed activities.” 9 This dual 
responsibility with its potential for conflict is not in itself unique- 
almost any “inside” counsel is in a similar position-but the secret and 
often sensitive nature of CIA activities does make protection of the in- 
dependence of his judgment particularly important. 

As can be seen from the regulation, the role of the Office of the Gen- 
eral Counsel is essentially passive. lo He does not initiate inquiries, but 
rather consults upon request. 

In the past, the General Counsel has not been asked for his opinion 
on certain sensitive Agency programs. During the 20-year course of 
t.he CIA’s mail opening program, the General Counsel was never 
asked for an opinion on its legality or propriety. When the Di- 
rector of Central Intelligence had doubts about whether Operation 
CHAOS violated the Agency charter, he did not turn to the General 
Counsel. As former DC1 Helms stated, “Sometimes we did [consult 
the General Counsel] ; sometimes we did not. I think the record on 
that is rather spotty, quite frankly.” I1 

When the General Counsel was asked for an opinion about CIA 
activities which were “questionable” his advice was heeded. For exam- 
ple, when the CIA participated in an NSA program to monitor tele- 
phone calls to and from Latin America, the General Counsel was asked 
for an opinion. The opinion he issued described the telephone intercept 
program as illegal, with the result that the program was immediately 
terminated.lla 

The principle reason for the lack of consultation was that a review 
by the General Counsel was not required for the initiation of Agency 
activit.ies. As James Anpleton has testified, (‘. , . [I]t is my impres- 
sion that one of our weaknesses is that we did not have the General 
Counsel work into the planning phases of operations. IJsually we went 
to the General Counsel when something was going wrong, but not in 
the inception of operations.” l2 

‘CIA Headquarters Regulation, “Restrictions on CIA Activities Within the 
l’nited States or Related to U.S. Citizens and Organizations,” 11/28/75, 7-la(3). 
p. 1. 

’ Report of the Commission on CIA Activities Within the United States, 6/6/75, 
p. 87. 

*’ As T,awrence Houston wrote, “[tlhe role could be almost completely passive 
hut as a matter of practice it is and should he active in the sense of keeping in- 
formed as far as possible and feeling free to raise possible problems at what- 
ever level seems appropriate.” (Letter from Lawrence Houston to the Senate 
Select Committee, l/76, p. 1.) 

The present Deputy General Counsel has noted that given the Genera1 Coun- 
sel’s new responsibilities under Executive Order 11965 and changes in attitudes 
at the Agency the roIe will he anything hut passive. 

I’ Richard Helms testimony. g/10/75, p. 59. 
I’” See the Committee’s detailed report on NS.4 Xonitoring for a detailed dis- 
cussion of this activity and its termination. 

la .James Angleton testimony, g/17/75. p. 46. 
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The CIA has explained that: 

Because of the infinite variety of matters arising which 
would be susceptible to or might benefit from legal advice, 
there has been no established mechanism requiring or per- 
mitting the General Counsel to advise or rule in all cases. 
Some of his responsibilities are set forth in regulations or 
other procedures or are well known. whereas others depend on 
the initiative of the individual office seeking advice. Each Di- 
rector of Central Intelligence has had his own preferences 
in methods of operating the Agency and seeking advice from 
the various components of the Agency. Because of the ex- 
tremely sensitive nature of some activities, there‘have been 
times when Directors have chosen to carry them out directly 
rather than through the normally resprmsible components of 
the Agency, in order to involve as few people as possible. In 
some cases a Director may not think to seek 7egal advice or 
may choose not to do so. In choosing to operate in this man- 
ner, the Director is carrying out to a degree he deems neces- 
sa his charter responsibiEty to protect intelligence wurce8 
a Till methods from unauthorized diac~osure. On the other 
hand, he must then make his own detewnination as to whether 
this respon&bility justifies some aspect of the operation which 
might otherwise be questionable wnder law. [Emphasis 
added.] l3 

Under this view, the Director can still withhold from his counsel the 
very existence of a particular activity. The DC1 could be in the posi- 
tion of deciding, without advice from his counsel, whether the DC13 
legal responsibility to “protect intelligence sources” justified activities 
which would be ‘Lquestionable under law.” 

Even under the present regulation requiring consultation with the 
General Counsel “on all activities whose legality is not clearly estab- 
lished” it is possible that the General Counsel would not be asked for 
an opinion about the legality or propriety of a major CIA,activity. The 
Director could waive the regulation and instruct the appropriate offi- 
cial not to consult with the General Counsel. In addition, the stand- 
ards in the regulation itself may oause certain difficulties. 

The regullatipn leaves the determination of whet.her an adivit.y has 
been clea.rly established as legal to the deputy directors and the heads 
of independent offices. Thus, these officers must interpr& past deci- 
sions by the General Counsel and decide their applim,bility to new 
activities. They must interpret the re.gulation itself and in particular 
the phrase which reads “whose legality is not clearly established” in 
order to determine whether consultation is required. Rec,zuse the regu- 
lations are prospective, activities which were legal in the past, but 
which have become illegal due to changes in the law, might not be the 
subject of consultation. 



It would certainly be possible to require consultation with the Gen- 
eral Counsel on all “significant” activitiesI The General Counsel 
would be given a description of the actil7it-y. The referring office’s 
reasons for believing the activity is legal might be included to enable 
the General Counsel to avoid a de 710 PO review. 

Certain acts undertaken by the CIA which may not nppe,ar signifi- 
cant because t,hey do not require the expenditure of a great deal of 
money or the efforts of large numbers of personnel are nonetheless 
“sigmficant” due to their potential for a,buse. Consultat,ion with the 
General Counsel should be required before the initiation of any such 
act. 

For in&lance, under present regulations. t.he Director may approve 
inr-wtigations of al!e@ions of unauthorized disclosure of classified 
information by indlvlduals presently or formerly affiliated with the 
CIA, if he determines thalt intelligence sources and methods may be 
jeopardized by the disclosure.*5 

There heave been a number of such investigations in the past which 
resulted in the extensive surveillance of newsmen, as well as a “break- 
ing and entering” by CIA with the assistance of local police officials. 
Thus even though the CL4 recognized that such investigations re- 
quired special procedures there is no requirement that the chief legal 
officer of the Agency be consulted.1B 

The CIA has taken the position that the General Counsel’s approval 
is not required for each such act. The General Counsel’s approval of 
the regulations governing such acts is considered sufficient. This under- 
estimates the difficulties deputy directors or heads of independent 
offices might have in interpret<& regulations, and creates the possi- 
bility that actions not consonant with regulations could be approved 
and undertaken. 

Requests for assistance made by the CIA to other governmental 
agencies and requests to the CIA from other agencies raise similar 

I’ While the Deputy Directors and heads of independent offices wauld have to 
internret the meaning of “sianificant.” thev are in a better nosition to do this 
than-to make judgments about the applicaklity of past opiniks of the General 
Counsel. Some threshold is required in order that the General Counrel’s Office 
not be swamped by a requirement to review every action by every emplo.vee. 

lJ The investigation must be coordinated with the FBI, when substantial evi- 
dence suggests espionage or other violation of a federal statute. CIA 
7-k(2) (b) (1). 

I8 As the CIA’s former General Counsel has noted, the Office of General Counsel 
“should be consulted in connection with investigations of disclosure of classified 
information, or fnr any surveillance within the U.S.” (Houston letter, l/76, p. 1.) 

Present regulations provide that the Office of General Counsel must be con- 
sulted when equipment for monitoring conversations is being tested in the 
I’nited States. (CIA Headquarters Regulation, 11/28/76, H.R. 7-ld5.) As that 
testing raises many of the same issues as does an investigation of unauthorized 
disclosure of clnrsified information, there seems to be no reann for excluding the 
Ofike of General Counsel from the approval process for an investigation. 



issues.‘7 While the General Counsel must concur with the Deputy 
Director for Operations on the provision of technical equipment to 
the Drug Enforcement ,idministration (DEA) for overseas opera- 
tions,‘s and must approve CIA requests for federal income tax infor- 
mation,19 he is not involT-ed in the approval process for seeking assist- 
ance from stsate and local police organizations.20 It sl~oulcl be remem- 
bered that such assistance has been provided in circumstances which 
were highly questionable. 21 The General Counsel is not involved in 
the approval process for providin, 0‘ technical guidance, training, 
equipment, and other assistance to the Department of Defense for 
intelligence activities within the United States.** Such equipment 
might be used by the Defense Department for illegal surveillance of 
citizens. In each of these situations, the Central Intelligence Agency 
has established special procedures for approval and monitoring; where 
such procedures ,vere imposed because of the sensitivity of the opera- 
tions, the procedures should specifically include consultation with the 
General Counsel. 

4. The Genwal Cownse7’s Role with Reqarrl to Beports of Activities 
that Raise Questions of Legality or Propriety 

a. The General Pomsel’s Responsibilities.-Present regulations 
provide that “. . . any activities or proposed activities that may raise 
questions of compliance with the law or CIA regulations or that 
otherwise appear improper will be brought directly to the attention 
of the Director by any of the command or staff components or by 
the IG and will be subject to the Director’s decision.” 23 In the past, 
questionable activities which came to the attention of the Director 
or the Inspector General were not always referred to the General 
Counsel. For example, during a survey of the Technical Services 

I’ Under present regulations, the Inspector General is required to obtain a 
written opinion from the General Counsel on requests for “continuation or 
initiation of activities in support of or in cooperation with state, loral, or other 
federal agencies whose legality and propriety have not been previously estab- 
lished.” (CIA Headquarters Regultion, 11/28/Z, 7-11)(l).) This language has 
the same rhcrtcominzs noted above : the.de&tv director’or the heid of the 
independent oflice m&t interpret the regulation”and previous derisions of the 
Office of General Counsel; the rewlation ignores the mssibility of a change in 
legal standards. 

Written opinions of the General Counsel are generally not required by regu- 
lation or statute. The absence of a written opinion does not mean that the 
General Counsel did not provide advice. In many situations oral 0l)inions 
have been offered. Given proper securitv restrictions, however, an increase in 
the number of situations in which written opinions are required might be 
desirable. as it might tend to increase the level of scrutiny by the Office of 
General Couwel. 

In CIA Headquarters Regulation, 11/28/75, Vlb(5) (c). 
IL CIA Headquarters Regulation, 11/28/55, 7-1~ (9). 
2o CIA Headquarters Regulation, 11/28/75,7-lb( 3) (b). 
n In one instance. local police asp&ted the Cr.4 in a “breaking and entering.” 
T- CIA Headquurtrrs Regulation, 11/28/75, 7-lb(4). 
” CIA IIeadquarters Regulation, 11/28/75, 7-la (4). 
Similar regulations require that any employee “who has knowledge of past, 

current or proposed CIA activities that might be construed to be illegal, im- 
proper, or outside CIA’s legislative charter, or who believes that he or she has 
received instructions that in any way appear illegal, improper, or outside CIA’s 
legislative chxrtcr, is instructed to inform the Director or Inspector General 
immediately.” (CIA Headquarters Regulation, 11/28/75, 7-la (6) .) 



Division in 1957, the Inspector General discovered activities which 
he labeled “unethical and illicit,” but he did not notify the General 
Counsel. Nor was the General Counsel informed about the surrep- 
titious administration of 1231) to unwitting human subjects, discovered 
by the Inspector General in 10Ci3.24 

Under the recently issued Executive Order 25, the General Counsel 
is personally responsible for reporting to the Intelligence Oversight 
Board any activities that raise questions of legality or propriety.*‘j 
However? CIB regulations do not explicitly require the Director or 
the Inspector General to notify the General Counsel of question- 
able activities reported to them. The Director may waive the repula- 
tion and may instruct the Inspector General not to inform the Gen- 
eral Counse1.2’ While the Inspector General is required by regula- 
tion to refer to the General Counsel “all matters involving legal 
questions that come to the attention of the Inspector General”2s an 
additional, more specific, regulation onlv requires that the Inspector 
General refer to the General Counsel “information, allegations, or 
complaints of violations of the criminal provisions of the United 
St3t;;s Code by CL4 officers and employees, or relating to CL4 af- 

>, . . . . 
b. tnwstigationx by the Office of the General Cowsel.--If the 

General Counsel does learn of questionable activities, he must rely 
on the Office of the Inspector General to investigate. Unlike the 
Inspector General who, as the DCI’S investigative arm. is authorized 
to review all CIA activities, the General Counsel does not have 
general investigatory authority. 

The Office of General Counsel can initiate an investigation, with the 
specific authorization of the Director. This requirement might pre- 
vent the General Counsel investigation of an activity about wh?ch the 
Director sought to restrict knowledge. 

If the Director refused to authorize an investigation by the General 
Counsel, the General Counsel could resign and notify the “anpropri- 
ate authorities.” 29 Alternately t.he Director could be required to pro- 
vide an immediate explanation in writing to the appropriate commit- 

*‘A fnrrner IG explained that his reasnn for withholding from the Agency’s 
General Counsel information on CIA’s mail opening, which he believed to be 
“illegal.” was that the General Counsel has already been excluded by other 
senior officials. 

“An operation of this sort in the CIA is run-if it is closely held, it is run 
by those people immediately concerned, and to the extent that it is really 
possible, according to the practices that we had in the fifties and sixties. thnse 
persons not immediately concerned were supposed to be ignorant of it.” (Gordon 
Stewart deposition, 9/30/7.5, p. 2!l.) 

2i Flxccutive Order llS?Wi. 
=The Inspector General has an identical responsibility to that of the Gen- 

eral Counsel. under the terms of the Executive Order. 
“The Inspector General knuld still hare-to reonrt the questionable activity 

to the Intelligence Oversight Rnard. If the Director instructs him not to, he 
must inform the IGR of that instruction. 

a CIA Headquarters Regulation, “Ofice of the Inspector General,” 13a. 
“These could include the IOR or its successor and the appropriate cnngres- 

sional committees. 



tees of the Congress and the Escciitivc l~ranch of the reasons for denial 
of investigator\- anthority.“o 

The General Connscl could be proricled by reglllation with general 
invcstipatorv authority within the CIA, but tllis wonld have certain 
drawbaclts. It, could strain the General Counsel’s relationship with the 
WI. Lawrence Hoiiston argued that “to cive OGC investigative au- 
thority similar to that of the IG would . . . pervert its counsel- 
inq role ant1 tlierebv inhibit or tlcstrov its prime usefulness.” 3* 
Houston noted that even if the General Counsel has the support of 
the DC1 he will not be aware of crerrthin.~ going on at the Agencv. 
“Investigative authoritv n-onld not iive llim ~nnch more and would 

inhibit his relations wit11 his clients.” 32 
’ ‘Provision of general investigative nnthoritv to the Office of General 
Counsel might also involve duplication of work now done by the Tn- 
Spector General. Duplication of effort in detectin and preventing 
abuses might be helpful rather than harmful. In all likelihood, how- 
crer. in the ns11a1 course of events the General Counsel would ask the 
Inspector General to investigate rather than relying on his own 
resources. 

c. 7’hc Qpnera? Comscl’s .~WPRS to Z/7 fownntion.--Even if the Gen- 
eral Counsel is consulted about all significant activities and if he is 
notified of all reports of questionable activities, it remains to ensure 
that the General Counsel will linre access to necessary information. 

The former General Counsel does not recall ever being denied infor- 
mat;cn. The rrcortl. however. is clear that a ,yoocl deal of information 
bearing directly on the legality or propriety of Agency operations was 
never given him. 

According to the Central Intelligence Agency, “If an Office should 
‘question the request of the General Counsel for access to any pnrticu- 
lar information, any limitations would be imposed bg.the Director.” 
Thus, even today, the Director remains able to deny Information to 
the Genrral Colrnsel bearing on the legality or propriety of CIA ac- 
tivities. Executive Order 11SOB. however. requires that the Director 
ensure that the General Counsel has “access to any information neces- 
sary” to perform his duties under the Order. 

Lawrence Houston has suggested that the General Counsel could 
resign if denied awes” to information. The Director might be required 
to provide an immediate exnlnnation, to the appropriate bodies of 
the reasons for such a denial.“” 

r7. Reporti~t~g Ponsihle Violnfiom of the V.S. Priminn Code to the 
Atto/wv hwwz7.-Finally. it should be noted that. in the past the 
General Counsel did nnt alwnvs renort nossible violations of the 1T.S. 
Criminal Code to the Denartment of dustice. Under the terms of a 
1954 agreement with the Department of dustice. the Central Intelli- 

so.+ report to the Intellieenw Orersiaht Road map already he reuuired. 
‘Errcntire Orrler 11905 reqnires the General Counsel to report to the TOR any 
orcasion on which he was directed by the IN’1 not to report any activity to the 
IOR. 

n Houston letter, l/76, p. 1. 
za Ihid., p. 1. 
31 Thitl.. p. 2. The General Cnund misht he rerluired under the terms of Execu- 

time Order 11905 to repnrt the refusal of RCWSS to the IOR. 



gency Agency was essentially delegated the Department of Justice’s 
power to determine whether criminal urosecution should be initiated 
against individuals who violated fed&al law. This delegation was 
and is unacceptable. The agreement has now been terminated. 

Under present regulations, the Inspector General must inform the 
General Counsel of “information, allegations, or complaints of vio- 
lations of the criminal provisions of the United States Code by CIA 
officers and employees, or relating to CIA affairs . . .” 34 The Inspector 
General must also report to the General Counsel results of the Inspec- 
tor General’s investigation which is aimed at developing “sufficient 
facts to determine if a crime has been committed, and whether prose- 
cution may compromise international relations, national security, or 
foreign intelligence sources and methods.” 35 The General Counsel 
will refer those cases where sufficient information has been developed 
to determine that a crime has been committed, as well as the Inspector 
General’s report on the effect of prosecution, to the Department of 
Justice.36 

Under Executive Order 11905, the General Counsel is not required 
to report to the Attorney General, but rather must report to the Intel- 
ligence Oversight Board.37 

Because of the suspicions aroused by the disclosure of the CIA- 
Department of .Justice agreement and the need to renew public con- 
fidence, it rn.ay be necessary to rquire that the appropriate conpres- 
sional committees be given notice of CIA referrals of possible criminal 
violations to the Department of dustice. If this were to be done, great 
care would have to be taken to avoid any possibility of prejudicing 
the investigation or prosecution. 

5. Oversight of the Ofice of Genera? Counsel 

Because the General Counsel’s principal duty is to provide legal ad- 
vice and guidance to the Director of Central Intelligence. the Director 
must be primarily responsible for evaluating his work. TJnlike other 
CIA offices, however. the Office of the General Counsel has never been 
the subject of inspection by the Office of the Inspector General. 

The General Counsel’s work has not gone totally unreviewed. In 
1951 a New York law firm conducted a brief review of the Office of 
General Counsel. Within the last, year the Department of Justice 
conducted a management survey of the Office at the request of the 
Director. Given the importance of the General Counsel’s Office, the 
absence of regular formal reviews is to be regretted. 

6. Executive Branch Oversigllt of the Office of Genera.l Cowmel 

At present the General Counsel is required to “transmit to the 
Oversight Board reports of anv activities that come to [his] atten- 
tion that raise questions of legality or propriety.” 38 He is also re- 

ar CIA Headquarters Regulation, 11/28/75.7-la (7), p. 1. 
Bb CIA Headouarters Reaulation. 11/28/75. 13a (2) (e). 
m Ibid. The ;egulations‘further p&ride that “r&&i& of the fart of a crime 

will not he delayed for an evaluation of whether the prosecution will raise ques- 
tions of national security.” 

n The General Counsel may alreadv be required to report to the Attorney Gen- 
eral nnder provisions of the U.S. Code. 

” Executive Order 11905. 
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quired to report to the Department of Justice all incidents involving 
possible violations of the C.S. Criminal Code as well as the results 
of investigations by the Inspector General. There are no requirements, 
however, that he provide General Counsel opinions or regular reports 
on the work of the Office to anyone outside the CIA. 

According to the Central Intelligence Agency, regular provision of 
General Counsel opinions outside the Agency might raise serious 
problems. “To place such requirement would be violative of command 
relationships and lawyer-client privilege . . . [T]he Director, at his 
option, could make such reports available as he deemed necessary.” 3v 
It has also been argued that because many of the opinions are on 
technical matters, regularly supplying them to those outside the CIA 
would not be useful. 

Walter Pforzheimer, formerly the Legislative Counsel of the CIA, 
suggested that “a general report, oral or in writing, on major legal 
problems facing the Agency, or the need for additional statutory 
support” 4o could be provided to such groups as the National Security 
Council. The IOB or other such groups could be supplied legal 
opinions in especiallv sensitive areas, such as those dealing with activi- 
ties that might infringe on the right of Americans. 

7. Congressional Oversight of the OfFce of General Counsel 
The same chain of command and lawyer-client privilege problems 

might arise if General Counsel’s opinions were regularly provided to 
congressional oversight committees. Yet similar solutions which 
would greatly aid congressional oversight-regular, more general re- 
ports,41 and the provIsion of particular opinions or all opinions in 
specific sensitive areas-could be dcvised.4a 

The Senate has another means by which to oversee the General 
Counsel, the confirmation process. Congress could require that the 
General Counsel be nominated by the President subject to confirma- 
tion by the Senate. This might increase the independence and 
stature 43 of the General Counsel; it would parallel provisions for 
Presidential nomination and senatorial confirmation of the General 
Cou~lsels of executive branch departments and independent regu- 
latory bodies. But eliminating appointment by the DC1 might reduce 
the confidence which the Director has in his chief legal advisor. 

B. THE OFFICE OF THE INSPEC~R GENERAL 

The Inspector General reports to the Director and assists him in 
his attempts to assure that CIA activities are consistent with 
the Agency’s charter regulations and the Constitution and laws of 

“Letter from William Colby to the Senate Select Committee, l/27/76, p. 7. 
“Letter from Walter Pforzheimer to the Senate Select Committee, l/26/76, 

p. 9. 
“In order not to short-circuit the chain of command, such reports could be 

made to Congress by the DCI. 
12 The properly charged .congressional oversight committees must hare access 

to the decisions of the General Counsel, but it may be that not all the General 
Counsel’s opinions need he sent to them. 

UAt present the General Counsel ranks below the Inspector General and the 
Agency’s Deputy Directors. 
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the United States. In addition, the Office of the Inspector General has 
a wide range of responsibilities designed to improve the performance 
of CIA offices and personnel. The Inspector General now holds rank 
equal to that of the Deputy Directors of the CIA. 

1. Organizational History 
-The Office of the Inspector General had its origin in the establish- 

ment of an Executive for Inspections and Security (EIS) in the 
Central Intelligence Group (GIG), on July 1,1947. EIS was charged 
to provide “overall inspection, audit, and security for CIG.” By 1951, 
audit and inspection functions had been separated ; an Audit Office 
was established under the Deputy Director for Administration. 

In November 1951, a Special Assistant to the Director assumed the 
inspection function. He was appointed to the newly established posi- 
tion of Inspector General on January 1,1952. In March 1953, the mis- 
sion and functions of the Inspector General \vere formally defined.** 

In 1953, the DC1 appointed Lyman B. Kirkpatrick as Inspector 
Genera1.45 Mr. Kirkpatrick obtained approval from the Director in 
April 1953 for man inspection program which included planned, pe- 
riodic inspection of Agency components (component inspections). Sev- 
eral inspectors were added to the IG’s st’aff to perform this function; 
however: the Inspection and Review Staff in the Directorate of Plans 
retained responsibility for reviewing DDP componen’ts. By mid-1954, 
the IG’s staff had expanded to fifteen, and a program of component 
inspections was under way. In January 1955, the DC1 authorized the 
IG to conduct independent inspections of DDP components, separate 
from the DDP’s Inspection ‘and Review Staff inspections. By Deeem- 
ber 1959, the Office of the Inspector General had completed the first 
cycle of component inspections. 

On April 1, 1962, the Audit Staff was transferred from the Direc- 
torate of Support (DDS) to the Office of the Inspector General, and 

@The issuance read : 
“Mission : 
“The InsDector General is charaed with conducting investigations throughout 

the Agency-on ,behalf of the Dir&& and with inspe&ng throughout the Agency 
the performance of missions and exercise of functions of all CIA offices and 
personnel. 

“Functions : 
‘The Inspector General shall : 
“a. Make recommendations with respect to the missions prescribed for the 

several Offices of the Agency and with respect ‘to such procedures and methods 
as may assist the Offices of ‘the Agency more fully to perform their respective 
functions. 

“b. Make recommendations with respect to the proper assignment of missions 
and functions in the overall interests of ‘the Agency. 

“c. Provide a forum where Agencv personnel may, on a highly confidential 
basis, confide suggestions or comp&ts which have not received satisfactory 
considerations through regular channels of command or through the procedures 
provided for in CIA Regulation No. 20-S. 

“d. Perform such other functions as may be determined by the Director.” 
45 In December of 1961, upon Kirkpatrick’s #transfer, Deputy Inspector General 

David R. McLean was named Aoting Inspector General; John Earman was 
appointed Inspector General in May 1962. In March 1968, John Earman retired 
and Gordon M. Stewart was appointed Inspector General. He, in turn, retired 
in January lQ72 and was replaced by William V. Broe. In June 1973, on William 
Broe’s retirement, Donald F. Chamberlain, the incumbent, was appointed 
Inspector General. 
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the Inspector General was given responsibility for coordinating and 
directing the activilties of the Audit Staff. The Audit Staff ,then had 
about 40 positions-its present <authorized stren h. 

In May of 1962, the positions of Chief o P the Inspection Staff 
and Chief of the Audit Staff were &ablished within the O&.X of 
the Inspector General. At the same time the DC1 approved an increase 
in the Inspection Staff from 15 to 29 positions so that all Agency 
components could be inspected on a two to three year cycle, and all 
foreign field installations could be visited at least once a year. In De- 
cember 1963, in response to a call for economy measures, the Inspector 
General reduced inspector positions from 18 to 14. 

In 1964, the Inspector General became concerned that the office 
lacked continuity because inspector positions were always filled by 
rotational assignment. He obtained approval from the Executive Di- 
rector to establish two Executive Career Service permanent positions 
in the Office. 

In June 19’73, the Director ‘abolished the component inspection pro- 
gram 48 and reduced the Inspection Staff to five positions, includ- 
ing two positions to work on Equal Employment Opportunity 
matters. The Inspector General’s role was limited to conduct- 
ing special investigations and studies, investigating charges of mis- 
feasance, mjalfeasance, and nonfeasance, and handling grievance cases. 
In November 1974, the Audit Staff’s functions were expanded to in- 
clude independent program audits 47 of Agency operations which in- 
cluded “some of the same things that the inspection staff had done 
previously . . .” 48 

In July 1975, following the Rockefeller Commission recommenda- 
tions, the component inspection program was reinstituted. The EEO 
function positions were transferred to a new staff in the Ofllce of the 
Director. As of April 1976, the staff of the Inspector General was au- 
thorized to include approximately twenty inspectors and a new series 
of component inspections had been initiated. 

2’. The Z?~nctions of the Ofice of the Inqwtor General 
The responsibilities of the Office of the Inspector General are quite 

broad. Under CIA regulations the Inspector General is charged with : 

-[d]irecting and coordinating the activities of the Inspec- 
tion Staff and the Audit Staff in conducting special investiga- 

@According to the present Deputy Inspector General, ,the program was ended 
because Mr. Schlesinger and Mr. Col,by believed ‘that a good deal of the kind of 
information ithat we had produced in the preceding years was not recurrent, tithat 
we had had most of the serious problems i,n the Agency and that Mr. Colby 
more specifically felt that he had new management approaches that he felt 
would match what the inspection staff had provided in the past.” (Scott Breckin- 
ridge testimony, 3/l/76, pp. 4-5.) 

“This function, as published in Agency regulations on May 30, 1975, is 
deserlbed as follows : 

“Conduct supplementary, independent program audits of Agency operations 
pursuant to the audit standards established by the Comptx4ler General. Such 
audits will cover Agency-wide subjeot matier selected in coordination with tihe 
Comptroller or directorate programs seleoted in coordination with the Deputy 
Director concerned. For purposes of coordinating independent program audits, 
substantially qualified officers will be detailed to the Audit Staff.” (CIA mem- 
orandum, 
P. 3.) 

“Organizational History of the Office of Inspector General, X2/75, 

* Breckinrldge, 3/l/76, p. 5. 
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tions, inspections of organizational components, and audits on 
behalf of the Director throughout the Agency, both at head- 
quarters and in the field, and performing such other functions 
as may be prescribed by the Director. 

Under the same regulations, the Chief of the Inspection Staff will 

-Conduct periodic inspections of all CIA offices for com- 
pliance with CIA authority and regulations, as well as for 
effectiveness of their programs in implementing policy objec- 
tives ; conduct unannounced inspections of any organizational 
component of CIA when it appears necessary. 
-Survey and evaluate any problem area or subject called 
to his attention . . . reporting his findings and conclusions as 
appropriate. 
-Provide a forum wherein CL4 personnel may, on a highly 
confidential basis, confide grievances or complaints that have 
not received satisfactory consideration through normal chan- 
nels of command. . . . 
-Investigate all reports from employees or other sources 
of possible violations of CIA’s statutory authority. 
-Investigate charges and reports of fraud, misuse of funds, 
conflicts of interest, and other matters involving misfeasance, 
malfeasance, nonfeasance, or violation of trust. In all cases 
involving possible violations of the U.S. criminal code, the 
investigation will be limited to developing sufficient facts to 
determine if a crime has been committed, and whether pro- 
secution may compromise international relations, national 
security, or foreign intelligence sources and methods. The re- 
sults of such investigations will be reported to the General 
f;“mn~l for further reporting to the Department of 

. . . . 
-Refer to the General Counsel all matters involving legal 
questions that come to the attention of the Inspector General. 
-Coordinate with the CIA Director of Equal Employment 
Opportunity concerning grievance cases. . . . 
-Review with the General Counsel proposals for support of 
other government departments or agencies. . . .4g 

Over the years, the principal activities of the Inspector General’s 
Office have remained relatively constant. They have been component 
inspections, investigations into activities which might be construed as 
“illegal, improper, or outside CL4’s legislative charter,” 5o and the 
review of employee grievances. 

Cmponent Inspections 

Component inspections are studies conducted by the Inspector Gen- 
eraI’s staff of offices within the Agency. They have ranged from 
specific surveys focusing, for example, on the Technical Services Divi- 
sion in the Deputy Directorate of Plans, to broader surveys such as 
those conducted on the Agency’s major proprietaries. They include 

“CIA Headquarters Regulation. 
@ CIA Headquarters Regulation, 11/B/75, Via(6). 
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examinations of documents located at Headquarters, field visits over- 
seas by members of the Inspector General’s staff, and interviews of 
personnel within the conlponent.51 

As one former member of the Inspector General’s staff noted, a com- 
ponent survey should include : 

a review of existing policy, effectiveness and economy of 
operations, security, compliance with regulations and proce- 
dures, adequacy of personnel as to qualifications and numbers, 
morale, and any specific problem areas identified by the com- 
ponent itself, individuals within it, or . . . external sources.52 

According to the CIA, the present schedule of component inspec- 
tions “will cover both field and headquarters activities . . . [T]hey 
should cover all Agency components every two to four years with more 
frequent attention given to sensitive activities.53 

The precise schedule for the component surveys is determined by 
the Inspector General in consultation with the Director.54 According 
to Lawrence Houston, even the scheduling of the inspection is “salu- 
tary. ” 55 As one former Inspector noted : 

what the component does in anticipation of the survey and 
during the course of the survey as problems are surfaced is 
often (if not usually) of more significance than are the actions 
taken in response to the report’s recommendations. In fact, 

61 In the past all, or almost all, of the personnel in the component were inter- 
viewed. According to the Deputy Inspector General, this was because “there were 
a lot of unresolved problems in the Agency that were hangovers from its early 
days of growth and development. . . and the feeling then was that a very detailed 
review of everything was required.” (Breckinridge, 3/l/76, p. 6.) Although 
several former Inspectors remarked on the usefulness of this technique, par- 
ticularly as it improved the morale of lower ranking employees (see e.g., Letter 
from John 0. Lawrence to the Senate Select Committee, 2/18/76, p. I) it has now 
been halted because of the “tremendous amount of repetitiveness,” and because 
the interviews were no longer finding things that were “startling,” but rather 
“the sort of problems that would probably turn up” anyway. (Breckenridge, 
3/l/76, p. 6.) 

During future component inspections, there will be selective interviews focus- 
ing on “management and policy issues” ; larger numbers of personnel will be 
sampled in overseas stations because the Inspectors will be “looking not only 
for “management and policy questions”, but also “for operational conduct.” 
(Ibid., p. 7.) 

In the past the Inspector General also interviewed randomly selected return- 
ing field personnel. According to one former Inspector, this “was useful in alert- 
ing the Inspector General to routine problems.” (Lawrence letter, Z/18/76, p. 2. ) 
The Deputy Inspector General told the Committee that the Agency had dropped 
this program but was now reinstituting it. He noted that it had urovided useful 
information but the information had tobe used as “leads,” as one person usually 
did not have the whole story, (Breckinridge, 3jll76, p. 47.) 

a Letter from Christian Freer to the S&ate Select Committee, l/22/76, p. 2. 
53 If this schedule were maintained, it would compare favorably to the pre-1973 

schedule under which the CIA attempted, unsuccessfully, to review each compo- 
nent every three to five years. 

a One former Inspector has suggested that the schedule be fixed by the Inspector 
General. an Executive Branch oversight committee such as PFIAB. and the con- 
gressional oversight committees, after consultation with the Direct& of the CIA. 
(Letter from Thomas Holmes to the Select Committee, l/19/76, p. 3.) Another 
former Inspector noted that the tendency was to follow a- fixed. schedule 
“slavishly” instead of keeping “generally informed” of developments in all 
components on a continuing basis.” (Lawrence letter, 2/18/76, p. 1.) 

G Letter from Lawrence Houston to the Senate Select Committee, l/76, p. 1. 



if the inspectors do their work properly, and if the component 
is cooperative, there should be little to put into the report 
of surVey.56 

On the whole it appears that past component surveys increased the 
effectiveness of the Agency. A former Inspector described their re- 
sults as follows : 

Close scrutiny of any element of the Agency by the Office of 
the Inspector General, preceded by anticipatory review and 
self-examination within that element, stimulated useful recon- 
sideration of goals, objectives, and procedures. By providing 
occasions for all employees m the component to talk freely 
and in confidence with one or more inspectors, and thus to 
voice securely any comments, criticism or complaints they 
might have, these surveys constituted a valuable morale fac- 
tor, while accomplishing the primary task of bringing to the 
Director’s attention the overall performance and possible de- 
ficiencies of a given component as well as chronic or develop- 
ing problem areas within or related to it.57 

However, the Senate Select Committee’s investigation of the Office 
of the Inspector General found several problems. They include: 

a. ktccess to znfmtion.--on certain occasions in the past, the 
Office of the Inspector General was denied access to material about par- 
ticularly sensitive Agency activities. In the most striking example, the 
Inspector General was precluded from even reviewing Operation 
CHAOS files.% 

At present, CIA regulations provide that the Inspector General 
“shall have access to any information in CIA necessary to perform his 
assigned duties. ” 50 The CIA has informed the Senate Select Com- 
mittee that only the Director can refuse the Inspector General access 
and such refusal must be in writing.“O 

Thus, even under present regulations, particular Agency activities 
could be exempted from IG review by the Director. 

If denied access to information, the Inspector General could, of 

m Letter from Kenneth Greer to the Senate Select Committee, l/20/76, p. 1. 
One former Deputy DCI, however, has suggested that the office to be inspected 

should not be infbrrued. (Letter from Vice Admiral Rufus C. Taylor to the ‘Sen- 
ate Select Committee. l/13/76. n. 1.) This would however, eliminate any “antici- 
patory” changes due simply to* the’scheduling. A former- Inspector has written 
suggesting consultation with the Deputy Director involved as he would know of 
fait&s “relevant to the timing of the inspection, not known to the Inspector 
General.” (Lawrence letter, 2/18/X5, p. 1.) - 

81 Freer letter, l/22/76, p. 1. 
@The substance of the program, gleaned from overseas inspections by the 

Office, was the subject of- a -paper ~by the Inspector General: consequently 
Operation CHAOS was reviewed by the Agency’s Executive Director-Comptroller. 

A second exclusion noted by Scol-t Breckinridge involved access to mate- 
rials on an Agency proprietary. (Letter from Scott Breckinridge to the Senate 
Select Committee, l/12/76, p. 4.) 

“HR l-3. Executive Order 11905 requires the Director to ensure that the 
Inspector General will have access to material needed to perform his duties 
under the Order. 

Q CIA memorandum. “Comments on the Office of Inspector General in the CI.4”, 
l/25/76. p. 2. One for&er Inspector suggested that if-the Director did choose t0 
denr access to the Insmtor General, it should be communicated by the DCI 
to the Inspector General in person. (Freer Letter, l/22/76, p. 4.) 
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course, resign. The Director should be required, however, t,o notify the 
appropriate congressional and Executive branch committees of the 
denial immediately and to provide a written explanation for it.61 

b. Problems Of En~yhasis.-In the past, as the Rockefeller Com- 
mission noted, “the focus of the Inspector General component reviews 
was on operational effectiveness. Examination of the legality or pro- 
priety of CIA activities was not normally a primary concern.?’ 6~ 

According to the current Inspector General? more attention is now 
being paid to possible improper or illegal activities as well as to the 
legal authority for any given activity. This change in emphasis should 
be reinforced by the provisions of Executive Order 11905 which 
place personal responsibility on the Inspector General for reporting 
to the Intelligence Oversight Board any activities that raise questions 
of legality or propriety.63 

c. Discovering Potential Problem Areas.-As the Rockefeller 
Commission noted, “even with complete access, not all aspects of an 
of&e’s activities could be examined”.64 While this is clearly true given 
the scale and complexity of CIA’s activities, the Committee found that 
certain questionable practices which should have been uncovered did 
not come to the Inspector General% attention during past inspections. 
For instance, the CIA’s project of surreptitious administration of 
LSD to non-voluntary unwitting human subjects continued from the 
early 1950s until 1963, but escaped the notice of the Inspector General 
in 1957, when a broad survey of the Division responsible was con- 
ducted. The project was discovered by the Inspector General in 1963; 
the discovery led to its termination. 

d. Referring Improper or IlZegal Activities to the OGC and th.e 
DCI.-Even when improper or illegal activities were discovered in 
the course of a component inspection, these activities were not always 
referred to the Office of General Counsel. 

During a survey which included a review of the CIA’s research pro- 
gram to develop agents which could be used to control human behavior, 
the Inspector General discovered activities which he labeled “unethical 
and illicit.“65 Although this language was in his report, he failed to 
notify the Office of General Counsel and failed to call for the elimina- 
tion of the questionable practices. In surveys of the CIA’s New York 
mail opening program, the Inspector General reported on issues of 
management and security, but failed to raise any question about the 
program’s legality with either the General Counsel or the Director, 
even though the Inspector General ‘knew” the program was 
“illegal.” 66 

m Under Executive Order 11965 the Inspector General is required to report to 
the Intelligence Oversight Board on any occasion when the Director instructs 
him not to report to the IOB on an activity. 

a Report of the Commission on CIA Activities within the United States, 6/6/‘75, 
p. 89. 

W Executive Order No. 11965. Under the Order a similar responsibility is laid 
upon the General Counsel. 

‘UReport of the Commission on CIA Activities within the United States, 
6/6/75, p. 89. 

Bs CIA Inspector General’s Report on the Technical Services Division, 1957. 
8(1 The IG under whose auspices the survey was conducted believed it was “un- 

necessary” to raise the matter of illegality with the Director “since everybody 
knew that it was [illegal], . . and it didn’t seem . . that I would be telling i&fr. 
Helms anything that he didn’t know.” (Gordon Stewart deposition, S/30/75, p. 
32. ) 



The present Inspector General told the Select Committee that “the 
Inspector General does have to be certain that he leans over backward 
to assure that all reports which might interest the General Counsel 
are brought to his attention . . . it is also important, that . . . legal 
advice is sought before a report goes to the DC1 or Deputy Director, 
so that any lega,l advice becomes part of the Report.” 67 Under present 
CIA regulations, the Inspector General must refer to the General 
Counsel all matt,ers involving legal questions that come to the atten- 
tion of the Inspector Genera1.G8 

e. Follow-up and Implementation of Recornnzendatiows by the 
Office of Inspector #General.- A former Inspector noted one phase of 
the inspection process which he believed needed improvement. This 
involved : 

getting a decision when the component head noncon- 
curred in a recommendation about which the Inspector 
General felt strongly. If the recommendation was of 
major importance, there was no problem, because the Di- 
rector would decide. However, on recommendations of lesser 
importance-those not worth bringing to the attention of 
the Director-there was no really effective mechanism for 
deciding which view was to prevail.60 

The present Deputy Director for Operations has suggested to the 
Committee %hat the DCI should be required to inform the Inspector 
General as to what action has been taken on his recommendations.70 

Problems apparently have existed not only in obtaining a decision 
but in obtaining one consistent with the Inspector General’s recom- 
mendation. As a former Inspe&or General wrote : 

[i]t is necessary that the DC1 fully back the Inspector 
Genera.1 in his recommendations unless there are overwhelm- 
ing reasons to the contrary.71 

- 
‘“Letter from Donald Chamberlain to the Senate Select Committee, l/13/76, 

p. 4. The CIA has written the Committee that “when there are legal issues in- 
volved in an IG investigation, the formal opinion of the General Counsel is sought 
and made Dart of the Insnector General’s renort to the Director. Comments on 
the Office 0% the Inspector General of the CIA,-l/25/76, p. 4 

It would be possible to require that all IG reports go to the Office of General 
Counsel. As many of these reports deal with poor management, reorganization, 
or grievances, this might prove more of a burden than a boon. (See e.g., letters 
to the Senate Select Committee of Lyman Kirkpatrick, l/13/76, p. 5 and Thomas 
Holmes, l/19/76, p. 7.) 

O8 CIA Headquarters Regulation l-3. Under Executive Order 11905, the Inspec- 
tor General has a personal responsibility to report to the Intelligence Oversight 
Board any activities that come to his attention that raise questions of legality 
or propriety. 

-Greer letter, l/20/76, p. 2. The IG’s Office has now established new proce- 
dures “designed to reinforce the final effect of the inspection report.” (CIA 
Memorandum, “CIA Inspector General Follow-Up Procedures,” l/29/76.) 

“Letter from William Nelson to the Senate Select Committee, l/13/76, p. 2. 
‘I Kirkpatrick letter, l/13/76, p. 2. 
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Yet another former Inspector General wrote : 

I did not feel that the recomnlcndations made in I.G.‘s sur- 
veys commanded the attention and support at the Director’s 
level that t.hey merited.” 

A former Inspector wrote: 

Too often have IG recommendations been either brushed 
aside or emasculated as the result of negotiations or plead- 
ings. More unfortunate has been the growing tendency of IG 
reports to adjust their recommendations to the IG’s estimate 
of what might be acceptable under the circumstances.73 

The IG has now been promoted to the same rank as the Deputy Di- 
rectors, which may help the Inspector General obtain support for his 
recommendations. The present Deputy Director for Operations has 
suggested that if the DC1 does not accept, a recommendfation by the 
IG, the IG be empowered to inform the Attorney General of the 
United States on mat.ters concerning U.S. law, and the Assistant to 
the President for Kational Security Affairs on all other malttersT4 

Even where the recommendatibns of the Inspector General are 
accepted, compliance has on occasion been an issue. The present Dep- 
uty Inspector General told the Committee about “two inspectlon 
reports in which the recommendations appear to have been accepted, 
but the compliance was below expectation. In the first case the IG 
subsequently headed a general investigation in the area, which had 
substantial results. In the second, the results of the first inspection 

7aLetter from Gordon Stewart to the Senate Select Committee, l/20/76, p. 1. 
A former Inspector desctihed the principal defect of the Inspector General’s 
06ice as “the absence of IG clout.” (Holmes letter, l/19/76, p. 13.) Another 
former Inspector wrote that if a survey were “controversial (i.e. if it encountered 
opposition from the Deputy Director[s] affected) as a rule nothing came of the 
survey report’s recommendations.” (Lawrence letter, 2/16/76, p. 2.) The present 
Deputy Inspector General noted that after recommendations are drawn up, the 
Directorates may come back with “new information or ;Idditional considerations 
that will modify our understanding of the llr():li?::! ‘:‘!ley ulay,. :,.r,s:ll;de us in 
their reply that they are right . .” (Breciiilil~IdKe, ::,/‘I,‘:: T’: S&31.) 
He also noted that the “IG raises the issue ;??l(i j:*tpfs iv ,. , :,,Z:“. it ac- 
curately and clearly, but there may be other c.)nqiderations t;1st iTk :ir!? not 

aware of that make it impractical at least at :hut time.” (l’biti., p. Pi;.) 
“Letter from Peter Heimann to the Senate Srlert Co:-::ni:tel‘, 3/1~;‘;rl. ::. 4. 

The Rockefeller CornmiSsion noted : 
“The Inspector General frequently was aware of maliy cf T;!C CI.+,‘? z:.:!v,t~~!: 

discussed in this report, and brought them to the attention of 111~ :X:F.~!~Y’ lip 
other top management. The only program which was terminated a.5 ?: rr-:l.,! 
was one in 1963-involving experiments with behavior-modifgiug fir!:::: o;1 ir,i- 
knowing Dersons.” (Rockefeller Commission Renort. D. 89.) 

It sh&ld be retailed that the Rockefeller Co-mm&ion bealt only wit11 HIw+- : 
many IG recommendations have been accepted by the Director. Moreover, “.:j 
termination of programs is not the only measure which can be taken. Programs 
can be changed, and controls tightened. 

“Nelson letter, l/13/76, p. 2. The Rockefeller Commission recommended that 
the IG have the authority “when he deems it appropriate, after notifying the 
Director of Central Intelligence, to consult with the executive oversight body on 
any CIA activity.” (Rockefeller Commission Report, p. 94.) Under Executive 
Order 11905, the Inspector General has a personal responsibility to report to the 
Intelligence Overight Board “any activities that come to [his] attention that 
raise [s] questions of legality or propriety.” 

207-932 0 76 - 20 



were minimal and the staff which had been reviewed eventually was 
totally reorganized.7” 

f. The Scope of the Compomnt I?zspection.--In the past component 
inspections have, in general, been directed at organizational umts 
within the CIA, with much less time and attention being focused on 
programs or issues that, cut across organizational boundaries. For 
example, the CIA’s mail opening program was analyzed in part dur- 
ing the Inspect.or General’s survey of the Office of Security, and in 
part during the Inspector General’s survey of the Counterintelligence 
Staff, but it was never reviewed as a progncm. Consequently, the 
issues which the program raised were never fully explored and 
presented to the Agency’s management.76 

There are other programs cutting across component lines as well as 
issues which affect the Agency as a whole. These deserve attention from 
the IG. Although surveys of these have been done in the past, the 
surveys have not been done on a “systematic basis as were component 
inspections.” 77 

g. Detailed Reporting Versus Issue Highlighting.-Past compo- 
nent inspections have been detailed and quite thorough. However, the 
very breadth of the surveys might have made them less useful than 
more selective reporting. The present Deputy Director for Intel- 
ligence, Edward Proctor, noted that : 

In the past IG component surveys have been extremely 
detailed and involved every aspect of the component being 
surveyed and interviews with almost, every person assigned 
to the component. As a result the reports resulting from these 
surveys contained a lot of detailed information which was of 
only marginal utility to the managers of the component or 
the Director. If IG component surveys of the future are to 
be focused on the important issues and activities of the more 
sensitive components, I would endorse them fully because they 
have surfaced some problems for management attention . . .78 

h. ThR Conzposition of the IG Survey Team.-The bulk of the 
Inspector General’s staff has always been rotated to that Office from 
t,he various CIA Directorates for two or three year tours. In order 
to have the most qualified personnel, it was! and is, necessary to ensure 
that the stint with the Inspector Genera,1 did not damage the individ- 

75 Breckinridge letters, 3/l/76, pp. 23-25. In order to measure compliance the 
IG now requires the component to report on its progress in implementing agreed- 
upon recommendations. 

?a Domestic Report on Mail Opening. 
’ Lawrence Letter, 2/U/76, p. 2. 
letter from Edward Proctor to the Senate Select Committee, l/15/76, p. 1. 

One former Inspector noted that “Some surveys, especially surveys of DDO 
components, have tended to deteriorate into recitations of unit-by-unit organiza- 
tional and administrative detail instead of providing programmatic overviews 
and evaluations and giving incisive descriptions of problem areas with specific 
recom,mendations.” (Heimann letter, l/18/76, p. 6.) 
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ual’s chance for promotion, 79 It is also important that the survey team 
be unprejudiced. As a response to these needs, according to one former 
Inspector, there was : 

an unwritten rule that if you came from a particular Direc- 
torate, you would not be asked to work on a team that was 
doing a survey of any component in that Directorate . . . 
[a]nd that was a hell of a good rule . . . so that if you were a 
youngster-or not a youngster but somewhere in the middle of 
your career, with a clear intention that you were going back 
to your parent Directorate after your two-year tour of duty 
or your three-year tour of duty, what the hell do you care if 
you come from the DDI [Directorate for Intelligence] and 
ySoufl$l them as you see them in CI [Counterintelligence] 

This rule was apparently not always followed. The same Inspector 
said that he believed that an agreement had been worked out between 
the Inspector General and the Chief of the Counterintelligence Staff, 
under which every member of the team inspecting the CI Staff had 
a background in the then Directorate for Plans before coming to the 
Inspector General’s office. 81 One member of that team had actually 
served as Deputy Chief of the Counterintelligence Staff. 

Another way to preserve the impartiality of the Inspector General’s 
staff would be to, as one former Inspector suggested, make appoint- 
ments to the Inspector General’s staff “career culminations” with no 
officer assigned to the Inspector General’s staff being permitted to 
return to another Agency post. 82 While the need for “career culminat- 
ing” appointments and more permanent positions in the Inspector 
General’s office were repeatedly suggested,s3 eliminating the rota- 
tion system would bar talented younger officers from serving in the 
O5ce.84 

Another former Inspector has suggested that in some cases the corn- 
position of the teams did not reflect the expertise needed to analyze 

70One former Inspector has written that the JG had “insufficient authority 
in staff selection and promotion” and suggested that he should “have the author- 
ity to coopt, subject to approval by the Deputy Director concerned, any officer” 
for assignment to the IG Staff. (Lawrence letter, 2/18/76, pp. 67.) The present 
Deputy Inspector General argued against this “shopping around the building” 
stating that “rather than using my subjective and personal preferences, which 
are subject to some errors, I would prefer to have people nominated that I can 
reject forcing the Deputy Director to put up new people.” (Breckinridge letter, 
3/l/76, p. 16. ) 

8o Staff summary of Joseph Seltzer interview, l/75, pp. 14-15, See also letter 
from Thomas Holmes at 10. 

m Seltzer (staff summary), l/75, p. 14. Present Agency policy would not allow 
an individual to take part in an inspection of his parent office because his 
“objectivity” might be affected by his being “imbued with its practices,” but 
would allow him to be used in inspections of other offices within his parent 
Directorate. (Breckinridge, 3/l/76, pp. 18-19.) 

*‘Heimann letter, l/18/76, p. 2. Since Lyman Kirkpatrick, all the Inspectors 
General have taken that office as their last post with the CIA. 

=See e.g., Letters from Gordon Stewart l/20/76, p. 2, and John 0. Lawrence 
2/18/76, p. 6. 

M A nermanent stti mieht also mean. as the DeDutv Insnector General noted. 
that the IG’s staff vvould-have “less aud less At&and experience with what iz 
current in the Agency.” (Breckinridge, 3/l/76, p. 12.) 



potential problem areas. As an example, he noted that inspection teams 
in the Deputy Directorate for Science and Technology were composed 
of engineers and general scientists, and thus might not be qualified 
to deal with certain questions, such as those involving conflict of 
interest, which might arise.8s 

3. Investigations into Activities That Raise Questions of Legality or 
Propriety 

The Office of Inspector General has traditionally examined allega- 
tions of questionable activities. Under the terms of Executive Order 
11905, the Inspector General shall : 

(1) Transmit to the Oversight Board reports of any activi- 
ties that come to their attention that raise questions of legality 
or propriety. 

(2) Report periodically, at least quarterly, to the Oversight 
Board on its findings concerning questionable activities, if 
any. 

(3) Provide to the Oversight Board all information re- 
quested about activities within [the CIA]. 

(4) Report to the Oversight Board any occasion on which 
[he was] directed not to report any activity to the Oversight 
Board by [the Director]. 

(5) Formulate practices and procedures designed to dis- 
cover and report to the Oversight Board activities that raise 
questions of legality or propriety. 

At present CIA regulations provide that : 
any employee who has knowledge of past, current or proposed 
CIA activities that might be construed to be illegal, improper, 
or outside CIA’s legislative charter, or who believes that he or 
she has received instructions that m any way appear illegal, 
improper, or outside CIA’s legislative charter, is instructed to 
inform the Director or Inspector General immediately.86 

Thus, all CIA employees are now on notice that they are required to 
provide either to the Director or to the Inspector General any informa- 
tion which they possess about questionable activities.8’ 

m Holmes letter, l/19/76, p. 2. However the inspection teams are presently con- 
stituted, the Inspector General can also request assistance from the Audit Staff, 
which reports through him to the Director. As the auditors check components, 
including overseas installations, much more frequently than does the inspection 
staff, they can be asked to assist the inspection staff in the course of their audits. 
(Letter from William Broe to the Senate Select Committee, l/17/76, p. 4.) 

m CIA Headquarter Regulation, l/28/75, l-i’s(b). In the past, employees were 
only asked to provide information about activities in which they were directly 
involved which might be construed to be illegal, improper, or outside the CIA’s 
legislative charter. 

B1 Under Executive Order 11905 activilties which raise questions of legality or 
propriety must be reported to the Intelligence Oversight Board. In March 1976, 
George Bush, Director of the CIA, called on CIA employees to report questionable 
activities directly to him or to the IO. 

One former Inspeotor suggested that the reporting of such acts would be fa- 
cilitated by having a particular Inspector designated as a contact point for each 
major element in the Agency. (Freer letter, l/22/76, p. 12.) The Deputy Inspector 
General told the Committee that at one time Inspectors were assigned to “dif- 
ferent components, and this didn’t work. They got no business. . . .” (Breckin- 
ridge, 3/l/76, p. 56. ) 
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As previously noted, the Inspector General’s discovery of question- 
able activities has not always led to their referral to the Office of Gen- 
eral Counsel. There can be little disagreement with the recommenda- 
tion of Lawrence Houston that any question of violation of law or le- 
cral authority should be referred immediately by t.he Inspector Gen- 
&al to the Office of General Counsel.ss CIA regulations now pro- 
vide that all matters involving legal questions that come to the atten- 
tion of the Inspector General shall be referred to the General 
Counse1.8Q 

There is one aspect of the Inspector General’s role in investigating 
questionable activities which may cause controversy. The present reg- 
ulations provide that the Inspector General is authorized to : 

Investigate charges and reports of fraud, misuse of funds, 
conflicts of interest, and other matters involving misfeasance, 
malfeasance, nonfeasance, or violation of trust. In all cases in- 
volving possible violations of the U.S. criminal code, the in- 
vestigation will be limited to developing sufficient facts to de- 
termine if a crime has been committed, and whether prosecu- 
tion may compromise international relations, national 
security, or foreign intelligence sources and methods. The 
results of such investigations will be reported to the General 
Counsel for further reporting to the Department of Justice. 
Reporting of the fact of a crime will not be delayed for an 
evaluation of whether prosecution will raise questions of na- 
tional security, as outlined above. If both reports can be made 
at the same time without delay, they may be so reported.90 

There is an obvious need to insure that a prosecution does not jeopar- 
dize important United States interests. The IG appears to be well- 
suited to evaluate its effect. It should be remembered that confidence 
in the judicial system is important and it can be undermined if people 
believe that individua.ls are exempted from prosecution solely 
because of their connection with the intelligence community. 

Conducting preliminary investigations to determine if a crime has 
been committed may however, raise difficult issues. Great care must be 
taken so that later and fuller investigations will not be hampered. The 
level of care must be such that there can be no suspicion that Agency 
officials have failed to impartially investigate allegations of wrong- 

88 Houston letter, l/76, w. 2. 
” CIA Headquaiters R‘egulation, l/28/75, 7-la (7), p. 1. The Agency regulations 

dealing with the reporting of questionable activities only require the IG to refer 
such reports to the General Counsel when allegations of violations of Title 18 of 
the U.S. Code are received. While the rewlations mav refle& a desire nnt ltn have 
to refer d%?iplinary mattens to the general Co&&l (e:g., see Bred&ridge, 
3/l/76, P. 43), ‘the importance ti preventing future violations of ‘the law by the 
CIA compels General Counsel participation in the process of reviewing r&rts 
of questionable activities. 

OO-CIA Headquarters Regulation, 1-3. In certain instances in the past, the 
Office of Security has investigated individual allegations. (Breckinridae letter, 
l/12/76, p. 3.) 

l%lor &I the decls?on in Miranda v. Arizona, 334 U.S. 436 (1966) the Inspector 
General conducted complete investigations of alleged violations of law by Agency 
employees. After the decision in order to protect individual rights and to avoid 
compromising future prosecution the Inspector General limited his investigations 
to the determination of whether a crime had been committed. 
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doin .O1 
for t a 

by their colleagues To prevent suspicion it might be desirable 
e Inspector General to maintain a list of allegations and the re- 

sults of the IG’s preliminary investigations for periodic inspection by 
the Department of Justice and the appropriate congressional com- 
mittees. 

4. Investigation of Grievances 
CIA regulations provide for the airing of grievances through the 

normal chain of command to the Director of Personnel and finally to 
the Director of Central Intelligence Agency through the Inspector 
General. In addition, the regulations direct the Inspector General to 
provide a forum for grievances which have not received satisfactory 
consideration through the normal channels and empower him to accept 
direct ,appeals when appropriate .93 In certain circumstancecj this griev- 
ante machinery may facilitate the detection of illegal or improper 
activities by Agency officiakg* 

It is Agency policy that “relief first be sought in the chain of com- 
mand,” O5 but direct recourse to the Inspector General is available 
“where an employee feels he cannot go through normal channels with- 
out jeopardy to his career, or other rare exceptional circumstances.” D6 

This direct channel for the airin 
tained with the IG being provided 

of grtevances should be main- 
t le “authority to counter the pos- f 

sibility of reprisal against the employee.” 87 The mechanism might be 
more heavily publicized. 88 Because of the importance of having a 
mechanism outside the CIA, employees should be aware that they can 
go to the appropriate congressional oversight committees. 

n It would be possible for any “information, allegations, or complaints of via- 
lations” to be referred to the Department of Justice immediately, without a pre- 
liminary investigation by the Ofece of the Inspector General. This might, how- 
ever, result in a substantial number of unfounded complaints being referred to 
the Department of Justice. As the present Deputy Director for Operations wrote 
the Committee : 

“[t]here are in &ny organ&&ion individuals who are quick Ibo allege miscon- 
duct or imnmoer adtivib on the mti of their su~erlons or ‘Deeps. The ouestion as 
to whethe; th&e allega&ms Wave any substance-can ,best & initially determined 
by the Inspector General. Emmediate referral to another body will result in 
harassment-type invetigations, will ‘in certain cases b-den the security dam- 
age and even eventually resuY in poor follow-up on real chaTges w’hen enough 
other cases have proven to be unsubstantiated.” (Nelson letter, l/13/76, p. 1.) 

m CIA Headquarters Regulation, 20-7. 
O1 CIA Headquarters Regulation, 13. 
96 Holmes letter, l/19/76, p. 11. 
mMemorandum from Scott Breckinridge to Chief, Review Staff, 3/17/76, p. 3. 
n Holmes letter, l/19/76, p. 11. 
-The present Deputy Director for Intelligence has recommended that the 

normal chain of command grievance procedures be publicized, and the Inspector 
General instructed to “resist the temptation to get involved prematurely in 
grievances.” (Proctor letter, l/15/76, p. 7.) 

One former Inspector has noted that : 
“rwlhenever an emnloxe challenges the Agency itself. as contrasted to a com- 

pon&t or an Agency bffi-&al, he is &so chall&ging the inspector General, since 
the latter is necessarily a representative of the Agency. Thus, the Inspeotor Gen- 
eral can not be an impartial arbiter between the Agency and the employee. This 
was a source of frustration to employees who brought such cases to the Inspector 
General. Such employees should have an external administrative appeal avail- 
able either in addition to or as a bypass of the Office of Inspector General.” (Law- 
rence lethr, 2/18/76, p. 7. ) 



303 

C. INTERSAL ASD EXTERNAL REVIEW OF THE OFFICE OF THB INSPECTOR 
GEKERBL 

The Inspector General reports to the Director of the Central In- 
telligence Agency, and the Director has the primary responsibility for 
evaluating this office. The Office has not,, however, been regularly or 
formally reviewed. Some mechanism for internal inspection of the 
Office of the Inspector General should be devised. 

The Inspector General was aware of questionable activities, some of 
which continued for many years with the approval of the Agency’s 
top management. This underscores the importance of outside reviews 
of the Agency. To be effective, the reviewing bodies must have access 
to the Inspector General’s work. 

,4 number of individuals familiar with the work of the Office of the 
Inspector General have argued against the Inspector General’s having 
a direct reporting responsibility outside of the CIA. Lawrence Hous- 
ton noted that if the Inspector General reported directly to anyone 
other than the Director, two crucial elements would be lost: “first 
the absolute candor that should exist in his relations with the Director 
and second the ability to protect the integrity of his files and the con- 
fidentiality of his findings and recommendations.” QQ The Committee 
has also been told that “any arrangement which would separate the 
Inspector General from his present relationship to Agency manage- 
ment would tend to result in a lack of candor and a resistance to reveal- 
ing sensitive details in investigations and this would inevitably result 
in diluting the authority and effectiveness of the Inspector General.*OO 

A start in outside reporting has been made. Under Executive Order 
11905 the Inspector General must report to the Intelligence Oversight 
Board any activities that raise questions of legality or propriety.‘Ol 

But Executive Branch oversight of the CIA or the CIA’s Inspector 
General is not sufficient. The Inspector General should be available 
to the appropriate congressional oversight committees.102 And some 
form of reporting on the work of the Office of the Inspector General 
should be made, with appropriate safeguards, to the appropriate 
congressional committees. 

The present Inspector General believes that : 

[t]he LG. could and perhaps should provide our oversight 
committees with the following: (1) a summary of our find- 
ings on each component survey, one which would reveal prob- 

99 Houston letter, l/76, p. 1. 
loo Comments on the Office of the Inspector General, l/25/76, pp. 23. However, 

Scott Breckinrldge wrote that “If so directed by the DCI, elemeti Ibeing in- 
spected will continue to be as forthcoming as in the past. There is no reason to 
expect that this will not be the case.” (Breckinridge letter, l/12/76, p. 5.) Mr. 
Breckinridge noted, however, that if reports were to be made available to outside 
bodies, less detail might be provided “in support of conclusions and recommen- 
dations.” 

‘VI Ibid. Prior to the issuance of the Executive Order, CIA regulations, amended 
to conform to the recommendations of the Rockefeller Commission, required 
reports to be sent to the KSC and PFIAB. 

lWLetter from John McCone to the Senate Select Committee, l/30/76, p. 2. 
Former DC1 M&one wrote that the IG should not report to anyone outside the 
Agency such as the PFIAB, the NSC or congressional oversight committees. The 
IG, should be however, “available to all of these groups.” (Ibid., p. 2.) 
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lems and recommended solutions but not give operational 
details ; (2) a semi-annual summary of all other cases, em- 
phasizing trends, general problems, etc., but not giving names 
of individuals or sensitive details which might identify 
individualslo 

Such reports, coupled with access, where necessary, to the results 
of particular inspections or reviews by the Inspector General, would 
greatly aid congressional oversight of the CIA.‘O’ Congressional 
evaluation of the work of the Office of the Inspector General might be 
facilitated by requiring the Inspector General to provide the over- 
sight committee with a plan of action setting out “priority surveys to 
;be done and why, the schedule to Ibe followed, the dates reports would 
be completed, [and] the actions t.aken on reports (or the non-actions) 
and why.” lo5 

A second means for Congress to oversee the work of the Inspector 
General would be to make the Inspector General subject to presidential 
nomination and senatorial confirmation. Presidential appointment, 
however, might inadevertently give position of Inspector General a 
political coloration which would diminish the effectiveness of the 
Office. 

loa Chamberlain letter, l/13/76, p. 4. In order to reinforce the chain of command 
such reporting could be done via DCI’s reports to the oversight committees. 

l”( One former Inspector argued against congressional access without the DCI’s 
concurrence as leading to “congressional involvement .in Agency minutiae,” the 
erosion of security, and the reduction of the candor of Agency employees vis a 
vis the IG. (Heimann letter. l/X3/76. D. 2.) Another former Insuector wrote that 
if all IG’s reports were to ae’sent k-Co&ress they would “be;come less candid 
and more conservative.” (Lawrence letter, 2/15/76, p. 5.) Another former In- 
Spector suggested that “an active and strong congressional oversight committee 
would be my first choice” as an “outside authority” which would correct problems 
that the IG discovers. (Holmes letter, l/19/76, p. 6.) 

los Holmes letter, l/19/76, p. 12. The submjission of such a plan would allow the 
IG to be evaluated on the basis of his own plan, which would be approved by 
the IG and the committees. The committee “would be assured that the IG was 
planning to do what the committee expected them to do.” Ibid. 

The IG is required, under Executive Order 11995 to report to the Intelligence 
Oversight Board the “practices and procedures” formulated to discover ques- 
tionable activities by the CIA. 
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