JFY asemcsination recordst sesrches; motoreade; Dallas Police (fficers James k. Chaney
and D.L. Jackson

Ton monkhs ago, based on records L had o then been able o locade, Ifiled an
appeal relating to the information possessed by Officer Chaney. Because of the relevance
in C.d. TO80%22 I referred to it in the caption, which alwo referred to withholding by
dirty tricks. Thereaftor, as I found other reconds, I filed several more appealss 'hese
inelode the withhelding of SA nemes whers there is no yeal privacy quesiion.

Since then L have located other, scatbered bui related recoxds. secsuse of the Fil's
maymer of veferving to eariier vecords the withheld nsmes become absplybely essential for
another resson, which i that without them there can be no certainty that the referredsto
record can be identified, or distinguisied from other records.

These move recently located records refer to information the emistence of whieh is
established but is not provided or included in the vecords themselves, 4t the same time
the records I have located do not state that the FBI obtained the obviously smignificent
infermation or that it refused to obtain this informations

If taken at face value these records mske it clear that the FEI fsiled %o investigate
the assassination itself at the $ime of the crime, refused ¥o conduetl = rasl investigation
when inquiry into what was ignored was foreed in 1975, and that since then the FBI has
persisted in its refussl Yo investigate basic faots of the orime iteelf,

If for FOIA purposes not having a copy of an existing records is an abselute defense

against an sllegation of withho! , in this case not having the relevant information means
that the FBI did not do its job and I thersfore do not make that sasimplion. Kot making that
gssunption I appeal withholding of the information referred lo, parkbeularly the contenpor—
aneous notes of his personal cbaervations relading o the crime by Officer Jacksen, whe was
escorting President Kennedy snd was close %o h&m at the time of the crime.

Interviews of policemen not interviewed at the time of the crime werc directed by HQ.
Gopies of teletypes and FD302s (the latter as muchs a month later) are provided. Uopies
of the notes of the interviewing BK SAs, whose names are withhold (appealed) are not pro-

vided., They should exist in the Dallas files, which are at issue in Code T5=0322.



Wyile 34 is a reasenskls presusption that an interviewe® makes notes during and pere
haps fﬂllmsizzg tne interview, s preswiption sitrengthensd when the interview is ordered by
FEIHG, in these cases the nature of the inforsaticn provided and the length of the documents
appear to leave no doubl that there have %o be notes of the interviews. Or tape recovdings.

for months ago, becanss of the importance I attribute to the matier, i provided you
with details relating to what Officer Chaney kmew and had said, Pefors Finding these other
records + informed you that i nave his own vecodded voice representing his personal ace
count of soze of Ms observationse I now find that sowe of the FEI's representations are
not in accord with the peracnsl observetions recorded aontemporanecusly by 0ffice Chaneye.

Thepe 1s internal inconsistency in the FEX's representetions, as in quoting Sfficer
Chaney as locking te his loft when he heard the first sound, thinking 1t was a baudire
of a motoreyele tc his lefd, while at the same tlme alse representing that he stated that
he was gortain sll the sounds name from behind hiums

ie I informed you earlier FEI repording that it had nover interviewed Officer Chaney
was not truthful, that in fact it had interviewed him, but not stent the ceime to widch he
was = close snd wrefessional witness. When the FEI wes forced to interview Chsuey about
the orime in 1975 he infomwed it about Officer Jackeon and his notes. Officer Jackson's
notes ave not provided, Thewveafter, from gstroet agents in Dollas tlc&'ﬂ!ug;n the FPEIEQ hier
archy there was no guestion asied (from the maerﬁmsgmﬁdeé} about cither these notes or
the large nunber of policemen at the sceme of the criue unkil Direchor Kelley added a note
esicing about the number of policemnen not interviswed

The memo to which Director Kelley added his question recommends that there be no
further inguiry becsuse, zllegedly, none had cast any doubt oa the conclusions of the
Warren Comdssion ~ for all the world as though the Fil iteelf 1ad not rosched any cone
clusions, as indeed 1% had in the report w‘é&mﬂ by the President prier to creation of
she Commigssion. This selfeserving memo is not factual with regard to the information
pro*a’iﬁ.f;:d by Chaney and é'aci{gscn, both of whom provided information not in accord with what

the Commission's Report states. Yet this is what reached the Director in 1975,



I ohe rearvanpes tho for in vhich the informetion asked for by the Director is
reported (Serial 7346) the facts venresentod ave that counting the motoreyele en both sides
of ths Presidential limousine =nd thooe immodintely before and immediately after it there
vere 18, Of these 13 not one had becn interviewed by thoe PRI about the crine. Then in 1975
tws wore and the FBRI cut 1% off thers,

To me this is incredible, vhich is why I began by seyinz I am not willing to belisve
that the FBI dooen't lmow the FBI's business or refused s investicate the basic faocts
of such a ovimes It also i s not easy for me to believe thaot PEIHG would not or 3id not
understand this and would not or did not diwect that in some form or at some time a preper
inquiry be made, I therofore beliove that theve should be and that somevhere there zre
additionsl records.

¥ith this kind of sttuation the withholding of the neme of the reporting 84, avpesled
10 months see, when T gaid T beliove the aspnt wae Charles B Brown, serves an interest
other than in protecting hic nonsexisting privacy, hie nane having been disclosed sarly,
in the records made availabls throush the Commission. An obviou: murpase is obfuscation,
inother pay be to cover up or imede gearehing. in any sven, =ubseguently the nrocossors
slippad up. They fatled to withhold Yds nome in o sovond copy of the gsme reecord, One is
89=43-0614, the other is 62<100060-7257,

(I aloo mugesst thet this 1s ome of the vesl remsops for use of the Ypreviously

Checking through the various files in each of which inclusion of thess records is
aprropriate is a time-consuring taslk. temporarily I do not hove the copies 1 have made in
ry immediatefd pecession and therefore do not cite them by mmber. Howover, coples arc
attached, They are from three different iles, not cononting wigsing attackmenta,

¥hat is seid to be attached to the Coo¥e to Callagher mems of 9/42/75, Serial 7251
or 7256, is not aﬁtacheﬁ; Searching for snd irying %o ideniify $hem also 4o Hipe sonsuring.
If 85 I believe I dp T ronenber one correctly it stetes the officiel preconcention, that %11

questions about the orime must be wiped out and the nation nust be led to bolieve there was



&

& lone-nut agsassin. It is by the then Dejuty &ttorney General. Be also believed the
FBI's work was 100 "ped" and thus subject to questioning,

Tuis, of course, may explain why the attachments aro not atvtached in the cories
provided to me. Notations that uay have been added also ave thus withheld,

The records sppesr to bo 62-109060, Sectiocn 18, Serialf 1399, which consists of the
two documents atiached.

With the history «f my vosuests and litigation in mind I draw $our attention 6 the
poliey stated by tao Deputy, that thcre should be 2 "statement that all the faods will be
made public property.”



