CodTU~0322: Withbold by dirty tricks, in part aad in toto HwW 7/18/78

In wy initial review of the records that reached ue 6/28/78, a rcview to indicate
which pages I wanted copied for other uses, my attention was taken by two that refer to
Dallas Lotorcycle ?oliceman Fzow James wn Chuney., VFrom Dallas files 89-43 these are
Serialsyglié and, in reverse chronological order, 9570.

My interest in Chaney dates to 1964. Two are incorporated in Whitewash, completed
2/15/65.0n reading these two Yallas records my interest was further attracted by a
gross and deliberate lie - that Chuney had never been interviewed. Couched, however, to
meke a different interpretation possible. .

In this I wlso «wddress possible notive in the sudﬁen burst of withholding of the
names of' SAs after mor: than half the Dallas file was processed without excisions of
SA names.

The name obliterated from 9614, I'm certain, is Charles f. Brown, Jr. Brown is one
of the SAs who worked on the J¥K investigation. ' '

The lie is on p. 2 of 9614. It is that"Dallas indices and references from Dallas
indices reyarding the assassination flail to indicate that CHANEY was interviewéd‘ﬁy
dgents of this Bureap following the assassination.” v

At the bottom of the first page Lrown quotes Lt. Juck Revill as saying "Chaney
told (IBVILL that he had never been interviewed by anyone follewing the assassination

to obtein his observations as a witness." "The addition of "to obismin his observations

as @ viilneoe  rereatds to the asouscivation, is inportants. 1 deult it i: Chaney's

’C:u'f.(.'t Loiiguege becenge he WAS dntesvic. od to OBTATH Hi: OBSERVATIONS AS A WITNESS * BUY
to an cthirely diffau“t observation (Caps from ribbon fault, not emphasis intended.)

On 12/28/6% Chaney was interviewed by SA Raymond il. Lester, whose report is page
682 of one or the werliuot oonsolidaten roports, I think tho very flrst, UD 4. Although
¢K££j Chuney was onc o ithe outriding DPL motorcycxja escorta he is the OHLY one not
used as s Commission witness and about whon 1 could never fiﬁd any FBI report. Now

*
these were the closest of eyewitnesses. The others werc called. In addition, as I state

in Whitewash, in the opinion of Officer Studebeker, Chanéy had done soue work that ap.cared

to huve sipnificance. Studeboker's lead was never followed,

¥rom Lester's rcport all he asked Chaney about is having seen “Yack ﬁubyﬁthe day
after JFK was killed and the day before uby killed Oswald. /

Now the FBI was so exhaustive it couducted special hair examinations to prove that
the hair (pu@ic) on thu blanket that was without any question Oswald's blanket was in
fact Ouwald's hair. So I found two such oversights to be two.hlo many and I was always
intercsted in Chaney. '




Z ununiey

The Cirst tine L has o chpface to look into the Chaney matter was when I was in

© Dallas ia becember 1971 ‘Ph. tirst scutence of that momo is accurate and pertinent,
M.eofuilure to call Yhiney ac a witness iu cleared up by a tape of his initial

conunt on whot le vaw: o bullut Lit J in the facea e could be wrong," this continues,
or could have wisspolien himuclf. I teicd to locate tin: tapes. The statiou's news editor
is deuJ,others huve no laiowledge, wun! thye owner's secretary, Gordon i.cClendon, suid he
also hu% no knoilcd;e of their present whereabouts or existence. But he had made a rccord
in which part of the Chaney interview was included. hie sent it to we and this is what
Chaney did say. It was unwanted tostinony, as it weuld have been if he had corrcacted it
in cuy vaye ‘I .

Hoth of t. u c¢itod Dullas rocords were iu heudq&urtors. If the LY 1s now telling the
truth neither was releused in the 12/77 end 1/q6 relcasese I think the reason is obvious:
all Washington roporters would have kuown that the self-serving eiplanations worked iuto
then are not validJ« that the Couw: ission did not cull Chaney. The FLl was in charge
prior tu the appoihfmunt of the Coundsuion und it wu: the Commission's najor investi-
gative arm.

Tie next day, meler.-ing to this weno, Assistant Dircctor Harold WM. Barrett wrote
SaC ms directing that Chaney be interviewed immc:diately. If this was done it is
not iucluded iu those bullas rocorda. if it is in the iy releases there is no possible
way of locating ite ’

F3IHe also oruered a review ol other caées of police not being interviewed. He
dir.cted be given "promptly" to the U ncial “nvestigative Division, whose files the
I steadfastly rofuses to search - in any and all cases. No relevunt recordf has
becn provided by Dullas and again there is no way of khowing if it exists in the almost
100,000 pages of Mullie r.leases. .

The MI}/ wemo to SAC fucludes a guotation frow former Dullas .olice chief Curry
that is conjfsstent with what Cluney said, that "two men were involyed in the shooting"
of JFK. 1t included expressions of xugxnt“sympathy for Special agent/uuSTY and his
present publicity..." The refers to the note from Leo-liarvey Oswald he destroyed. An
extensive BI investigution was gonducted. 411 Dullas ¥BI employecs provided statements.
There is virtually no retflection or this in the files juat providea. If they are in the
HQ ruleases there is no way of finding them. '

it will not Db wposoible tu o into oll withholuiugs or %o prupale wemos on thom alle”
& hove aone it in this case in part ueccause of my immediate and continuing interest und
because motive Lor withholding outside the exemptions oi the Act can be perceived. iy
was the FBI's job to iuturview Chuney as a Presidential escort imwediately. It didn't.
it interviewed him about o minor matter rclated to luby and more recently it misrep-
resented tlwt no interview report is rcellected in the Dallas indices.




