


part of the information request. 

6132 is exactiy the kind of record the DJ Office of Legal Counsel has just whthhaad 
under claim to (b)(5). 6132 is one of a series of such records, the others, as best I 

reeall, all released a year or more ago. These relate to the efforts of the Sing family 

and friends to obtain certain records and possiblt to be of help to DoJ. Why this and not 

the others had to be referred to DoJ I do not see, as I do not see why at this late 

date the 6/8/76 memo is withheld and this one of 6/30.76, obviously on the same sub- 
ject and of the same content, is not withheld. 

(The OLC letter is so elliptical it tries to hide all detail, which makes it ridiculous 

in the context of an historical case and the i,Ss of available records. ) 

After having read all of these I see no reason for any one to have been referred, for 

any one to have been withhlfd, or for any of the inordinate delay in processing then. 

While checking the worksheets I found that there are others said to have been referred to 
DoJ that are not among these. 

Aside from accomplishing non-compliance and stonewalling requesters like me what this 

kind of thing accomplishes is a great waste of Sovernment time and money. It is make- 
work, perhaps part of the large campaign to build phoney statistics in an effort to 

obtain changes in the Act. 

It is possible to be suspicipus about some of these records and their ellipsis. Bhat 
Jéris Leonard said in 5899, for example, about "civil rights violation." In a later 
letter he said "we retain presecutive interest." Impossible. To obtain Ray's extradition 
the U.S. had to insist there had not been a conspiracy. +t did insist there had not been. 

Otherwise, no extradition under the treaty. Also under the treaty Ray could be tried only 

on the charge on which he was extradicted. How the lawyers could not have been aware is 

hard to see. The obvious inference is that they were hiding something, whether or not 

this was in their minds.


