Attachment D to McCreight lstter of 6/8/78, "24 documents veferred to! CRD, IJ,

Exenmptions claimeds (1)(1),(3),(6) and (7)(1),(C) and (D) for all. For CRD records, all
(c¢)y ono cese (D),5358.

Seridl 1766 is in Section 14, Four records in that Section are withheld and marked
"Refer o XNe" (Une only in tids velease.)

What the HoCreight lstier fallas to stata is that this rogsord vae referrsd %o the Departe
m=nt ia 1976, This is 1978, I made a number of requests for the ¥BIL to ask thoss to
whom records had besn referred to process them. 4t owr November meotings CRD clsined to
have proceesed all relevant racordse It then lied or the #EI haa just been sitting

on these records,

Why thic Sariel had $6 be raferred iz not ad all clear, 1% is a ccevering letter for
zome lattars to P0J fron adtizense.

to ¥r. long, who marked "Bo action necessary." It and 1824,1827, 1866,1574,1875,1837, are
all alpdliar lutters from citizensg. The FRI gave me huadreds of these witheu’d veferring
them to any other component. Why thess were referred and why all the delay iz unexplained
if not unexpleinsble. also 2572,2578, 72,4875

Several similar to 1887 were provided, with the name withheld. The name of a publisher
of & newslottes? I spoke to the 31 and wrote it a number of #imes about this particu~
lar withholding and the attitude toward witholiding it represent without response. Thw
nane 1o of Fase almens lomax, as I told the FBL. It wes not secret., Just withheld,

2100 relades to the late Bill Sartor's .riting-investigeting and the zjsuy of John

i¢ Terren. all of this wes well known, I kept telling the FBI that much had appeared in
epint, from Time magazine to my oun book and the rest was kuown - that Sartor was

dead aund that his wife had given me hiz notes and maunuscripte but 4t presistsed in
withholding. Hot one of the records on which apuricus c¢luime to withholding wers made

has been replaceds Wh¥ this letter to the AG had to be referred and meny other not
referred is not at all clear. But therse are pany records thas, with the:se unjustified
withholdings in them, can mislead others in the future, othors who may uss them in the
FEI reading rocme The facts about Mcferrenare that the lomphis SAC spent much time ziving
all the allegations and the disproofs to the preas, from which I learned. Were none of
the foregoing true therc avpsars to be nsither need nor hasis for the withholdinge 5147,%00.5358

Why 3072 should have been referred to DoJ is a mystery. Lt is from SAC, :acieeon. to
Director, with no DoJ sttachment. ’

4505, Pollek to Director, forwawds drafts of extradition affidavits, attuched. When I
obtained the actual affidavits used on C.A.718-T0 why these were referred or delayed is
net apparents

5899, without neming me, refers to my Ced.T18=70, Says related DJ £ils is 125-12-1403, which
whould nave been supplied in response to my PA request. Extradition file 95-100-473. “ere
an ap-avent land baseless’ reason is given for not disclosing any move Rey info,

"therw is an outstanding complaint cherging Ray with a civil rights violation.” Of this,

"the matter is still under consideration in this Division (CRDP, Under the extradition[treaty'
as mony released recorés establish, this was impossibles Lt is a transparecny for withholding
what could be embarrassing. I wonder if there are vecords I should have maceived in C.A.718=70
that I've still not received.

5904 asks for seversl inquiries, one of Ranfro Eays nonscras another the subject of continuing
CRD and FBI withholding, what Ken Smith reported to CRD of the Byron Yatson fabrications.

CRD and the F3I have not rosponded do my appesls on thiz and reinsed uabters. fet hore the
same information is not withheld. Also 5908, With 5942, which is souething else Fenster—

wald repnrted, all should have been mads asvallable under the reluase he provided and that



part of the information requeste

6132 is exactdy the kind of record the DJ Office of Legnl Counsel has just wibthhddd
under olaim to (b)(5). 6132 12 one of a serlas of such records, the others, as best I
reeali, all relensed a year or more ago. These relate to the efforts of the “ing family
and frierds so ovtain cortein rocords and poasiblt to he ¢f holp to DoJe Why hhie and not
the othors had to be referred to DoJ I do not see, as I do not see why at this late

dats $he £/8/76 uews is withheld and {his ose of 6/70.7C, obviously on th: sume eube
Ject end of the same content, is not withheld.

(The 0LC letior is so elliosical 14 trice %o hdde all detail, which mekes it ridiculous
4r the context of an historicsl emse and the m.ss of aveilable records.)

After having read all of these I see no rezson for any one %o have been referred, for
any one 39 have bzon withklsd, or for any of the inordinate delay in processing ther.

While checking 4he wovkehoots T found thsi thers are othors said o have besn rveferred to
Dod that are not among these.

Agide frowm accomplishing non-cozpliance and zlonewalilsng requéesters like mp what this
kind of thing accomplishes is a great waste of Vovarmment time ani moneys It s mole-
work, perhaps part of the large campuign to budld phoney statisiies in an offort io
obtain changes in the aAct.

It is possible to be susploipus about some of these records pnd their ellipsis. #hat
Jéria Leonord seid in 5899, for exampie, aboub "eivil rights vielation.” In s later
letter he said "we rotein presecutive interest.” Lipossible. To obtain Hey's extradition
+he 7.2, hod to insiet theve had pot been n conppivacy, +4 did insist there had not beens
Otherwise, no exitraditics under the treaty. Also under the treaty Ray could be tried only
cn tho charge on vhich hes wes extradieted, How the lanyers could not have been aware is
hard tc see., The cohvicus inference is that they were blding something, whether or not
this was iv their ninds.



Deer Guin, 6/16/78
This is not an appeal. *t is for your informgtion.

I read these racords yesterday and prepared this memo this morning, to file with
the records eud for Yim's informiition.

dowover, once agein I belisve there is an illustration of bad and costly policy and
practivse under FOILA,

_Thore never was any nesd tc withhold any of these recordse
Even if exempt, even if there was an excuse for referring them arounde
But the zmount of work and cost alone must be considersble.

You sr others iun the Uspartaent can do thelr own arithmeiic, but unless thds is
guite sxcepiicnal it must have accumulated, with other such instunces, into a very
large hunk of Government money.

Froi my 2xperisncag it is not at all exceptionel.

I belisve this also illustrates how the mechinery is designed to permit avoidance
of compliance on appeale If I had not otdtined the worksheets and was not in ¥ position

to go over them and list all withholdings, there would be no way of knowing that these
rocords nad been withheld,

I7 the rocords themselves ave not befora the apresls aunthority the appeela cuthority
has no way of kuowing they were withheld snd no way of acting either way on the withe
holding.

Baat wishes,



