Rather, it is wheth CIA's Iy that dted in the | comber, 1978
and subscquent releases was itsclf thorough, aduquate, and in good faith.
Viewing the issue in this perspective, we conclude that the volume of the
present disclosures, including documents whose cxistence has been denied
previously, and the supporting affidavits do show a thorough and adequate
search made in good raith.é Sce Goland, supra at 355; Weissman v. Central
Intelligence Aacncy, 565 F.2d 692, 698 (D.C.Cir. 1977). We turn now to review
some cxamples alleged Lo support plaintiff's "Statement of Cenuine Issues.”®

one allegation, scrious from the plaintiff's point of view, is an
alleged inconsistency between an hugust 10, 1978 letter from the then
Information and Privacy Act Coordinator, Gene F. Wilson to W. Todd Zechel
and the volume of documents relcased in December, 1972 in response to the
Stipulation of September .5, 1978. Without getting into the dctails other than
to refer to the December 14, 1978 letter of George Owens to plaintiff's
counsel Peter A. Gersten, the objective facts indicate that the CIA Lad
uncovered substantinlly more pages of materials by the ené of the de novo
search than Mr. Wilson was referring to in August, 1978.

GSW also argucs that George Owens' scarch instructions were "grossly
misleading and inaccurate.” In particular, plaintiff voints out the comment
in the instructions:

FYI: The STIPULATION so changes the
original requests, original complaint
and revised complaint that the latter
have, in effect, become immaterial to
the search you will conduct responsive
to ;hc STIPULATION.
Owens' Supplementary, Exs. C-H. The alleged violation of the Stipulation is

that the Stipulation defines "UFO" and “UFO Phenomena” by reference to the

nterrogatorics. As we noted above, the Stipulation was cxpressly “to

upra, the court decided that the subseguent indln' of
jon of fact about the adequacy o rcn-qnaﬁr_




