that "the exccutive [hos) ‘unigue insights into what adverse affects
1 might occur as a result of public disclosurc of a particular classifiud

record,' " Ray v. Turner, 5g7 F.2d 1187, 1194 (D.C.Cir. 1978) (per curiau):f
(footnote omitted), we do not find that the defendant's application of

Executive Order No. 12065 was cither an abusc of discretion or arbitrarcy i

and capricious. ; -

Plaintiff having failed to raise a genuine issuc of material fact
concerning the adeguacy of the scarch or the defeadant's good £aith und
inthe light of our de nove review, we conclude that the defendant has [
properly asserted excemptions 1, 3, and 6 and is entitled to summary
judgment.

—hAttorney s EacsTh

To win an award of attorney's fces FOIA plaintiffs can not rely

on post hoc, .ergo propter hoc, rather they must “"show some causal nexus

-

between their litigation and the CIA's disclosurc. . . ." Goland, supri
at 356 & n. 102. Even if the plaintiff can desmonstrate 5 causal connectic
and that he substantially prevailed) the award is still within the trial
court's discretion. 1d4. n. 103. 1In this casc the documents that were
released resulted in part from the processing of other FOIA reguests at

the same time and in part from the dc povo search pursuant to the Stipulat

B v ) ntn:ediinto duriﬁg litigation. Consequently, plaintiff may hc-elidiblu.l'

a}hornuy 5 fecs and we will entertain a motion for such fees ac:onpenicd
o




