rinally, plaintiff conjures up another discrepancy between the

de novo scaxch and George pwens' lctter of February 1, 1479 to a Larry
Bryant. Owens wWrote concerning Bryant's FOIA roguest with respect to

George Adamski, a purported “UFO contactae.” Owens' letter states ;
“[£f)ox your information, this reguest is not associated with the Grounq
saucer Watch litigation and therefore the search feecs nave not been
waived." The contcxt of the remainder of the paragraph at well as the
other documents in the record referring to the CIA's policy on search
fees leave no doubt that the quoted sentence refers to the fact, correctly,
that this request by Bryant was not associated with this case as were two
of his prior regucsts listed in the amended cowplaint. Plaintiff's
contention is without substance. e

In summary, we have carefully considercd cach of plaintiff’s
numerous argumgnts and conclude that none raisc a genuing issue of fact

challenging the defendant's good faith in conducting Ll de nove search

pursuant to the Stipulation.

Exemptions
LA Al B

Plaintiff docs not challenge the defondant's assertion of
exemptions 3 and 6 and after our de povo review of the record in this
‘ casc, includlng the defendant's affidavits, we are satisfied that those
exemptions have been properly c_]aimr.-d.6

: with respect to exemption (b) (1), which cxccpc £or portions o[
thre ducumonts Was u,scrted cnngrucncly with tb)(l). p!aintiff phjoctau



