
Finally, plainti

@e novo search and Gcor

££ conjures up another discrepancy between t
he

gc Owens’ letter of February 1, 1979 t
o a Larry

Bryant. Owens wrote concerning Bryant's POIA request with 
respect to

& George Adamski, @ purported "UFO contactce.” Owens! letter states

“{f)or your information

Saucer Watch litigation

waived." The context ©

, this reguest is not associated with the Gr
ound

an@ therefore the search fecs have not be
en

£ the remainder of the paragraph a5 well as the

‘other documents in the record referring to the CIA‘s po
licy on search

fees leave no doubt that

that this request by Bryant was no
t

of his prior requcs

t the quoted sentence ref

; listed in the amended comp

contention is without substa
nce.

In sumuary, we have

numerous argumpnts and conclude that none rais
e

challenging the defendant's good faith in 
conduc

pursuant to the Stipvlation.

Plaintiff does not challenge the defendan
t!

ers to the fact, correctly,

associated with this case as were 
two

sint. Plaintiff's

refully considered cach of plnintiff's

a genpine

ting the de nove

t's assertion of

exemptions 3 and 6 and after our de novo xeview of the reco
ré in this

case, including the defendant's affidavi
ts,

6,

exemptions have been properly Glaimed.

we are satisfied that those

a5 With respect to exemption (b) (1), which except Lox portions of

hrce: Coc upOnES, was asserted Co!

a to the way the documents were classified pursuant to Exocutive Order Wi
ie

ngruently with (b) (3), plaintiff objects —


