TS i URITED STATES DISTRIC S oun
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMRIA
,
CITIZENS AGALNST UFO SECR ECY
Plainciff,
v. Civil Action No. 80-1562
NATIONAL SECURITY AGERCY,

Defendant.
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HEHORANDUM ARD ORDER

This Freedom of Information Act case is before .the Court

on defencant’s motion for summary judgment. Plaintiff is
sceking 211 documents in defendant's possession relating to
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UFD phonomena.  Defendant has provided sche material
but has withheld other iraterizl pursuant to various FOIa

exemptions, =ce 5 U.S.C. § 552(b) (1976). The bulk of the

mazerial withheld consists of co*municaﬁions intelligence
rzports, which defendant asserts are protected by Exemptions
1 znd 3 of the Frecedom of Information Act. Four éocuments
at issue are not communications intelligence reports;
Zelendent has withheld one of these documents in its
entirety, @nd portions of three others, pursuant to these
exemﬁtions, and exemptions 5 and 6. :

Tive Court first carefully reviewed the public aff
of Mational Sccurity Agency official Euvgene Yeaztes and
ter receiving plaintiff's opposition, exanined
sersonally a2 top secret affidavit from Yeates, submitted by
cefendnnt in camera. The public aifidavit provides a
statement of the defgndant's'position that is

1
girvengly bolstered by the eXtremely detailed, 2l-pag
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Hats
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lievve aifidavies, the Court
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Cn the bhasis o
laimed exemptions have been properly and

» applicd. l

nunicatiens intelligence reports clearly relite
to the mast scnsitive activities of the defendant and thus
Fa11 sguarely within the proteciion of Pudlic Law £6-25

73 Stat. 63 (1932). The in camera affidavit prevides the
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2ail approved in Navden & Fonda v. Mational
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Securicy Asency, 608 ¥.2d 1331, 1389-91 (D.C. Cir. 1879),
cert. denied, 48 U.S.L.W. 3730 (U.S., May 12, 1980). The
Courtc finds that ra]eas; of this material could seriously
juopardize the work of the agency'and the security of the

United Stares. Under the standards set forth in Kavden &

gnéz, the claim of Section (b)(3) exemntion must be granted

in its entirety. Ho consideration nceds to be given the

additional claim for protection wrider Exemption 1. The

ards o Public Law 86-36 hzve boen wmet.
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The Ceourt also finds that the affidavits supnort
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nondisciosure for the four documents tha
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repovts. Defendant has provided plaint
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hese documents and also has mrovided a2
description of both the documents and the deletions. The
various clzims under Exemptions 1, 3, 5 and 6 2s to these

documents are proper. The withheld portions either are not

responsive to plaintiff's request or are properly exempnied.

Throughosut the Court's review of this materiai, the

Lourt has heen avare of the public interest in the issue of

that the public interest in
Uy the sensirive nuvure of
effect on mational security their relesse may well conteil.

The Court hias been mindful of the Count of Zppenls

view on in caimera rveview of documents in FOlA cases, seoc

Allen v. UTA, No. 20-1380 (D.C. Cir., filed Now. 1Z, 1930),

bur the Court finds in iLs’digqretion that gho public nnd

(Y%

n -2 affidavics submitted here are amply suifticient

to wnke such review of the decumenis unnusensaTy.



For the foregoing reasons, defoendant's motion fox
summary judgment is granted. The case is dismissed.
: SO ORDERED.
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