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FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

F

CITIZENS AGALRST UFO SECRECY,

Plainciff,

v. | 7 Civil Action No. 80-1562

NATLONAL SECURITY AGENCY,

Defendant.
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MENORANDUM AND ORDER

Tnis Freedom of Information Act case is before the Court

on cefencant's motion for summary judgment. Plaintiff is

sceking 211 documents in defendant's possession relating to
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end UFO phenomena. Defendant has vrovided sowe material

but has withheld other rzterial pursuant to various FOIA

exemptions, s¢e 5 U.S.C. § 552(5) (1976). The bulk of the

material withheld consists af comnunications intelligence

reports, which cefendant asserts are protected by Exemptions

2 and 3 of the Freedom of Information Act. Four cocuments

at issue are not communications intelligence reports;

exemptions, and exemptions 5 and 6. °

Tne Cours first carefully reviewed the public aff

Security Agency official Evpene Yeates and

ter receiving plaintiff's opposition, examined

personally 2 top secret affidavit frou Yeates, submitted by

cefondant in camera. The public affidavit provides a

general statement of the defendant's position that is

firengly bolstered by the extremely detailed, 21-papge in

gamera Tiling. On the basis of these affidavits, the Courtoo fe. . N

finds that the claiined exemptions have been properly and

conscientiously apvlied. |
e

The censunicaticons intelligence reports clearly relate

to the inast sensitive activities of the defendant and thus

PAbL sauarveiy within the protection of Public Law 26-35

73 Stat. 63 (1959). The in camera affidavit prevides rhe
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cert. Genicd, 46 U.S.L.W. 3730 (U.S., May 12, 1980). The

Court finds that release of this material could seriously

jeopardize the work of the agency and the security of the

Vnited Scarces. Under the standards set forth in Havden &

Fonga, the claim of Section (b)(3) exemotion must be granted

“its entirety. No consideration needs to be given the

ncaitional claim for protection under Exemption 1. The

sceandards of Public Law 86-36 heve been met.

The Court also finds that the affidavits supvore

qonéisclosure for the Four documents thee are not intel

reports. Defendant has provided plaintifl with much of rhe

contents ci these documents and also has provided 2
+

Sescription of both the dacuments end the deletions. The

various claims under Exemptions 1, 3, 5 and 6 2s to these

cocuments ave proper. The withheld portions either ere not

Tesponsive te pleinciff's request or are properly exempted.

Throughsuc the Court's review of this material, the

Cuurt has been aware of the public interest in the issue of

UFOs anc the need to balance that interest against the

r
yagency’ s iced for secrecy. The in camere af

that the public interest in disciesure is far outwei

view on in cainera review of documents in FOIA cases, see

Ailen v. UTA, No. €0-1380 (D.C. Cir., Filed Nov. 12, 1980)

bur the Cource finds in its pdiseretion that che publie and

in ovnsera affidavits subinirted here are amply sufficient

toOunke such veview of the Cecutents unnecessary

igevic presents

actual consicerations which aided the Courc in cetermining
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For the foregoing reasons, defendant's motion Lor

summary judgment is granted. The case is dismissed.

$O° ORDERED.

Le.

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGL

} rsHoverher 7 », 1980.
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